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Throughout its history, the Institute for Water Resources (IWR) has invited preeminent water resources
academicians and practitioners to take up residence at the Institute to foster scholarly exchange. At any
given time, IWR frequently has faculty from universities spending time in residence at the Institute. Both
IWR and the Corps benefit from such faculty engaging in ongoing water resources studies and research
on a reimbursable basis. Visiting scholars are expected to help infuse new energy and ideas to the IWR
program, while the practical work environment at IWR and/or the Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC)
provides a stimulating context for mutual exploration of potential advances in hydrologic engineering and
planning analysis. Such experiences have proven to be intellectually invigorating for both the Institute staff
and the visitors themselves.
American Association for the Advancement of Science
Science and Technology Policy Fellows Program
Through the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) Science and Technology Policy Fellows
Program, IWR sponsors post-doctoral and senior fellows to work on water resource policy issues such as analyzing
the linkages between water resources development and water resources problems (e.g. drought, floods) and the
economies of developing nations. Individuals with a systems engineering, economics, public participation or water
resources background are especially encouraged to apply. This highly selective fellowship program gives scientists
and engineers a real-world introduction to how science interacts with policy in Washington.
Leo R. Beard Visiting Scholar Program
For many years, the Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) has invited prominent hydrologic and hydraulic
professionals to take up residence at HEC in Davis, CA to foster scholarly exchange. Faculty from a number of
universities have spent some of their sabbatical with HEC and on occasion HEC has also had prominent engineers
from other agencies join the Center in the same capacity. The experience and the exchange of ideas that these
scholars bring to HEC have proven to be intellectually satisfying and productive for both HEC staff and the visitors
themselves. Such scholars in residence are known as "Leo R. Beard Visiting Scholars."
Maass-White Visiting Scholar Fellowship
The Maass-White Visiting Scholar Fellowship is designed to ensure that today’s water resources challenges benefit
from innovative thinking of the nation’s top academics, and to promote a deeper understanding of real-world water
resource problems by those in academia. The fellowship honors the late Arthur Maass and Gilbert F. White–two
scholars who had a revolutionary impact on the practice of water resources planning and management.
National Research Council Research Associateship Program
Through the National Research Council (NRC) Research Associateship Program, IWR sponsors postdoctoral and
senior research awards to conduct relevant research for one to two years at one of IWR's locations. Fellowships are
given for the purpose of conducting research (chosen by the doctoral level scientists and engineers) to apply their
special knowledge and research talents to areas that are of interest to them and to the host laboratories and centers.
UCOWR Water Resources Fellowship
The Universities Council on Water Resources (UCOWR) and IWR developed a visiting scholar program in 2003.
The program invites academicians to the Institute to focus on emerging water resource issues of relevance to the
civil works mission. While on sabbatical these scholars are expected to perform applied, policy-relevant research to
extend the Corps of Engineers knowledge of and thinking about emerging water resources needs and issues.
UCOWR Fellows, chosen via a UCOWR/Corps panel, are university professors who have substantial applied
experience in water resources planning and management, as well as strong teaching credentials.
Lieutenant General Frederick J. Clarke Fellowship
Lieutenant General Clarke (Chief of Engineers 1969-1973) was instrumental in securing expert, independent advice
on environmental issues facing the Corps by founding the Environmental Advisory Board (EAB). The Corps plays an
increasingly important role in many of the most profound environmental issues faced by our nation's water
resources. The Clarke Fellowship recognizes that USACE will need the advice of our nation's brightest scholars to
ensure that these environmental issues are tackled with the utmost skill and understanding. The fellowship provides
scholars with the opportunity to engage with and advise USACE leaders on important policy issues related to their
environmental mission. Clarke Fellowships are awarded to researchers who have demonstrated scholarship in the
areas of environmental quality and policy analysis in water resources planning.
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Forward
Motivation and Purpose
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has long been required to demonstrate that its proposed
water resource development projects provide net benefits to the nation as a condition for Congressional
authorization and funding. The Corps was instructed by the Rivers & Harbors Act of 1902 to show in
project planning studies that recommended water resources investments produced benefits that
exceeded costs. This general principle was famously reiterated by the Flood Control Act of 1936, which
stated:
“It is hereby recognized that destructive floods upon the rivers of the United States, upsetting
orderly processes and causing loss of life and property, including the erosion of lands and
impairing and obstructing navigation, highways, railroads, and other channels of commerce
between the States, constitute a menace to national welfare; that it is the sense of Congress
that flood control on navigable waters or their tributaries is a proper activity of the Federal
Government in cooperation with States, their political sub-divisions and localities thereof that
investigations and improvements of rivers and other waterways, including watersheds thereof
that for flood-control purposes are in the interests of the general welfare; that the Federal
Government should improve or participate in the improvement of navigable waters or their
tributaries including watersheds thereof, for flood-control purposes if the benefits to
whomsoever they may accrue are in excess of the estimated costs, and if the lives and social
security of people are otherwise adversely affected.”
Since that time there have been multiple efforts to interpret the Congressional intent within Corps
guidance for project planning studies. Perhaps the greatest challenge has been to reflect the concept of
multiple objectives (as alluded to in the quotation above) in plan formulation and evaluation. This was a
major focus of the Harvard Water Program in the 1960s, and its ideas for multi-objective planning were
manifested in Corps planning guidance in the early 1970s under the so-called Principles and standards
for planning water and related land resources. However, subsequent federal water planning guidance
set out in the 1983 Economic and environmental principles and guidelines for water and related land
resources (P&G) moved away from a multiple objective focus by defining a single federal objective based
on national economic development, subject to an environmental protection constraint.
Since publication of the 1983 P&G planning framework, the Corps’ role in water resources planning and
management has continued to evolve in response to changing public values and program budget levels
and priorities, and the cost sharing reforms of 1986. The Corps has made significant changes to
modernize its internal plan formulation and evaluation procedures and analytical methods. Perhaps
most significant was the creation of planning and analysis procedures to implement a new ecosystem
restoration mission, to accompany the Corps’ historic responsibilities for enhancing waterborne
commercial transportation and flood and coastal storm damage reduction.
Today, the concept of “Integrated Water Resources Management” (IWRM) is being advocated as a
better way to approach the challenges of 21st century water management, and many observers have
noted that current Corps planning guidance falls short of that ideal. The so-called Section 216 reports
from the National Research Council noted the need to re-focus attention in planning studies to multiple
objectives and tradeoffs, better account for uncertainty, and accommodate the concepts of adaptive
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management, stakeholder collaboration, and systems analysis for watershed scale planning and
evaluation. Recent literature on “ecosystem services” provided by the natural environment has been
offered as yet another concept to be considered in Corps planning. These planning concepts and more
are encompassed by the principles of IWRM.
To facilitate movement toward an IWRM focus in Corps planning studies, a conceptual framework is
needed that will allow the Corps to review, and as needed modify and extend, its current practices and
then organize those practices according to IWRM principles That framework must also accommodate
the reality that the Corps remains bound by the particular ways its studies and projects are authorized
and funded, which not only circumscribe the missions of the agency, but also affects the ways in which
modern planning concepts can be accommodated in plan development and implementation. This
framework is offered in order to stimulate discussion and further dialogue on how contemporary
concepts of IWRM might be integrated into Corps planning.
The framework contained in this report is written in the form and structure of current Corps planning
guidance in order to help readers to identify how and where IWRM principles could be woven as an
integrated process into the current Corps planning framework. The conceptual framework was prepared
by Leonard Shabman, Resident Scholar at Resources for the Future and Visiting Scholar at the Corps’
Institute for Water Resources (IWR), and Paul Scodari, IWR Senior Economist.

Some Reflections on the Framework
Among the most important challenges faced in revising Corps planning and analysis guidance to reflect
contemporary concepts of IWRM are the following:
1. The need for the planning framework to recognize and accommodate the authorized Corps missions
and policies (e.g., cost sharing requirements of non-federal project sponsors) that would remain
unaffected by any changes to the planning process.
2. The need to better acknowledge and communicate the uncertainties inherent in the analyses that
support water resources investment decisions, including possible recognition of multiple possible
future “without project conditions.”
3. The need to clearly define the Corps’ role in ecosystem restoration relative to that of other federal
and non-federal agencies.
4. The need to clarify the Corps' role in flood risk management relative to that of other federal and
non-federal agencies.
5. The need to recognize that multiple decision criteria measured in non-commensurate terms
(monetary units, non-monetary quantitative units, and qualitative descriptions) and shared decisionmaking means that plan selection cannot be determined by applying an analytical algorithm that,
through computation, identifies the “best” plan.
6. The enhancement of collaborative planning and shared decision-making will be realized by a)
incorporating different agency responsibilities in plan formulation, b) increasing the transparency of
the logic and computations in the analysis, and c) assuring that multi-criteria evaluation and
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analytical tools (such as monetization of project effects) contribute to reconciliation of disparate
views and lead to more expeditious decision-making.
Of particular note is that all of the challenges are treated within the framework as an integrated process
as opposed to being addressed as isolated subjects. In fact, the imperative was to have a framework that
incorporated the many individual planning concepts central to IWRM, not as a list of considerations, but
rather as part of an integrated whole that recognizes interdependencies and has a consistency of
definitions. As one example, the framework relates the definition of adaptive management, and where
that concept applies in plan formulation, to the ways that uncertainty is addressed in the planning
process.
Incorporating IWRM concepts, especially for complex water resources problems, would add to the
requirements of a planning study at the same time that there are demands on the Corps for shorterduration and less-costly studies. Any further development of the conceptual framework must
accommodate the need to reconcile the level of detail required by the framework with study time and
resource constraints.
Finally, new imperatives for collaborative planning will highlight, not mask, differences among decision
participants in the identification of planning problems, opportunities, and preferred solutions. This in
turn will highlight differences of view about the meaning of the federal interest and how multi-objective
plan formulation and multi-criteria evaluation can be used in federal budgeting decisions and financing
responsibilities for the different actions included in a preferred alternative. At the same time, the
collaborative planning requirements may demand a new set of skills and new decision processes
throughout the Corps hierarchy.

Request for Comments
The conceptual framework is being published as part of IWR’s Visiting Scholar Program in order to
stimulate thoughtful dialogue and to facilitate the exchange of ideas relevant to integrating
contemporary concepts of IWRM into civil works planning guidance and practice. Corps staff, other
federal agency and non-federal agency staff, and the general public are asked to share their
observations and insights on any part or the entirety of the framework. Submitted comments can relate
to the clarity, substance, or workability of the framework or parts thereof. Comments should be
submitted electronically to Paul Scodari (paul.f.scodari@usace.army.mil).
In doing so, please note that the publication of this report by IWR does not represent any official policy,
position, or endorsement of the report contents by the Executive Branch, Department of the Army, Army
Corps Engineers, or IWR.
In reviewing the framework and in consideration of this request for comments, the following additional
factors should be kept in mind. First, there is more conceptual thinking behind many sections of the
framework than can be fully elaborated on within the framework. Some of that thinking is partially
reflected or at least alluded to in the explanatory endnotes as well as in the two issue papers included in
the appendices. Therefore, readers are encouraged to consult the framework endnotes and appendices
when reviewing the document.
Second, the framework is intentionally Corps-centered, and it is recognized that some have argued that
Corps planning need not be constrained by authorized Corps missions and administration budget
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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priorities. Whatever the conceptual merits of this argument, the authorized Corps mission areas need
to be highlighted, and the limits of Congressional authorization and the reality of cost sharing with nonfederal project sponsors need to be accommodated.
Third, the framework focuses on project level planning, but within a watershed context. The Water
Resources Planning Act of 1965, which created the authority for the existing P&G, draws a distinction
between Level C (project) and Level B (basin scale) planning. Level C planning is what is addressed by
the framework. Programmatic authorizations are more like Level B studies in that they establish the
broad guidelines for the Level C planning and project implementation; the programmatic regulations of
the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan are an example of how that relationship might work.
The possible contribution of this framework to programmatic planning and implementation (a blend of
level B and C) has not been addressed here, but could be as logical future actions.
Finally, trends in the relative share of the Corps budget dedicated to construction-general versus
operations and maintenance, combined with aging Corps-managed infrastructure and increasing
attention to project re-operation and modifications to address emerging problems and opportunities
(e.g. sustainable rivers program, water supply reallocation), mean that Corps planning guidance will
increasingly be applied to modifications of existing projects as well as to project operations and
management. This will increase the need for attention to collaborative planning, because recommended
changes will need to take into account and secure agreement from the stakeholders served by the
current project operations as well as the beneficiaries of the outcomes associated with potential
changes in project operations.
This report should be cited as follows:
L. Shabman and P. Scodari. 2012. Towards integrated water resources management: A conceptual
framework for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers water and related land resources implementation studies.
Working Paper. Institute for Water Resources. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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Towards Integrated Water Resources Management: A Conceptual
Framework for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Water and Related Land
Resources Implementation Studies
Section 1. Introduction
a. Purpose. This framework is for use by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in formulating,
evaluating, displaying, comparing, and recommending alternative plans in water and related land
resources implementation studies. It is to be applied to project-level study authorities for the
purpose of determining the federal interest in new and modified water resources investments and
operations.
b. Planning resources. This framework requires the practical application of contemporary planning
and analytical procedures in hydrology, engineering, economics, planning, the biological sciences,
and other natural and social sciences for plan formulation, evaluation, and comparison within the
civil works missions and authorities of the Corps.
c. Planning guidance. For purposes of conducting implementation studies, the Secretary of the Army
will issue Corps-specific guidance on analytical procedures that that will implement this
framework in consideration of:
•
•
•

Available study times and resources,
The level of detail in the study reports required for informed decision-making at all levels of
the decision hierarchy, and;
The need to assure the transparency of the analysis to non-federal sponsors and other
agencies and stakeholders, and assure their engagement in the planning process at
appropriate junctures.
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Section 2. Federal Interest Evaluation Criteria
2.1 Primary Evaluation Criteria
The following effects of alternative plans shall be evaluated and used as primary federal evaluation
criteria in plan display, comparison, and decision-making: 1
a. National environmental quality (NEQ) effects. NEQ effects represent the positive and negative
changes in the physical, chemical, and biological conditions of the nation’s water and related land
resources at the watershed scale, as measured in non-monetary units. 2
b. National economic efficiency (NEE) effects. 3 NEE effects represent the positive and negative
changes in the economic value of water and related land resources 4 or the economic value of the
national output of goods and services produced using these resources, as measured in monetary
units.

2.2 Additional Evaluation Criteria
The following effects of alternative plans will be evaluated and reported as additional federal evaluation
criteria in plan display and comparison. The District Engineer may determine that one or more of these
additional evaluation criteria are neither applicable nor material for decision-making, but must provide a
statement in the report justifying that determination.
a. Public safety effects. These effects represent the effects of flood and coastal storm damage
reduction plans, as well as other types of plans when warranted, on the reduction of and
remaining risks to human life and safety, as measured in non-monetary units and/or qualitative
descriptions.
b. Other environmental quality effects. These effects include effects on significant cultural and
aesthetic resources, as well as sub-watershed-scale ecological resources, as measured in nonmonetary units and/or qualitative descriptions. 5
c. Effects on low-income, tribal and minority communities. These effects include the incidence of
national economic efficiency effects, national environmental quality effects, public safety effects,
and other environmental quality effects—as measured in the units for these evaluation criteria
outlined above— on low-income, tribal, and minority communities. These effects also include any
employment and income effects on these population groups, as measured in monetary and nonmonetary units. 6
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Section 3. Overview of Planning Process
3.1 Introduction
The planning process consists of a series of iterative elements to identify problems and opportunities, to
formulate and evaluate alternatives as combinations of water and related land resource management
measures that are reasonably expected to address the problems and opportunities, and to display and
compare the results of the evaluations of alternative plans. The product of the planning process is
analysis and communication of the significant effects of each alternative plan with clarity and
transparency sufficient for decision participants and decision-makers to be fully aware of the
assumptions employed, the data and information included in the analysis, and the reasons and
rationales for their use in analysis.
a. Planning elements. The planning process includes the following analytical elements in support of
decision-making:
(1) Specification of the water and related land resources problems and opportunities relevant to
the planning setting.
(2) Inventory, forecast, and analysis of current and expected future water and related land resource
conditions (that are relevant to the identified problems and opportunities) within the planning
area if no Corps civil works action is taken (the future, without-project condition).
(3) Formulation of alternative plans to alleviate problems and realize opportunities.
(4) Evaluation of the effects of the alternative plans on the problems and opportunities and on the
federal evaluation criteria, as compared with the without-project condition.
(5) Display and comparison of significant effects of alternative plans to facilitate the selection of a
preferred plan.
(6) Recommendation and reporting of a preferred plan
b. Iterative Process. Planning is a dynamic process requiring iteration among the five planning
elements that engages all the technical specialists and analysts, those responsible for decisionmaking, and other relevant agencies and stakeholders. This iterative process may sharpen the
planning focus or change its emphasis as new data are obtained or as the specification of
problems or opportunities change or become more clearly defined. Consideration of each
element in the process may require previous elements to be revisited.
c. Planning results. The study report that recommends a plan that would require Corps budgetary
support or changes to existing project operations must a) justify the plan using the analysis of the
plan according to the federal evaluation criteria, and b) provide assurances that any measures in
the plan that are to be implemented by non-Corps entities (public or private) will be undertaken
by those.

3.2 Scoping
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There needs to be an early and open "scoping" process as soon as practical after a decision is made to
begin planning. This process is complementary with the scoping process described in the CEQ NEPA
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508).
The purpose of scoping is to obtain the perspectives of other agencies and stakeholders and to consider
those perspectives in preparing a study plan that identifies a clearly understood and broadly supported
focus and scope of analyses to be undertaken in support of decision-making, and ensure that all
significant decision-making factors are addressed while avoiding unneeded and extraneous studies.
(Section 3.2.1.e. describes the engagement of non-Corps parties in the planning process.)
3.2.1 Major Scoping Factors
Major factors to be addressed in scoping include: planning purpose, planning area, analytical focus and
level of detail, accommodation of uncertainty, and engagement with other agencies and stakeholders in
planning. 7
a. Planning purpose. Planning purpose refers to the water resources management problems and
opportunities to be addressed in a planning study. The starting point for identifying the planning
purpose(s) is the study’s authorizing document, which normally identifies in general terms the
area-specific problems and opportunities for study. While there may be a wide range of
potential water-related problems and opportunities in any planning area, the Corps must
necessarily focus its planning around those problems and opportunities that are consistent with
Corps authorities and priority missions.
b. Planning area. The planning area refers to the specific geographic area where alternative plans
to address problems and opportunities are formulated and evaluated. The planning area should
include the geographic scope necessary for analyzing the nature and extent of problems and
opportunities, as well as potential locations of alternative management plans to alleviate
problems and realize opportunities (often called “project areas”) as well as the locations of
resources and existing projects that would be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by, or
that could affect, the alternative plans (often called the “affected area”).
A systems perspective should be taken to define the planning area. 8 The planning area should
be of sufficient size to permit the assessment and evaluation of the hydrologic interactions of a
project with other water resources projects and programs. The 8-digit Hydrologic Unit Code
should be initially used as the appropriate watershed scale, 9 but planners should assure that the
planning area includes potential significant hydrologic interactions of plans with existing civil
works projects in other watersheds.
In some cases, considerations other than hydrologic interaction may contribute to defining the
planning area. For example, the planning area associated with inland navigation waterways and
related harbors are likely to include the regional transportation sector, including alternate and
complementary modes of transportation as well as directly related harbors. As another
example, if a wildlife species of interest is identified for management, the relevant eco-region
that defines the species habitat throughout its life cycle may not coincide with watershed
boundaries.
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c. Analytical focus and level of detail. In general, the focus, methods, and level of detail and
complexity of planning analyses should be commensurate with the scale, scope, and magnitude
of problems and opportunities and expected management effects, budget costs, analytical
uncertainties, and levels of stakeholder conflict that might be expected to attend a potential
decision. At the same time, the level of detail and complexity in planning analyses must
necessarily be scaled to match the available study resources.
d. Addressing uncertainty. An important part of scoping is an initial determination (subject to later
revision) of how uncertainty will be addressed in planning.
Uncertainty is the result of imperfect knowledge concerning the present or future state of a
system. The concern with uncertainty in civil works planning relates to the “cost” of decision
error—that is, while a decision today will be made with the expectation of positive future
outcomes, there is the possibility that the decision may prove to have unacceptable future
adverse consequences. Adverse consequences are often thought to include, although not
limited to, undesired ecosystem changes, loss of human lives, property damages and income
losses. In a broader context, adverse consequences also include the commitment of current
resources that may not achieve intended results (e.g., navigation investments undertaken today
may not realize the projected transportation cost savings because the anticipated increased
future navigation traffic never materializes; or actions taken to modify the future structure and
functions of an ecosystem may not yield the intended biological outcomes). Therefore, it is not
uncertainty itself that is the concern; rather, the concern is about the magnitude of possible
future adverse consequences (i.e., costs) from a decision. Two basic sources of uncertainty are:
(1) Knowledge uncertainty. Knowledge uncertainty refers to the confidence in an analytical
prediction of a future state of some system. Knowledge uncertainty arises from incomplete
understanding of a relevant system as well as modeling and data limitations. Some knowledge
uncertainty is reducible in principle with more data and the development of more complete
models for data analysis and prediction. However, reducing knowledge uncertainty may require
greater costs and time than is available to the study.
(2) Natural variability. There is inherent variability in the physical world and this “randomness” is
irreducible. In the water resources context, uncertainties related to natural variability include
phenomena such as stream flow, assumed to be a random process in time, or soil properties,
assumed to be random in space. Natural variability cannot be altered by obtaining more
information, although its characterization might improve with additional knowledge. Natural
variability is sometimes dealt with by statistical or probabilistic methods. 10
Figure 3-1 illustrates three different paths for addressing uncertainty in planning, and at the
scoping stage one path will be selected. As part of the scoping process, and as one basis for
choosing a path, an inventory will evaluate the quantity and quality of models and data required
for specification of identified problems and opportunities, for forecasting with- and withoutproject conditions, for identifying potential alternatives for addressing the problems and
opportunities, and for evaluating alternative plans. While an initial scoping decision will select
one path (in consideration of the necessary level of analysis detail, available resources, and
available data and models), at any point in the iterative planning process a decision may be
made to shift from the initially chosen path for addressing uncertainty to another path. The
District Engineer (DE) in the final report must provide a statement justifying the path chosen.
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Path 1: When there is little uncertainty or when the potential future adverse consequences of
making a wrong decision are judged to be acceptable, then each planning element will be
executed using best professional judgment for making point estimates of without-project
conditions and with-project plan effects on problems, opportunities, and the federal evaluation
criteria. 11 This could be augmented by using sensitivity analysis to identify how estimates of plan
outcomes would change with variation in one or more key parameters relating to the estimated
future, without-project condition.
Path 2: If the potential adverse consequences of decision error are judged to be unacceptable,
but the distribution of possible plan outcomes can be reasonably characterized statistically with
available study resources, planning should employ a risk analysis framework. Risk analysis will
assign probabilities to possible future conditions and outcomes using expert elicitation or
statistical data analysis, and report the range of possible outcomes and their likelihoods for the
without-project conditions and with-project plan effects on problems, opportunities, and the
federal evaluation criteria.
Path 3: If the potential adverse consequences of decision error are judged to be unacceptable,
and the level of uncertainty makes it impossible to credibly characterize the statistical
distribution of possible plan outcomes, planning should build premise-based scenarios for
reporting without-project conditions and with-project plan effects on problems, opportunities,
and the federal evaluation criteria. 12 A decision to employ scenario analysis to address
uncertainty might be made during the scoping phase, or might come later in the planning
process when it becomes apparent that uncertainty has important implications for plan
formulation, evaluation, and decision-making. Under such conditions of uncertainty, if there are
opportunities to formulate a plan that approaches problems and opportunities with incremental
implementation, then adaptive management measures can be included in one formulated
alternative. Conversely, if there is no opportunity for incremental implementation, the analysis
should report how different alternatives address problems and opportunities and contribute to
the federal evaluation criteria under different scenarios. 13
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Figure 3-1: Scoping for Addressing Uncertainty in Planning

Judge whether the potential
adverse consequences of
decision error are acceptable or
not

If the potential adverse
consequences of decision error
are deemed to be acceptable…

If the potential adverse
consequences of decision error
are deemed to be unacceptable…

Path 1. Use best professional
judgment to calculate & report
point estimates of plan effects
(ignore uncertainty)

Judge whether it is reasonably
possible to characterize
statistically the distribution of
possible plan effects

Test & report the sensitivity of
estimates for plan effects to
variation in one or more key
parameters in the future,
without-project condition

If the judgment is that plan
effects can be reasonably
characterized statistically. ..

If the judgment is that plan
effects cannot be reasonably
characterized statistically…

Path 2. Use risk analysis (e.g.,
probabilistic methods) to
estimate and report expected
values and potential variability
for plan effects

Path 3. Develop & use
different premise-based
scenarios (future withoutproject conditions) to
estimate and report plan
effects

Judge whether investments
to produce desired effects
can be made incrementally
over time

If incremental investment is
possible, formulate an
adaptive management plan
and carry forward
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e. Engagement with other agencies and stakeholders. As part of the iterative process, other
agencies and stakeholders may be engaged to help inform the specification of problems and
opportunities, engage in joint fact-finding, suggest alternative plans, and participate in the
formulation, evaluation, comparison, and recommendation of alternatives. The Corps will
engage with other agencies and stakeholders in different ways depending on project
circumstances. The degree of engagement varies from holding public meetings to full
integration of stakeholder involvement into each step of the planning process. 14
(1) Parties to engage
a) Cost share partners. Those non-federal agencies or other legal entities that are legally
obligated to participate in plan development or provide funds or in-kind support for plan
development or project implementation must be engaged in the planning process.
b) Other federal and non-federal government agencies. Civil works projects and their
operations have limited capacity to alleviate problems and realize opportunities on their
own. Whether in the area of flood damage reduction and risk management, reliable
water supply, or ecosystem restoration, the authorities of the Corps are either limited
(as in the areas of water quality improvement, urban river restoration, and floodplain
regulation) or there are other agency programs that can bring expertise and funding to
the development of alternatives (e.g., FEMA). The completeness criterion (which is
addressed later in this framework) demands attention to including other agency
program measures in plan formulation. However, there are often differences in program
missions and the analytical approaches and decision criteria used among the Corps and
other agencies. Engagement with other agencies (both federal and non-federal) that are
not cost share partners in the scoping process will increase the understanding of their
respective programs and allow for consideration of those programs in plan formulation.
In addition, interagency engagement will allow agencies with different missions and
responsibilities than those of the Corps to participate (see options for engagement) in
plan formulation. Such participation will recognize a broad range of interests with the
potential to formulate and recommend a plan that will minimize opposition to plan
implementation.
c) Other stakeholders. Agencies of government, non-governmental organizations, as well
as individuals can represent those who will obtain benefits from alleviating problems
and realizing opportunities, or who will bear the financial costs or other adverse
consequences of any alternative plan. In addition, there may be organizations that are
created specifically to include diverse stakeholder interests (e.g., Missouri River
Recovery Implementation Committee).
(2) Options for engagement. 15 The following terms describe different levels and forms of agency
and stakeholder engagement, including but not limited to engagement with the non-federal
project sponsor. Whatever the level and form of engagement, some commitment to effective
communication enhances the chance that the preferred alternative (plan) will earn support from
those most directly affected by a recommended plan. Many formats for agency and stakeholder
communication exist and these can be tailored for each of these levels and forms of
engagement. 16
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a) Inform. Communication generally is from the Corps to stakeholders in open public
meetings, and the burden is often on the stakeholders to attend the meetings, review
information, and provide comments. It is helpful to ask stakeholders during scoping
what they perceive to be problems, opportunities, and possible alternatives, and how
they wish to be informed as planning proceeds. At each point in the planning process
there should be information provided on the progress of the planning process, including
what problems and opportunities are the focus and what alternatives are being
formulated and evaluated.
b) Consult. The Corps project manager identifies particular organizations, agencies and
individuals who are to be consulted with throughout the planning process, seeking their
input, considering their concerns and suggestions, and reporting back on what advice
was taken, what was not, and why. Engagement of this level and form will almost always
be the minimum necessary with the non-federal project sponsors. Whether consultation
of this form should be extended to others will be based on a situation assessment [see
(3) below].
c) Involve. The Corps project manager identifies particular organizations, agencies, and
individuals who will be engaged in a dialogue dedicated to reaching agreement to the
extent possible on any matter related to planning, but without an explicit commitment
to make reaching agreement a condition for moving forward in the planning process.
Engagement of this level and form generally is expected by the non-federal project
sponsor.
d) Collaborate. The Corps project manager will identify particular organizations, agencies,
and individuals who will participate on the planning team in a shared planning process,
with a commitment to seek mutual agreement on analyses related to any step in the
planning process. At this level of collaboration, the Corps project manager should
consider adoption and implementation of a “Shared Vision Planning” (SVP) or similar
process as a possible format for collaborative analysis and planning.
e) Shared decision-making. The Corps project manager identifies those organizations,
agencies, and individuals who will have recognized authority or ability to affect the
choice of a recommended alternative and/or to implement measures that are part of
that alternative. With shared decision-making, the expectation is that there will be a
requirement for agreement on all elements of the planning process before a preferred
alternative can be recommended and implemented. At this level of engagement, the
use of a SVP process, or elements therein, should be fully considered and employed as
study resources permit.
(3) Choosing among engagement options. No single engagement approach is appropriate for all
situations or for all relevant stakeholders and agencies. In addition, the options for engagement
are subject to situation-specific state and federal laws regarding such matters as “government in
the sunshine” and the structure of advisory committees. Also, the form and level of engagement
may vary at different stages of the planning process. During scoping, the Corps project manager
should inventory possible agencies and stakeholders and consult with them about the level,
form, and timing of their engagement. In particularly controversial situations, it may be useful
to ask an independent and impartial professional to conduct the assessment. This situation
assessment then provides the basis for the choice of how to engage with each possible agency
or stakeholder group.
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a) Situation assessment. A situation assessment may be informal or formal, depending on
the scale of the project. The larger or more controversial the project, the more benefit
there is in preparing a written assessment document as a basis for gaining a shared
understanding of the rationales and expectations for the engagement approach taken
with each agency or stakeholder group. Assessments can include initial individual
conversations, public meetings, and/or other tools to fully understand and identify the
parties that may be affected, the problems and opportunities that are most relevant to
these parties, their degree of interest in participating (see levels and forms discussion
above), and to identify opportunities for and obstacles to their participation, including
time and resource constraints. Information associated with the choice factors below
also should be obtained. Educating stakeholders about options for engagement can
help them to make an informed decision about how they wish to participate.
b) Choice factors. Factors to consider when making choices on the level and form of
agency and stakeholder engagement for each planning element include: the public
significance of the project, amount of investment, scientific or technical complexity of
the issues and/or degree of uncertainty, degree of controversy and/or relationships
among parties (including numbers of parties, cultural diversity, balance or imbalance of
power, types of expertise, and resources), time available for consultation within project
deadlines, agency staff and budget resources to engage in collaboration, and the
preferences of cost share partners and other agencies and stakeholders. 17
c) Agreement on engagement. A situation assessment will lead to agreement with
agencies and stakeholders on the following.
i. The objectives for engagement, what products are anticipated, and how outputs
will be used and by whom in the final decision?
ii. Who will participate and in what roles (e.g., as representatives of an interest
group, as individuals, as experts, etc).
iii. What processes would be effective and preferred by those participating and
what specific procedures and ground rules for engagement will be utilized.
iv. How analytical results will be reviewed and used in the planning elements and
what mechanisms will be used for determining the credibility and usefulness of
analyses.
v. Timing and locations of engagement, under whose auspices meetings are held,
and other logistics of involvement.
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Section 4. Analytical Elements of Planning 18
4.1 Specification of Problems and Opportunities
a. Basis. Initially, statements of problems and opportunities will reflect the specific instructions in the
study authority, in other instructions by the Congress or the Executive Branch, and with
consideration of the expectations of the non-federal project sponsor. The problems to be
alleviated and opportunities to be realized should be specified for the planning area as defined in
the scoping process. In the process of describing problems and opportunities, the planning area
may be adjusted to accommodate new understandings of physical, biological, and economic
relationships.
b. Focus and scope. Corps planning will be directed to addressing problems and opportunities (i.e.,
planning objectives) consistent with Corps statutory authorities and priority missions.
(1) Corps authorities and priority missions include the following general categories of planning
objectives:
a) Protect and restore the life support services of nationally significant ecological resources, in
cooperation with other federal and non-federal programs and activities, through the
management of watershed hydrology and/or geomorphology.
b) Enhance flood and coastal storm damage reduction and risk management, in cooperation
with other federal and non-federal programs and activities.
c) Increase the efficiency and reliability of the national transportation system through
investment in and operation and management of inland waterways and harbors.
(2) Additional problems and opportunities can be considered in implementation studies if directed by
the study authorization, or if they serve agency and stakeholder concerns as long as these
problems and opportunities do not conflict with the purposes of the study authority. Possible
examples include: a) contribute to reliable water supply for municipal, industrial, and agricultural
uses, and b) contribute to renewable energy supply by the production of hydro-electric power. In
some cases, stakeholder-defined problems and opportunities may be outside the federal interest
(e.g., waterfront renewal), but measures to address the stakeholders’ desires can synergistically
be made part of the plan, and the costs properly allocated to those purposes.
c. Level of problem alleviation and opportunities attainment. There is no presumption that any
specific level of problem alleviation or opportunity attainment must be met. The statements of
problems and opportunities describe a desired direction of change from the current and expected
future without-project conditions, but do not prejudge how much, if any, of that change may be
warranted. 19 Whether and to what level change is secured by some plan is determined by an
evaluation of plan monetary and non-monetary benefits in relation to plan monetary and nonmonetary costs.
d. Descriptions of problems and opportunities. In specifying problems and opportunities, the
following apply:
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(1) The problems and opportunities should be described as desired outcomes (e.g., reduce and
then manage residual flood risk in River City), and not as an alternative plan(s) that might be
presumed to secure those outcomes (e.g., build a levee in River City, or remove structures
from the floodplain in River City).
(2) The statement of problems and opportunities should specify metrics for measuring changes in
the level and direction of change.
(3) The problems and opportunities should be described for current conditions as well as future
conditions that are expected to prevail in the absence of civil works intervention (i.e., the
without-project condition).
e. Modifications. Initial expressions of problems and opportunities may be modified during the
iterative planning process.

4.2 Inventory Current and Forecast Future Without-Project Water & Related Land
Resources Conditions
a. Without-project condition. The forecast of the future level of problems and opportunities that
would be expected in the absence of civil works action is the baseline for analysis of the effects
of formulated alternative plans on alleviating problems and realizing opportunities. For example,
if the problem is reducing and then managing residual flood risk in River City, then the current
flood risk as well as the future flood risk, in consideration of socioeconomic change, hydrologic
alteration, public policy and other factors, must be taken into account in predictions of future
flood risk.
b. Forecast uncertainty. Planners must determine how uncertainty in the future, without-project
condition will be addressed in the forecasting of future resource conditions. The uncertainties
may be in the water and related land environment (e.g., non-stationarity of the hydrograph,
land subsidence), in human activity (e.g., land settlement and population growth) or in limited
understanding of hydrologic, geomorphic, or ecological processes (e.g., the fate and transport of
sediments, or the response of a wildlife species to changes in the structure and functions of the
water and related land ecosystem). Section 3.2.1 (scoping) and Figure 3-1 outlined different
approaches for determining when and how to address uncertainty in planning.

4.3 Formulation of Alternative Plans
Alternative plans (or plans) are to be formulated in a systematic manner to ensure that a full set of plans
are developed that can reasonably be expected to alter the without-project level of the specified
problems and opportunities. Formulated plans need not be limited to include only measures that the
Corps could implement directly under existing authorities, and can include measures that can be
implemented under the authorities and missions of other federal and non-federal agencies. The scoping
process will have established the collaborative relationships to make such cooperation possible in plan
formulation. The following considerations will apply to plan formulation.
4.3.1 General Considerations in Plan Formulation
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a. Formulation criteria. All alternative plans will be formulated in consideration of three criteria:
completeness, effectiveness, and acceptability. 20 In assessing the extent to which a plan meets
the criteria, the uncertainty of achieving each criterion should be recognized and reported.
(1) Completeness. Completeness is the extent to which an alternative plan includes all necessary
investments or other actions required to ensure the realization of the predicted effects on
problem alleviation or achievement of opportunities. This may require relating the actions in the
plan to other public or private actions if these other actions are required for alleviating
problems or realizing opportunities. Formulated plans should include and report on actions that
will be implemented under the authorities of other federal agencies, state and local entities, as
well as possible contributions by non-governmental organizations.
(2) Effectiveness. Effectiveness is the extent to which an alternative plan alleviates the specified
problems and achieves the specified opportunities.
(3) Acceptability. Acceptability is the extent to which an alternative plan is in compliance with
applicable laws and associated regulations, including but not limited to federal and state laws
and regulations relating to endangered and threatened species, water quality, cultural and
historic resources, and compensatory environmental mitigation under Section 906(d) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 as amended (33 U.S.C. 2283(d)). 21 Acceptability also
depends on the workability and viability of the alternative plan from the perspectives of
relevant state and local entities and the affected public. When institutional barriers related to
acceptability would prevent attainment of these criteria, or if compliance with the criteria limits
the ability to alleviate a problem or realize an opportunity, plans may be formulated to include
recommendations for changes that involve removal of those barriers.
b. Management measures. Plans will be formulated using management measures that in
combination address the planning problems and opportunities. “Structural” management
measures are defined as those that intentionally modify existing hydrologic and geomorphic
structure and processes. Structural measures typically involve implementing, altering, or
removing engineered structures. For example, building a new levee and increasing the height of
an existing levee are examples of structural measures, as is removal of a levee to allow for
hydrologic reconnection of a river to its historic floodplain. “Nonstructural” measures are
defined as management measures that avoid and minimize changes to the existing hydrologic
and geomorphic structure and processes of water and related land resources. Nonstructural
measures include enhanced management of the use of existing infrastructure (e.g., congestion
pricing on the inland navigation system) and measures that manage human activity and
development (e.g., permanent removal of buildings located in the floodplain). Nonstructural
measures can include modifications in public policy, management practice, regulatory policy,
and pricing policy.
c. Conceptual compensatory environmental mitigation measures. For each alternative plan
expected to have adverse effects on watershed-scale hydrology and geomorphology as well as
significant ecological resources at the sub-watershed scale, conceptual compensatory mitigation
measures will be formulated. These conceptual measures will be refined once the NEQ effects of
plans are fully evaluated. This form of compensatory environmental mitigation is required by
law and often may be essential to securing agreement on a preferred plan in a collaborative
planning environment.
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d. Conceptual compensatory economic mitigation measures. Conceptual compensatory economic
compensatory mitigation measures may also be formulated for adverse plan effects on current
watershed uses (e.g., current recreation uses), as deemed necessary and appropriate. These
may take the form of financial payments or additional measures in the plan (e.g., a new location
for a boat ramp, or assured access to an alternative water supply). This form of compensatory
mitigation may or may not be required by law (e.g., possible legal requirement to maintain
existing benefits of authorized purposes), but even when not, is often essential to securing
agreement on a plan in a collaborative planning environment.
4.3.2 Full Array of Formulated Plans
a. Multiple plans. A number of alternative plans should be formulated early in the planning process
and then a subset of those plans should be further refined and carried forward for evaluation.
Multiple plans should be formulated that reflect possible tradeoffs among the problems and
opportunities to be addressed, in recognition of the federal interest evaluation criteria and
other relevant state and local considerations.
b. Required plans. The array of formulated plans should include the following required plans that
will be carried through to plan evaluation and then to plan display, comparison, and
recommendation.
(1) Protection and restoration plan. Except in the case of planning where ecosystem restoration is
the only specified problem and opportunity, one alternative plan will be formulated that
addresses the specified problems and opportunities by relying principally on management
measures that protect (avoid and minimize adverse effects on) or restore watershed scale
hydrology and geomorphology, when possible, in support of significant area-specific biological
resources. This plan will be identified as the Protection and Restoration Plan and will be carried
through the balance of the planning process and used as outlined below. 22
There are two reasons to require formulation of a Protection and Restoration Plan. One is to
assure that at least one plan that makes a contribution to alleviating problems and realizing
opportunities while avoiding adverse impacts on watershed hydrology and geomorphology, and
restoring these same features if possible, is fully developed and carried forward to evaluation,
comparison, and consideration for recommendation as the preferred plan. It is recognized that
in some planning contexts such a plan may not meet all of the formulation criteria outlined in
Section 4.3.1 (completeness, effectiveness, acceptability), and thus may not have realistic
prospects for recommendation as the preferred plan. However, even when the Protection and
Restoration Plan is unlikely to be identified as the preferred plan, it will be used as a point of
reference when displaying the tradeoffs among it and all other plans that have been formulated
to address problems and opportunities in plan comparison. The use of the Protection and
Restoration Plan for this purpose is outlined in Section 4.5. 23
(2) Adaptive management plan. If deemed advisable and practical after consideration of the
consequences of uncertainty on path 3 [see Section 3.2.1d.(2) and Figure 3-1], at least one
formulated plan will include adaptive implementation elements designed to reduce knowledge
uncertainties attributable to analytical limitations in order to increase confidence that the
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intended outcomes of the plan will be realized over time. If the formulation process does not
identify a viable adaptive management plan, the study will document efforts to identify such an
alternative and explain why it could not be formulated. 24

4.4 Evaluation of Alternative Plans
Each formulated plan will be evaluated for its contribution to national economic efficiency (NEE) and
national environmental quality (NEQ), as measured against the without-project condition. Plans will also
be evaluated for their effects on the additional federal interest evaluation criteria as deemed necessary
for informed decision-making in a particular planning context, including public safety effects, other
environmental quality effects, and other social effects.
4.4.1 Prediction of Plan Effects
Predictions of the effects of alternative plans made using metrics for representing the level of problem
alleviation and opportunities attainment, as measured against the without-project condition, should be
made for selected years over the period of analysis. The predictions made should draw upon official or
otherwise recognized and accepted sources for matters such as, but not limited to, national and regional
projections of income, employment, output, and prices for specific goods, services and commodities,
population, exports, and environmental conditions. Depending on the treatment of uncertainty chosen
during scoping, uncertainty in predictions should be characterized quantitatively or qualitatively, and
the effects on evaluation metrics for the evaluation criteria described.
4.4.2 Primary Evaluation Metrics
NEE and NEQ measures will be the primary measures reported to facilitate evaluation and comparison
of alternative formulated plans for alleviating problems and realizing opportunities.
a. National Economic Efficiency (NEE) metrics. NEE effects will be measured as the positive and
negative effects of plans on the economic value of water and related lands, or the economic
value of the national output of goods and services produced using these resources, as expressed
in monetary units. 25
Economic benefits will be measured as increases in monetary units reflecting beneficiaries’
willingness to pay (WTP) for increases in the economic productivity of affected water and related
land resources, or increases in the national output of goods and services produced using these
resources. Economic costs will be measured in monetary units reflecting plan implementation and
associated costs, as well as the opportunity costs to affected individuals resulting from any decrease
in economic productivity of water and related land resources, or decrease in the national output of
goods and services produced using those resources.
b. National Environmental Quality (NEQ) metrics. NEQ effects of plans will be measured as the
positive and negative changes in the physical, chemical and biological conditions of the nation’s
significant water and related land resources at the watershed scale, as expressed in nonmonetary units.
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The NEQ effects of alternative plans will be evaluated using metrics that are biologically-meaningful.
The chosen metrics may include readily measured and predicted changes in hydrologic and
geomorphic structure and processes in rivers and coastal systems. Examples include area of
floodplain reconnected to a river (surrogate for enhanced native fish spawning and refuge as well as
nutrient trapping), increases in area of emergent sand bars (surrogate for bird population increases)
or changes in the shape of the hydrograph (surrogate for fish productivity, riparian habitat creation,
and invasive species control). Alternatively, metrics might be developed and used that are more
directly related to the desired biological outcomes, such as changes in habitat suitability indices for
one or a community of species. In all cases the effect of an action on the chosen metric should be
predictable with an acceptable degree of uncertainty, as judged by decision participants.
The direction of NEQ effects can be either positive of negative. In order to determine the direction
of change when the biological outcome is not measured directly, it may necessary to describe a
reference condition. Consider a metric where life support for a specific fish species is the biological
outcome and the shape of the hydrograph best suited to fish spawning is the metric. In this case the
past hydrograph or the hydrograph on a river with a viable fish population might be the reference
condition.
Negative NEQ effects may occur in two ways and the response in plan formulation is different. First
movement away from the desired biological outcome or reference condition, under the future
without-project condition, is a negative change in NEQ that has no relation to the proposed action
(plan), but is the basis for measuring positive NEQ effects when plans are formulated to add to NEQ.
This is termed “restoration.” 26
Second, a negative NEQ effect may occur as the result of a proposed action (plan), when measured
against current resource conditions and not the reference condition. Supplemental plan features or
changes made to a plan with the purpose to maintain NEQ or minimize the negative NEQ effects of
plans in relation to the current resource conditions are not restoration, but rather are termed
compensatory environmental mitigation. The same metrics may be used to measure both
restoration benefits and to establish a level of compensatory environmental mitigation. 27
4.4.3 Additional Evaluation Metrics
Plan effects on public safety, other environmental quality effects, and other social effects may be
measured and reported, as required to satisfy the information requirements of all parties engaged in
decision-making, or to meet other reporting expectations.
a. Public safety (PS) metrics. PS effects of alternative plans will be measured as the changes in risks
to human life and safety from flood and coastal storm hazards, and other potential hazards as
warranted, and risks that remain after plan implementation (residual risks), as expressed in
various quantitative units or qualitative descriptions. An accounting of residual risks to human
life and safety is required when flood and coastal storm threats are identified as problems and
opportunities to be addressed in a planning study. PS effects will be measured in non-monetary
units or qualitative descriptions relating to one or more of the following determinants of flood
and coastal storm risk:
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(1) Hazard (e.g., frequency and intensity of possible floods and storms that exceed the design level
of any hazard reduction measures included in plans).
(2) Exposure (e.g., the number of people potentially exposed to residual flood and storm hazards).
(3) Vulnerability (e.g., the ability and means of potentially exposed populations to evacuate or
otherwise avoid or mitigate injury and death from residual flood and storm hazards).
b. Other environmental quality (OEQ) effects metrics. OEQ effects will be measured as the effects
of alternative plans on significant cultural, aesthetic, and sub-watershed-scale ecological
resources, as measured using appropriate non-monetary indicators. An appropriate indicator is
a characteristic of a relevant resource that serves as a direct or indirect means of measuring or
otherwise describing changes in the quantity and/or quality of resource attributes.
c. Other Social Effects (OSE) Metrics. OSE will be measured as the effects of alternative plans on
low-income, tribal, and minority communities, 28 as expressed in monetary units, non-monetary
units, or qualitative descriptions relating to one or more of the following:
(1) Changes in employment, wages, and other measures of economic activity within the
community.
(2) Incidence of NEE and NEQ effects on groups within the community.
(3) Incidence of PS and OEQ effects on groups within the community.
4.4.4 General Considerations in Plan Evaluation
a. Measurement of national economic efficiency effects. Measurement of economic benefits and
opportunity costs (foregone benefits) in monetary units will generally be made for affected
goods and services that are marketed, as well as those that are not marketed but that have a
substitute good or service that is marketed. 29 However, any plan effect may be assessed in
monetary units if the following conditions hold: (1) the assessment can be accomplished using
the available study resources in consideration of all study requirements; (2) the assessment is
deemed by the District Engineer to be important for informed decision-making, and; (3) the
assessment is broadly viewed as valid and acceptable by the project stakeholders that are
engaged in decision-making.
b. Accounting for an effect in multiple ways. Any plan effect can be measured and shown in
different ways across multiple effects categories to allow decision-makers to consider that effect
from alternative perspectives. As one example, the flood damage reduction effects of plans can
be measured and shown as monetary NEE metrics (property damages avoided), as hydrologic PS
metrics (the level of residual hazard), and as OSE metrics reflecting the incidence of these
measured effects on low-income, tribal, and minority communities.
c. Compensatory environmental mitigation costs. For each alternative plan that has adverse
watershed-level and/or sub-watershed-level effects on significant ecological resources as
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measured by NEQ and OEQ metrics, respectively, conceptual compensatory environmental
mitigation measures will be developed and the costs of these measures will be assessed and
recorded as part of the NEE evaluation.
d. Compensatory economic mitigation costs. As deemed necessary and appropriate, conceptual
compensatory economic mitigation measures may be developed for adverse plan impacts on
current watershed uses (e.g., current recreational uses) and the costs of these measures (e.g.,
replacement of recreational access, payments to purchase water rights or replacement power
supply, relocation assistance payments) assessed and recorded as part of the NEE evaluation.
e. Life cycle analysis.
(1) Period of Analysis. The period of analysis is to be the same for each alternative plan. The period
of analysis is to be the time over which any alternative plan would have significant beneficial or
adverse effects on the federal interest evaluation criteria.
(2) Time pattern of effects. Positive and negative NEE and NEQ effects may not occur uniformly
over the period of analysis.
a) Some alternatives that rely on hydrologic and geomorphic restoration through the
mimicking of natural processes may cause NEQ improvements to come about slowly,
but then become self-maintaining (i.e., not require occasional interventions) and selfdesigning at some point in time. That time pattern of effects should be recognized and
reported.
b) Future NEE benefits may not occur in the same year for all plans and some plans may
have different levels and frequency of costs. For all plans, the years that different levels
of benefits are realized and the years that different levels of costs are incurred for
operations and maintenance and for significant repair and replacement should be
reported.
(3) Discounting. Discounting will be used to convert all future NEE (monetary) effects to present
values using the discount rate established annually for civil works planning. Discounting may be
applied to NEQ effects, for present value comparison with NEE effects, as long as the time
patterns of NEQ benefits and costs to realize those benefits over the project life are also
reported. 30 Non-monetary effects with respect to the other evaluation criteria (PS, OEQ and
OSE effects) would not normally be discounted for plan display and evaluation.
f.

Prices of goods, services, and factors of production. The prices of goods, services, and factors of
production (i.e., input costs) should reflect real exchange values expected to prevail over the
period of analysis. To the extent practical, direct government subsidies or other programs that
affect observed exchange values should be recognized and adjustments made to those prices to
reflect real exchange values. If adjustments cannot be made, the subsidies that distort real
exchange values should be identified and described. 31

4.5 Plan Display and Comparison
a. General considerations in plan display and comparison.
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(1) To assure transparency and full recognition by decision participants of the different plan effects
and the different parties that may realize them, all predicted effects for each plan, even if
expressed in commensurate metrics (e.g., monetary units) should be left disaggregated (i.e., not
summed or otherwise combined) for the purpose of plan display and comparison. For example,
estimated monetary benefits from addressing a specific problem or opportunity (e.g., flood risk
management) should be shown separately from the estimated financial costs of plan
implementation, as well as separately from the estimated monetary value of any incidental plan
benefits or foregone benefits associated with other affected goods and services (e.g.,
recreation). For purposes of recommending a plan, however, aggregation may be applied, as
outlined in Section 4.6.
(2) The one exception to the requirement for disaggregation of plan effects involves a measure of
total financial costs for plan implementation, which can be shown as the total discounted
present value sum of all financial component costs for implementing a plan (e.g., initial capital
costs, annual O&M costs, costs associated with future repair or other necessary interventions).
Even in this case, however, each individual component of plan financial costs should be shown
separately along with the sum and time pattern of plan financial costs for plan display and
comparison.
(3) To assure transparency in the characterization of conceptual environmental and economic
compensatory mitigation proposals, the adverse effects, a description of the conceptual
compensation plan, and preliminary estimates of the financial costs of implementing the
compensation for each formulated plan should be shown separately in the plan display and
comparison. 32
b. Phase 1 plan display and comparison. There are two phases in plan display and comparison.
Phase 1 will display and compare the evaluated effects of plans using the primary evaluation
criteria (NEE and NEQ). The set of plans included in Phase 1 display will include the Protection
and Restoration Plan as well as all evaluated plans that meet the formulation criteria outlined in
Section 4.3.1. The purpose of the Phase 1 display and comparison is to narrow the set of plans
that will be carried forward for Phase 2 plan display and comparison (another purpose is to
identify plans that might be improved by reformulation and then considered further through the
iterative process).
(1) A Phase 1 display will be developed to report the effects of plans in terms of each evaluated NEE
and NEQ effect as well as any conceptual compensatory mitigation plans and associated costs.
Specifically, the following effects should be included and shown separately in the display matrix:
•
•
•

NEE monetary benefits for each good or service for which plans have been formulated
to produce (i.e., evaluated economic benefits for addressing specified problems and
opportunities).
NEQ non-monetary effects, both positive and negative, as measured using one or more
NEQ metrics.
NEE monetary benefits and costs associated with other affected goods and services.
These effects can include incidental benefits for each positively affected good or
service, as well as the opportunity costs (benefits foregone) for each negatively affected
good or service.
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NEE financial costs for plan implementation, including the following component and
total costs shown separately: a) initial capital outlays, b) annual operation and
maintenance costs, c) costs for future repair and any other necessary interventions, and
d) total financial costs for plan implementation (discounted present value sum of cost
items a-c).
A description of the conceptual compensatory environmental mitigation proposal for
adverse NEQ effects and adverse OEQ effects, and the financial costs of implementing
the proposal.
A description of the conceptual economic compensatory mitigation proposal for
adverse effects on existing watershed uses, and the financial costs of implementing the
proposal.

(2) The display should refer to the places in the report where the analysis supporting the results
reported in the display can be found.
(3) The Phase 1 display will be used to compare the effects of alternative plans in order to judge
whether some plans are “inferior” to one or more other plans. NEE benefits and costs for
incidental goods and services, as well as conceptual compensatory mitigation plans and
associated costs, can be used as supplemental information for judging whether certain plans are
inferior to one or more other plans. Any of various methods and associated graphical displays
and plots for multi-criteria comparisons of plan effects may be employed to facilitate plan
comparison. The result of the comparison should be a narrowing of the set of plans to be carried
forward for the Phase 2 plan display and comparison. (Another possible result is a decision to
reformulate and reevaluate one or more plans that have been judged to be inferior).
c. Phase 2 plan display and comparison. Phase 2 will focus on the display and comparison of the
evaluated effects of non-dominated plans relating to all evaluation criteria, both primary and
additional. The set of plans included in this phase will include the Protection and Restoration
Plan as well as the subset of plans that have been carried forward from the Phase 1 plan display
and comparison. The purpose of this second round of display and comparison is to identify a
subset of plans that will be considered for possible recommendation as the preferred plan.
(1) The Phase 2 display will be developed to report the effects of plans that have been carried
forward in terms of all evaluation criteria, including the primary criteria (NEE and NEQ), the
additional criteria (PS, OEQ and OSE), as well as conceptual compensatory mitigation plans and
associated costs. As in the Phase 1 display, each evaluated effect should be displayed separately.
(2) The Phase 2 display will be used to identify plans that may be considered unacceptable based on
their effects on the additional evaluation criteria (e.g., unacceptable public safety effects), and
should be screened from further consideration (or reformulated).
(3) The Phase 2 display will be used to identify and consider the incremental NEE and NEQ effects of
plans as measured against those of the Protection and Restoration Plan. Any of various types of
methods for implementing incremental analysis may be employed for illustrating the
incremental NEE and NEQ gains and losses from moving from the Protection and Restoration
Plan to each of the other plans. The result of this incremental analysis should be the selection of
a subset of plans to be considered for possible recommendation as the preferred plan. 33
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(4) If the Protection and Restoration Plan meets the formulation criteria set out in Section 4.3.1, it
should be included in the set of plans carried forward for possible recommendation. 34

4.6 Plan recommendation
a. The responsibility of the planning process is to provide useable information for those with
decision-making authority. The responsibility of those with decision-making authority is to use
the information provided to conclude whether one or more alternative plans for a specific place
are in the federal interest and can be considered for selection, and then recommend one of
those plans as the preferred alternative.
b. Decision-making responsibility 35
(1) Within the Corps, the District Engineer (DE) has the initial responsibility for making a federal
interest determination and recommending a preferred plan. While the Corps decision begins
with the DE, the recommendation for a preferred plan is ultimately the responsibility of the
Corps organization and the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works [ASA (CW)]. Because
of the in-progress review process of the Corps, the DE recommendation should be that of the
agency as a whole.
(2) Project cost share partners make a financial commitment to developing the plan and will have
financial obligations for plan implementation. The DE will share the display and comparison
information and engage with cost share partners in selecting a preferred plan.
(3) Other federal agencies and non-federal government agencies may have projects and programs
that are part of any formulated plan in the final array of plans, or may have responsibility to
approve any plan before it may be implemented. The DE will be expected to share the display
and comparison information and engage with other agencies of government in selecting a
preferred plan.
(4) The Executive Branch, through the Office of Management and Budget and the Council on
Environmental Quality, as well as the Congress has responsibility for reviewing the Corps
recommendation, and through the legislative process, making the final determination on
authorization and appropriations. Therefore, the Corps may, through the Office of the ASA (CW),
share the display and comparison information and engage these entities before recommending
a preferred plan.
c. Plan recommendation and reporting responsibilities
(1) The DE will provide a summary of all technical review comments from the technical review
processes in place and a response to the comments indicating how they were addressed, and if
rejected, the basis for that rejection. These will be part of the information made available for
agency and public comment.
(2) The DE will publish the display and comparison information for all plans for a concurrent 90 day
public and agency comment period, and will provide a summary of public comments as well as a
response to the comments indicating how they were addressed.
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(3) The DE will prepare a written statement indicating the basis for the following determinations
(specifically referring to the results in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 display and comparison, to the
technical review comments, to public and other agency comments, and to the preferences of
the cost share partners):
•
•
•
•
•

Which plans displayed in Phase 1 were not carried into Phase 2.
Which plans in Phase 2 did not meet a federal interest determination and were not
further considered for the preferred plan.
If the Protection and Restoration Plan is not recommended, the reasons for that
decision.
The reasons for selection of the preferred plan.
If the DE determines that no plan is in the federal interest, then a no federal action
alternative will be recommended as the preferred plan.

In preparing the written statement in support of the preferred plan, the DE may choose to
aggregate the effects that were disaggregated in the plan display and comparison phases in
ways that the DE believes can help clarify the basis for the decision made. The choice to
aggregate the measures of NEE, NEQ, and other effects, and how that aggregation is
executed, is at the DE’s discretion. 36
(4) The DE will ask the cost share partners and other agencies who have agreed to implement
elements of the preferred plan to prepare a statement to accompany the DE recommendation
supporting the recommendation and providing evidence for their commitment and capacity to
implement their elements within the plan. The partners will comment on the logic used by the
DE and may provide additional reasons for supporting the recommendation.
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Appendix A: Formulation and Evaluation of Alternatives Affecting
Floodplains, Flood Risk Management, and Public Safety
Background
Current Corps guidance says that planning studies for flood and coastal storm damage reduction
(F&CSDR) projects should generally recommend project plans that maximize net national economic
benefits subject to an environmental protection constraint. Benefits are measured as expected property
damages avoided by a plan, and the analysis of plans is to report an estimate of the residual expected
annual property damages that would occur with the alternative in place. Planning guidance does not
require that benefits from reduced risks to human life and safety as well as the residual risks to life and
safety with the plan in place be quantified and discussed in F&CSDR studies (though in recent years the
Corps has increased attention to residual risks to human life and safety in planning studies).
Current Corps policy does not specify any minimum level of project performance that must be provided,
but net economic benefits must be positive for whatever plan is recommended. However, a non-federal
sponsor may desire a plan that provides a different level of performance than that provided by the plan
that maximizes net economic benefits. This might be a desire to have no properties exposed to the 1%
annual chance flood event that affects community requirements under the National Flood Insurance
Program. If a non-federal sponsor prefers a plan that eliminates exposure to the 1% annual chance flood
event (but not to floods of higher magnitudes and lower likelihoods of occurrence), and that plan has
net economic benefits, Corps policy allows it to be recommended without formulating and considering
other plans. Alternatively, a non-federal sponsor might prefer a plan that eliminates exposure to higher
magnitude and less frequent flood events (i.e. that provides a higher level of performance) than that
associated with the plan that maximizes net economic benefits, and be willing to adjust the cost share to
secure that plan.
Corps policy also directs planners to formulate and consider a primarily “nonstructural” (NS) plan in
F&CSDR studies, which has been generally understood to incorporate measures designed to reduce
determinants of flood risk other than the flood hazard (that is, these risk reduction measures do not
focus on reducing flood surface water elevations in the floodplain). The use of such management
measures is promoted by environmental advocacy groups and others as a means to achieve flood
damage reduction while avoiding and minimizing changes to existing watershed hydrology and
geomorphology, thus limiting negative impacts on the “natural and beneficial functions” of floodplains
and wetlands.
NS measures for flood damage reduction include the removal/relocation (buyouts) of structures in the
floodplain that can reduce the potential for people and assets to come into direct contact with
floodwaters by changing use of the floodplain (that is, measures that reduce “exposure”). They also
include measures such as flood warning and preparedness systems and flood-proofing of buildings that
can reduce the negative consequences that occur when people and assets are exposed to flood hazard
by accommodating existing floodplain uses to that hazard (that is, measures that reduce “vulnerability”).
Measures to reduce exposure and vulnerability are typically considered together in the formulation of
the NS plan, but usually with limited or no measures to reduce flood hazard. The NS plan is often found
by the Corps to fail the net economic benefits test and/or is deemed unacceptable by non-federal
project sponsors, however.
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Nevertheless, some management measures to reduce exposure or vulnerability are usually included in
F&CSDR plans that are recommended for implementation. For example, limited buyouts are sometimes
used to reduce the costs for levee alignments, or to contribute to community amenities such as river
access that are often important for local acceptability of project plans. Further, project partnership
agreements require non-federal sponsors to implement floodplain management plans and comply with
NFIP requirements. Moreover, in recent years Corps policy and guidance have allowed for the
formulation of “combined” plans that can jointly protect and restore floodplain and upstream wetlands
while also reducing flood risk. This has allowed planning to formulate and consider plans that include
what might be termed “natural infrastructure hazard reduction” measures, such as levee setbacks for
local floodplain restoration and upstream watershed restoration.
In addition to having positive net economic benefits, a recommended plan must be consistent with
“protection of the Nation’s environment.” In practice, that environmental protection constraint is
deemed satisfied by making compensatory environmental mitigation measures part of the plan, and
factoring the mitigation costs in the net benefits calculation for the plan. Corps guidance expects that
the environmental quality effects of any plan to be evaluated in non-monetary terms and used to
determine any necessary environmental mitigation for that plan. But there is no expectation that Corps
planners should consider and balance tradeoffs among the evaluated environmental quality effects and
economic effects of plans in plan comparison and selection.
Motivations for Change
Critics of the Corps planning processes for F&CSDR note several areas of concern. Among the criticisms
is that past Corps F&CSDR studies have:
1. Focused too much on formulating plans that rely on “hard” hazard reduction measures such as
upstream reservoirs, levees, and channel modifications to the exclusion of plans that include natural
infrastructure hazard reduction measures (as defined above) in combination with measures that can
reduce community exposure and vulnerability to flooding.
2. Failed to measure and use information on the negative and positive effects of plans on floodplain
and wetlands functions in plan formulation, evaluation, comparison, and selection.
3. Failed to measure and use information on plan effects for reducing risks to human life and safety, as
well as the residual risks to human life and safety that would remain following plan implementation,
in plan formulation, evaluation, comparison, and selection.
Options for Modernizing Corps Guidance
The desire that combinations of natural infrastructure and exposure and vulnerability reduction
measures be given more serious attention and consideration in F&CSDR studies could be addressed by
requiring one plan to be formulated by starting with and then adding successive increments of such
management measures. The intent of this plan would be to address problems and opportunities while
also avoiding and minimizing adverse impacts on (and restoring, when possible) floodplains and related
wetlands functions; the framework presented here calls such a plan the “Protection and Restoration
Plan.”
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The effect of requiring formulation of a Protection and Restoration Plan would be to address one of the
criticisms of current practice. The requirement would assure that at least one plan that makes a
contribution to flood damage reduction while avoiding and minimizing adverse impacts on watershed
hydrology and geomorphology (and restoring these same features, when possible) is fully developed
and carried forward to evaluation, comparison, and consideration for recommendation as the preferred
plan. It is recognized that in some planning contexts the Protection and Restoration Plan might involve
unacceptably high residual flood risks, and thus may not have realistic prospects for recommendation as
the preferred plan. Other plans could be formulated that build on the Protection and Restoration Plan
by adding traditional hazard reduction measures (e.g., levees and channel modifications) as next added
increments to the plan. In addition, plans that have hard infrastructure as the first increment, and add
natural infrastructure and nonstructural measures as next added increments, might also be developed.
The Protection and Restoration Plan would also make a contribution to plan evaluation and to informing
selection of a preferred plan by serving as a point of reference when comparing the NEE, NEQ, and other
effects of other plans. That is, the Protection and Restoration Plan would serve as a point of reference
when displaying the tradeoffs among it and all other plans that have been formulated, evaluated, and
carried forward for possible recommendation. The analysis would document the NEE, NEQ, and other
(e.g., public safety) effects of the Protection and Restoration Plan for reducing and managing flood risks.
The analysis would then systematically report the incremental changes in NEE benefits and costs and
NEQ and other effects that would be realized if other plans were selected instead of the Protection and
Restoration Plan.
Similarly, the desire that the public safety (PS) effects of alternative plans be considered in planning
could be made operational by requiring the evaluation and comparison of plan effects on risks to human
life and safety as well as risks that would remain after plan implementation (residual risks). PS effects
could be measured in non-monetary units or qualitative descriptions relating to one or more of the
following determinants of flood and coastal storm risk: 1) Hazard (e.g., frequency and intensity of
possible floods and storms that exceed the design level of any hazard reduction measures included in
plans); 2) Exposure (e.g., the number of people potentially exposed to residual flood and storm hazards),
and 3) Vulnerability (e.g., the ability and means of potentially exposed populations to evacuate or
otherwise avoid or mitigate injury and death from residual flood and storm hazards).
Commentary
In recent years the Corps has begun to reinterpret its F&CSDR missions within the broader concept of
flood risk management, which recognizes that responsibility for reducing flood risk and managing
residual risk must be shared among the Corps, local governments, and affected citizens. Shared
responsibility implies that the localities that the Corps assists through F&CSDR projects are expected to
play a role in “buying down” flood risks, and then assume primary responsibility for managing residual
risks. As one example, all Corps F&CSDR projects might be expected to incorporate flood warning and
preparedness systems, where these project features would be operated and maintained by local
authorities. Similarly, while current Corps policy makes federal participation in a project contingent
upon local implementation of floodplain management regulations, policy adjustments may be needed to
ensure local compliance.
Shared responsibility also implies shared decision-making in which the desires of non-federal project
sponsors must be taken into account. Thus, decisions must be made in consideration of the level of
residual risk that non-federal sponsors deem acceptable, as well as the tradeoffs that they are willing to
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make among flood risk reduction using natural infrastructure hazard reduction and measures to reduce
exposure and vulnerability, as opposed to traditional hazard reduction alternatives. In the end, shared
responsibility for choosing a preferred plan must be accompanied by a shared commitment to
implementing all elements of the plan and to continuous monitoring of that implementation over time.
The concerns that motivate criticisms of how floodplains are considered in plan formulation, evaluation,
comparison, and selection are already addressed, however imperfectly, in current Corps planning
guidance. In fact, there has been increased inclusion of natural infrastructure as well as exposure and
vulnerability reduction measures in plans being proposed for authorization. Changes to guidance can be
made to require greater consideration of natural infrastructure in plan formulation and evaluation by
requiring formulation of a Protection and Restoration Plan and by using that plan as a point of reference
for comparing the NEE, NEQ, and other effects of all other formulated plans.
However, considering a Protection and Restoration Plan for recommendation would necessarily depend
on the available opportunities for such alternatives and their acceptability to non-federal sponsors.
Many non-federal sponsors for Corps studies represent heavily populated areas where opportunities for
natural infrastructure hazard reduction as well as exposure and vulnerability reduction may be limited.
Therefore, while guidance changes may address the concern that the current practice of F&CSDR study
execution does not give balanced consideration to plans that emphasize exposure and vulnerability
reduction and natural infrastructure hazard reduction, in the end such changes in guidance cannot
ensure that such plans would be deemed acceptable to non-federal sponsors.
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Appendix B: Objectives and Evaluation in Civil Works Planning Studies
Background
This Appendix uses the concept of “ecosystem services” to explore issues relating to the evaluation of
plan effects in a planning study. While numerous references provide somewhat varying definitions for
the ecosystem services concept, most argue that ecosystem services are “natural” services provided by
the environment that make a direct or indirect contribution to the well-being of people.
In the next section we re-interpret the meaning and implications of ecosystem services in ways
necessary to make the concept operational within the authorities of the Corps and within the context of
a watershed as opposed to ecosystem focus for Corps planning. The result is to derive the idea of
“watershed services” from the concept of ecosystem services.
That is followed by a review of the Corps’ current approach to the evaluation of changes in watershed
services for civil works planning. Motivations for change to the current approach are then outlined,
followed by a discussion of options for change. Particular attention is paid to the possibilities for, and
limitations of, placing monetary values on all watershed services that may be affected by project
alternatives.
Watershed Services
The structure and processes of river and coastal watersheds constitute “natural infrastructure” that in
turn supports or directly provides natural services that are valued by people. Of course, this natural
infrastructure exists alongside human infrastructure, and may have been altered by human
interventions and uses over time, often by Corps projects. Below, we refer to this combination of natural
and human infrastructure as “watershed structure and processes.”
Watershed structure refers to the geophysical features and characteristics of a watershed at a point in
time, such as topography and land cover, including the kinds and locations of wetlands, land uses, as
well as the existing water control structures that affect the hydrologic and geomorphic regime of rivers,
lakes, and related estuaries. Watershed processes refer to geophysical processes such as gravity and
solar and wind energy that contribute to the hydrologic cycle and the movement of water and
sediments through the geophysical structure, as affected by ecological functions, such as biomass
production and nutrient cycling, that are present given some watershed structure.
Examples (not an exhaustive list) of four types of watershed services that are especially relevant to civil
works are presented in the box below. The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and other sources provide
different, but generally consistent, categorization frameworks. We use this particular framework
because it is readily interpreted in terms of the combined effects of natural and human-made
infrastructure on the types and levels of watershed services that are most affected by the Corps civil
works program.
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Examples of Watershed Services Relevant to Civil Works
Input in Production of Marketed Goods & Services
•
•
•
•

Waterway transportation
Flood storage & conveyance
Hydropower generation
Water input and land productivity for agriculture and commercial & industrial
production

Direct Use
•
•

Municipal & home water supply
Recreation & aesthetics

Waste Assimilation
•
•

Processor or sink for human waste products
Trap for eroded soil

Life Support
•
•

Biodiversity
Populations of one or more wildlife species

Watershed services that are valued as production inputs for marketed goods and services most closely
align with the types of services that have been the objective for formulation of alternatives in traditional
Corps water development projects. In most cases, those services were expected to be captured or
enhanced by the construction of water control works.
The waste assimilation services may be used by intention, but often they are simply the inevitable result
of human activity in the watershed. Management of the use of these services is the responsibility of the
USEPA and state water quality agencies. However, if Corps projects or their operations affect the flow
patterns and geomorphologic processes in rivers, then waste assimilation services may be enhanced or
reduced. Other civil works actions have also been associated with waste assimilation service provision;
for example, the restoration of wetlands areas may increase sediment trapping.
Most references to ecosystem services characterize life support services (as well as waste assimilation
services) as “ecological” services that are most closely associated with natural infrastructure where, in
the case of watersheds, “natural” is defined with reference to some pre-disturbance watershed
hydrologic and geomorphic structure and processes. That is, it is presumed that life support services
were provided at their maximum levels in that pre-disturbance state. These services are valued by
people directly as well as indirectly through the support they provide for other services, such as
recreation.
At the federal level, management of life support services is the responsibility of resource agencies such
as NOAA and USFWS, and is also addressed by the Corps regulatory program under Section 404 of the
CWA. With respect to Corps civil works missions and authorities, life support services may be diminished
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or may be enhanced by interventions in watershed structure and processes. However, the specific
effects on life support services that would result from civil works interventions in watershed structure
and processes may be difficult to separate from other factors, such as harvest pressure or nutrient levels
in a river.
The specific types and levels of watershed services realized in any specific watershed are affected by
water development projects and other human-made alterations to watershed structure and processes.
Indeed, the intent of human interventions has been to increase the supply of one or more watershed
services, since in many cases the service contribution to the well-being of people largely depends on
such interventions. For example, rainfall, runoff, and water storage in rivers and lakes make a
contribution to the municipal water supply service, but capital investment for the capture, treatment,
and distribution of the water is required for this service to add to the well-being of people.
Current Evaluation Practice
Federal budget priorities, Congressional authorization language, interpretations of Corps legal
authorities, and preferences of local cost sharing sponsors direct most Corps planning studies to
formulate alternatives to enhance production inputs for marketed goods and services. These planning
processes focus on waterborne commercial transportation and flood and coastal storm damage
reduction, which the current Corps planning guidance refers to as “National Economic Development”
(NED) outputs. More generally, these planning processes emphasize reducing the adverse consequences
to people from extreme high-water and low-water conditions in the flow of the river at a location (the
hydrograph), or that offset those effects by flood hazard reduction infrastructure (to address floods) and
temporal and spatial water transfers (to address drought). These engineering works include dams and
reservoirs, channel straightening and deepening, pipelines, and levee systems. With respect to coastal
harbor development, the approach has been to accommodate deeper ship drafts and wider ships
through channel deepening and port widening. In some studies, “nonstructural measures” (actions that
do not alter the existing hydrology or geomorphology) are considered when formulating alternatives.
The evaluation of the effects of formulated plans on these kinds of NED outputs is based on the
objective of national economic efficiency. The economic efficiency benefits are understood as the
willingness to pay (WTP) of project beneficiaries for a change in services and are expressed in monetary
terms, typically using WTP proxies. Once estimated, the benefits are compared with estimated costs
(financial outlays and opportunity costs) to recommend the plan that maximizes net economic benefits.
The WTP benefits may be limited to a specific type of benefit resulting from the change in a service (e.g.,
flood damage reduction benefits have been monetized primarily with reference to property damages
avoided). In addition, other non-monetary evaluation metrics are often reported (e.g., level of
protection in a flood damage reduction project).
Corps guidance also expects non-monetary estimation of the environmental quality (EQ) effects of plans
formulated to serve NED outputs. The federal objective statement in current Corps guidance directs
selection of the plan that maximizes net NED (monetary) benefits, but subject to a constraint that the
plan must comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations. As a practical matter, this
requirement demands an evaluation of environmental effects and recognition of such effects as they
may constrain how plans are formulated, and consideration of such effects for determining any required
environmental compensatory mitigation for a selected plan. Estimated costs in the net benefits analysis
include expenses for any required compensation.
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In recent years, the Corps has had the authority and budget to plan for and implement a category of
projects that focus on “National Ecosystems Restoration” (NER) outputs (what the framework presented
here labels as NEQ effects) as well as combined NED/NER outputs. In these planning efforts, plans are
formulated to enhance life support services (the outputs) through the “restoration” of hydrologic and
geomorphic structure and processes of rivers and associated wetlands and floodplains. Specific types of
interventions in watershed structure and processes to enhance life support services include replicating
historic high and low flows on the hydrograph, creating wetlands and riparian floodplain acres, restoring
the original hydro-period of remnant wetlands, and reconnecting rivers to floodplains. This category of
planning studies often considers the construction of new engineering works, but may also consider the
re-operation, removal, or relocation of existing works. High-profile examples include the Kissimmee
River restoration and the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) that are being
implemented in cooperation with the South Florida Water Management District. (There are numerous
examples of other, less well-publicized NER projects that are smaller in scale.)
Formulation of alternative plans for NER usually begins with attention to place-specific, biological goals
(life support services). The mix of actions considered and their specific designs are guided by an implied
or explicit “conceptual ecological model” that relates the actions that the Corps might take to the life
support needs of desired target species or communities of species in the watershed where the plan is
being executed. For example, formulation of plans to change reservoir operations for temperature
modification might be conceptualized in terms of the needs of a specific cold-water fish species
indigenous to that river system. As another example, levee setbacks with the construction of side
channel habitats in the land reconnected to the floodplain may allow for improved spawning and
nursery opportunities for a particular fish species.
It follows that the evaluation of these plans will use metrics that correspond to the place-specific
biological objectives. Measures of NER benefits might focus on changes in existing watershed structure
and processes that support place-specific biological objectives. These may include evaluation metrics
reflecting acres of reconnected floodplain or the shape of the hydrograph at some point in the spawning
season for the relevant fish species. Alternatively, evaluation metrics might be changes in a habitat
suitability index (and area) for a target species or an ecological community. Whatever non-monetary
evaluation metric is used for evaluation, it is related to the costs for each plan through a costeffectiveness analysis and incremental cost analysis in order to identify cost-effective alternatives and
then a “best buy” alternative. A determination of the “significance” of the affected resources and
expected changes in life support services also plays a role justifying a selected NER plan. By Corps policy,
the WTP (monetary) metric is not employed for representing NER outputs.
A NER plan may also indirectly increase or decrease any of the other watershed services; however,
changes in those other services may not be evaluated in monetary or non-monetary terms, although
there is no prohibition against such evaluation. For example, a floodplain reconnection to a river to
increase spawning habitat for a particular species may also reduce downstream flood peaks, but any
associated flood damage reduction benefits are typically not evaluated and considered in selection of a
preferred plan.
Of note here is the concept of “incidental benefits” as defined by Corps policy and planning guidance.
For example, plans that are formulated to provide flood damage reduction may also increase the quality
of existing recreation services, and Corps guidance encourages the estimation of monetary benefits for
such effects when practical. However, depending on the type of service, Corps policy may limit the
extent to which such benefits can be included in net economic benefit calculations (in the case of
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planning for NED outputs) and cost-effectiveness and incremental cost analyses (in the case of planning
for NER and combined NED/NER outputs), and thus play a role in plan selection. This limitation is what
makes the benefits “incidental.” In certain cases, Corps policy does allow for the use of incidental
benefits for justifying a plan. One example involves the permanent removal of structures in the
floodplain (i.e., buyouts) in flood and coastal storm damage reduction planning. In that case, all the
services of the new land uses created by removing structure are allowed to be measured and used as
benefits towards justifying the costs of removal.
Motivations for Change
The often expressed criticism of civil works planning is that planning studies fail to recognize that the full
array of watershed services, and life support services in particular, might be enhanced or diminished by
civil works interventions in watersheds; the result is that the effects of plans on some services are not
adequately evaluated and considered in plan comparison and selection. There appears to be a concern
that the first category of projects described above (NED) continue to be formulated to enhance services
that are inputs in production (waterway transportation and flood storage and conveyance), but the
evaluation processes do not adequately evaluate and use the estimated effects of plans on life support
services in plan comparison and selection (or in setting mitigation requirements for the selected plan).
Similarly, the second category of projects described above (NER) continue to be formulated to enhance
life support services, but the evaluation processes do not adequately evaluate and use the estimated
effects of plans on other watershed services in plan comparison and selection.
Actions for Modernizing Evaluation Practices
Corps planning policy and guidance could address the concerns that appear to motivate the Corps’
critics by: a) acknowledging that plan effects on life support services have standing in plan comparison
and selection for all planning studies, and; b) requiring the use of appropriate monetary and nonmonetary metrics to evaluate all watershed services that are significantly affected by plans. More
specifically, policy and guidance would accommodate the following points:
1. For all services categorized above as inputs in production and direct use services that are
significantly affected by plans, require evaluation of all positive and negative effects from changes in
service levels using monetary proxies for users’ willingness to pay (WTP) for those changes. Methods
and procedures for evaluating such economic benefits are already included in Corps planning
guidance, though updates to that guidance will be needed to reflect contemporary circumstances
(e.g., deregulation of electricity markets) and economic evaluation technology (e.g., advances made
by the Corps’ “Navigation Economics Technology” program).
2. For measuring the effects of plans on life support services, develop and apply appropriate placebased, non-monetary metrics for use in plan formulation, evaluation, and selection, with
consideration also given to monetary (WTP) metrics when certain criteria are met.
With regard to point 2, there is much interest in evaluating the effects of plans on as many watershed
services as possible using WTP metrics. Some people argue that changes in all watershed services,
including life support and associated waste assimilation services, can and should be evaluated in
monetary terms in civil works planning, so the that monetary benefits of intervention are directly
comparable to the costs. A related argument is that if the effects of intervention on life support services
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are not evaluated in monetary terms, then these effects will receive less consideration in the decisionmaking process.
There are several factors that should be considered when deciding when monetary versus nonmonetary metrics are appropriate for representing plan effects on some watershed service in a
particular planning study. First, the chosen metrics should be capable of being predicted, with an
acceptable degree of uncertainty, using the available planning models within study time and budget
constraints. This criterion might be termed “predictability.” Second, the metrics chosen should be
decision-relevant for the area and central problems of concern where planning takes place, which
requires that they be understood by and acceptable to non-federal sponsors and other study
participants (who may include more than just representatives of the federal agencies involved in
planning). This second criterion might be termed “credibility.” Credibility is not completely independent
of predictability, since an estimated performance metric that is characterized by high uncertainty may
affect the extent to which that metric is viewed as credible by study participants and decision-makers.
However, credibility also addresses other factors, such as whether the metric is intuitively meaningful to
study participants (e.g., what is a habitat unit?), which can affect the extent to which different
participants may view a metric as decision-relevant and acceptable.
The table below considers four different types of metrics for measuring the effects of plans on life
support services, and includes judgments on how they compare against these criteria. (See discussion on
watershed services for the logic behind the rows in the table). Of course, the specific judgments made in
any planning case would necessarily consider place- and situation-specific circumstances. Note that
completing evaluation at the level of rows 2-4 in the table requires drawing upon the result of analysis
completed for the rows above it.
Options for Representing Plan Effects on Life Support Services

Basis for
Evaluation
Hydrologic and
Geomorphic
Structure &
Processes
Ecological
Function

Service
Levels
Economic
Value (WTP)

Example Performance
Metrics
Change in area of connected
floodplain & acres of wetlands;
shape of hydrograph

Index of Biotic Integrity; Habitat
Suitability Indices for one or a
community of species; Direct
measure of some stage in the life
cycle of a species of interest
Direct measures of changes in
biodiversity or populations of one
or more target species
Alternative cost; Net income;
Revealed and stated preferences
for use (recreation) and non-use of
services

Time & Cost
of Analysis

Uncertainty in
Estimates

Credibility of
Estimates

Low

Low

High

Low to
Moderate

Low to
Moderate

Moderate to
High

Moderate to
High

High

Moderate to
High

Moderate to
High

High

Low to High

To more fully appreciate the implications of the table for plan evaluation, consider as an illustration a
planning objective (i.e., problem and opportunity to be addressed by planning) that is focused on a
specific species, such as the endangered pallid sturgeon in the Missouri River. In that case, the planning
objective might be described as “Increase the population of pallid sturgeon in the Missouri River for 30
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river miles above and below Gavins Point Dam.” Plan formulation for Corps actions that might
contribute to this objective would require the development of a conceptual ecological model to describe
how the relative effect of changes to the river’s hydrologic and geomorphic structure & processes (row 1
of the table) would contribute to the defined planning objective. The development of the conceptual
ecological model would be informed by reference to pallid sturgeon population dynamics in other
watersheds that have viable populations and by analysis of past populations of pallid sturgeon in the
river segment of interest. Of course, the desire would be to secure that end state in the most costeffective manner, and the actions to meet that end state may extend beyond those within the authority
of the Corps to implement. The conceptual ecological model for the Pallid sturgeon would help to
identify the full range of actions required.
One could imagine a series of empirical models, based on the conceptual ecological model outlined
above, corresponding to each row in the table, which could be used for evaluating and representing the
effects of civil works interventions. For example, one possible intervention might be a series of
structures (this could involve setting back a levee) at various locations along the river that reconnect the
river to the floodplain with side channels that have certain flow velocities, depths, and other
characteristics in order to create spawning areas for pallid sturgeon. The modeling in the first row
would predict whether the structures would create such reconnections, and provide estimates of the
acres of reconnected floodplain with the specified characteristics. This measure of reconnected
floodplain acres might then serve as the metric for representing plan effects on the defined planning
objective.
Instead of stopping the evaluation process at row 1 of the table, another model could be employed that
uses the estimates of reconnected floodplain acres as one of many inputs to predict change in the
quality and quantity of spawning areas for pallid sturgeon. The measure of effect might take the form of
an index of habitat suitability for pallid sturgeon spawning. Alternatively, there might be a prediction of
how many adults will enter the newly created areas, or spawning success once they enter the areas, or
number of young pallid sturgeon that can enter into the river. These metrics relate to evaluation
corresponding to row 2 in the table, and could serve as the metrics for representing plan effects on the
defined planning objective.
Again, the evaluation process could continue on to modeling corresponding to row 3 and seek to predict
growth and survival of the young pallid sturgeon in the river itself. This estimate of increased pallid
sturgeon population is most closely related to the specified planning objective, and thus could serve as
the metric for representing the effects of intervention.
Finally, evaluation of plan effects could continue further on to the last row and use an economic model
that predicts the WTP value of the increase in the pallid sturgeon population resulting from the
intervention. For example, the hypothesized value might relate to so called “non-use” preferences
representing peoples’ WTP to preserve the endangered pallid sturgeon in the Missouri River. In
principle, such non-use values could be estimated using hypothetical choice (stated preferences)
techniques such as “contingent valuation” that essentially involve structured public surveys that are
designed in a way to elicit the choices that survey respondents would make if they had to pay for
alternative states of nature. However, there is considerable disagreement over whether individuals’
non-use preferences (as well as use preferences) for changes in life support services can be reliably
estimated using stated preferences valuation techniques. Many objections to this approach have been
articulated outside as well as within the economics profession.
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In the specific example used here, which involves an endangered species, the significance of the species
as a matter of federal interest is obvious and the nexus between the status of the population and Corps
projects on the river is well-established. Therefore the need to monetize its value in order to justify plan
formulation and investment by the Corps might be questioned (and is proscribed by current Corps
policy). But even if planning in this case were focused on a wildlife species that is not endangered,
calculations that trace through how interventions would affect human uses and preference satisfaction
would be fraught with uncertainty, and the resulting WTP estimates might not be viewed as credible by
at least some stakeholders.
To further illustrate that credibility challenge, consider how the general evaluation options described
above might be applied to the choice of metrics for representing plan effects on ecological services (life
support and waste assimilation services) when specified problems and opportunities focus on other
watershed services. For example, consider a case in which the planning objective is specified as “reduce
flood damages in community X,” and where formulated plans might also affect ecological services in the
watershed. Recall that in such contexts the conceptual framework for Corps planning (in section 4.3.2)
calls for the formulation of a “protection and restoration plan” that makes a positive contribution to the
defined planning objective while leaving current watershed hydrology unchanged (or restoring past
hydrologic and geomorphic processes, when possible). Such a plan formulated to reduce flood damages
might involve the restoration of an area of previously drained wetlands located along the river above
the community. The extent to which restoration of previously drained wetlands along the river reduces
flood peaks in the downstream community (a watershed service) would be estimated, and then the
economic value (property damages avoided) calculated using well-accepted Corps procedures.
But how could the effects of plans on ecological services in this case be evaluated and represented?
The restored wetlands might also trap nutrients that would otherwise enter the river. The reduced
nutrient levels might have a positive effect on oxygen levels in the river, and then on populations of fish
species that are prized by sport fishermen. Accordingly, the evaluation of these effects might seek to
calculate nutrient reduction in the river (row 2) and then proceed to calculate the effect of nutrient
reduction on the recreational fish population (row 3), and then recreational angler use and satisfaction
and hence recreational anglers’ willingness to pay for the nutrient reduction (row 4). However, that
calculation would be characterized by increasing uncertainty with each evaluation step, and the
resulting WTP estimate may not be viewed as credible by some stakeholders.
As an alternative to estimating and using complex bio-economic production functions to trace through
the effects of plans on human uses and preference satisfaction, the increase in nutrient retention
provided by the restored wetlands might be monetized in terms of the avoided costs associated with
building a waste treatment facility that could provide the same level of nutrient reduction. However,
professional economists and others have long criticized such “alternative cost” measures, since they are
viewed as credible proxies for WTP only under highly restrictive conditions that rarely are in evidence.
In the end, different groups of people would make different judgments relating to the credibility of WTP
estimates for representing the effects of plans on life support (and waste assimilation) services
calculated using the valuation approaches outlined above. This is why the last cell of the table
characterizes the credibility of WTP metrics for representing changes in ecological services as ranging
anywhere from low to high, where credibility is judged by study participants and decision-makers.
As a general matter, judgments must be made about the preferred metrics for representing plan effects
on life support services. Metrics that are based on hydrologic and geomorphic structure and processes,
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and to a lesser extent metrics based on ecological structure and function, rate best against choice
criteria relating to predictability (time and costs of analysis as well as uncertainty) and credibility of
estimates. These two evaluation bases have been used most frequently for the choice of metrics for
representing plan effects on life support services in NER planning studies. For such metrics to be
decision-relevant, however, they must be ecologically-meaningful in the sense that they can be
conceptually linked to provision of the relevant life support services in any particular planning case.
As noted earlier, the choice of performance metrics for representing changes in life support services in
any particular planning study would necessarily be place-specific and based on the central problems of
concern. While metrics based on hydrologic and geomorphic structure and processes or ecological
structure and function do not provide a direct representation of life support services, they can be useful
for formulation and evaluation since they align with the types of watershed features that give rise to
those services, and are generally more predictable and credible than metrics produced by the evaluation
steps corresponding to rows 3 and 4 in the table.
That said, Corps policy might be revised to allow for use of any of the evaluation metrics included in the
table, including WTP estimates, if the predictability and credibility criteria were met to the satisfaction
of study participants and decision-makers. Whatever metric is chosen to represent changes in life
support services in any planning case, that metric should be used to measure both positive and negative
effects of alternatives on life support services, and to guide the determination of any necessary
environmental compensatory mitigation.
Commentary
The need is to select and use evaluation metrics that are decision-relevant for the environments where
planning takes place, and acceptable to and understood by non-federal sponsors and other study
participants, such as federal resource agencies. Selection of metrics for the full array of affected
watershed services is as much a bottom-up process for plan development as it is a top-down process
that is directed by national policy and guidance.
Furthermore, given study budget constraints, performance must be measurable and predictable with
some confidence using the types of models employed in planning. Of particular note here is that life
support services, among all watershed services, has been the most difficult to define uniformly in a
metric that is meaningful at a national scale. Further, changes in life support services are the most
difficult to predict for a given change made to watershed structure and processes.
An alternative approach that would avoid these problems begins with the recognition that since life
support services are closely aligned with natural watershed hydrology and geomorphology, proxy
metrics for the effects of alternatives on life support services can be based on predicted hydrologic and
geomorphic changes. Changes in these watershed attributes are most directly linked to civil works
actions, and thus can be more readily and accurately predicted with an acceptable degree of uncertainty
within study budget and time constraints. Such metrics have been successfully used in past NER
planning. Metrics based on hydrologic and geomorphic outcomes must be ecologically-meaningful,
however, and thus would necessarily be place-specific and based on the central problems of concern.
This approach to evaluating changes in life support services for civil works planning is recommended by
the framework, and it would not be a radical departure from past practice. Proxy metrics for life support
services based on ecologically-meaningful hydrologic and geomorphic metrics provide decision-relevant
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planning information in the same way that hydrologic metrics of flood damage reduction (level of
protection) or water supply (safe yield) have assisted planning for many years. When such nonmonetary metrics are employed, reference conditions for the relevant life support services can serve as
a benchmark for comparing plans and deciding when one or more plans are “justified” (see box below).
As for the question of monetization of effects, the framework recommends that for all planning studies,
including those that focus on ecosystem restoration, use of monetary metrics for evaluating all
significant service changes that can be readily and credibly reported in monetary terms, and for which
there is a tradition of employing monetary metrics for evaluation. For example, the monetary benefits of
flood damage reduction for some community achieved by wetlands restoration in the watershed would
be evaluated and reported in monetary terms in the same way that the flood damage reduction benefits
for a levee would be evaluated and reported. On the other hand, for life support and waste assimilation
services, the challenges to monetization described above need to be recognized. For this reason the
framework leaves the decision on the extent of monetization of service changes, beyond the services
that traditionally have been measured in monetary terms, to the participants in the planning
collaboration; they can determine for themselves the credibility and hence the decision support utility of
such measures.

Reference Conditions for Comparing and Justifying Alternative Plans
The decision-making challenge is to decide how much life support output is justified in consideration of
financial and opportunity costs. Current Corps policy eschews monetization to justify a level of life support
output. Instead, the District Engineer makes a recommendation on the justified level of output, as
informed by cost-effectiveness and incremental cost (CE-IC) analysis. In a simple graphical display, one
non-monetary metric of life support output would be displayed on the horizontal axis and net costs on the
vertical axis. If the cost curve turns sharply upwards at some point, that inflection point helps to
determine when additional units of the life support output may not be warranted by the cost required to
achieve it.
However, the CE-IC framework does not define an end point that identifies where a higher level of
investment cost to achieve a higher level of life support output is unwarranted. In the case of planning for
recovery of an endangered species, such an end point would be a “viable” population that would make
de-listing of the species possible. Outside the special case of planning for an endangered species, a
possible end point for some life support output might be achieving some watershed reference condition.
Suppose the planning objective is to increase the population of a specific fish species in a river. The
reference condition might consider a time in the past when the hydrologic conditions in the river
supported what the planning stakeholders agree was a preferred level of the fish species. Based on that
reference, a model of the hydrograph for that time could be developed and used to determine hydrologic
indicators for representing plan effects on life support services, as well as for defining a target hydrograph
corresponding to the preferred level of life support output. However, it does not follow that the
recommended plan must meet the target hydrograph (indeed, it may be the case that none of the
formulated plans could reach the target). The EC-IC analysis would be done and a judgment would need to
be made on whether the incremental costs of plans that provide higher levels of life support output are
justified.
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The evaluation and comparison of alternatives will be against various choice criteria in order to support
recommendation of a preferred alternative by multiple decision-makers (non-federal sponsor, District
Engineer, Chief of Engineers, Office of Management and Budget, and the Congress). There can be no
single bright-line computation that identifies the “best” alternative when there are multiple, noncommensurate choice criteria and multiple decision-makers. Therefore the intent of this framework is to
produce a complete and useable display of the multiple and incommensurate measured effects of
alternatives in order to best inform those who have the responsibility for choosing a preferred plan and
recommending a federal funding contribution for implementing that plan.
1

2

NEQ effects are expected to be realized over time and at the watershed scale as a result of plan
implementation.

3

Current Corps planning guidance uses the term “national economic development” effects to represent
the economic efficiency implications of plans that lead to a reallocation of natural and human capital in
the larger economy. In common understanding, however, that term refers to “economic growth”
associated with the productivity of natural and human capital as reflected in changes in employment,
wages, rents, and profits. In this framework, this category of effects relates to economic efficiency
(rather than economic growth) and is labeled as national economic efficiency effects to avoid potential
confusion. Beneficiaries’ “Willingness to Pay” (WTP) for project outputs is a measure of economic
benefits for economic efficiency evaluation. If infrastructure investments were to be evaluated for their
potential to increase economic growth, this would require measures of economic performance that are
different than WTP measures. If deemed necessary, further development of the framework could
address measures for evaluating the implications of plans for economic growth, recognizing that such
growth effects are most likely to be associated with inland navigation and port development planning
contexts.

4

Negative changes are foregone existing benefits (opportunity costs) of the current service flows from
the water and related land resources system, including the benefits that currently are realized from the
engineering works now in place.

5

This corresponds to the Environmental Quality “account” in current Corps planning guidance, except
that environmental effects at the watershed scale have been separated out for isolation in the new NEQ
effects category.

6

Evaluation of the employment and income effects of alternatives on low income, minority, and tribal
communities is the only place in this framework where the evaluation of what current Corps planning
guidance calls “regional economic development” (RED) effects are deemed relevant. Other than for this
subset of the affected population, RED effects are not relevant as a federal evaluation criterion because
such impacts have long been recognized as representing transfers of economic activity rather than
national economic efficiency effects.
7

Scoping in this framework is given added importance relative to how it is addressed in current Corps
planning guidance.
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8

An alternative term to describe the need to define the systems of interest would be "planning scope"
to emphasize both the geographic and non-geographic elements of the relevant systems.

9

This is the same watershed scale used when considering the effects of wetlands dredge and fill
permitting and compensatory mitigation offsets (e.g., mitigation banking) within the Corps regulatory
program.

10

Consider the analogy of a throw of perfectly balanced dice. In this case there is no knowledge
uncertainty because we know that the possible outcomes must be between 2 and 12. However, for any
given throw we can only assign a probability to the outcome. Continuing with this analogy, if we were
handed the dice and knew little about them we would have knowledge uncertainty (the dice might not
be balanced). We could invest in testing the balance of the dice and in so doing reduce knowledge
uncertainty. The dice example can be misleading, however. The throw of a dice is a “closed” system,
meaning that we may not know the outcome for any throw, but we can place bounds on and assign
probabilities to the range of possible outcomes if the dice are balanced. If the system were instead
“open,” that would mean that there were many unknown and unknowable external factors that could
cause the future outcome to fall outside the range we might expect. Many argue that environmental
and economic systems are open systems and so uncertainty due to knowledge uncertainty as well as
unbounded natural variability may exist. Some would use this argument to advocate for a precautionary
principle decision rule. However, the precautionary principle implicitly favors the status quo, and change
may be desired. Beyond the precautionary principle, plan formulation could include redundancy and
feedback elements, and a “robustness” criterion might be one decision factor. If incremental
implementation were possible and committed to, then adaptive management strategies might be
favored.
11

The reasons path 1 was followed, including but not limited to limited study resources, should be
justified. The qualifications of the professionals and experts whose judgments were used to assign
values to key parameters and variables should be described.
12

When forecasting future, without-project conditions when the level of uncertainty in future resource
conditions makes it impossible to reasonably bound the range of possible plan outcomes, then scenarios
representing different potential future resource conditions should be employed for plan formulation,
evaluation, and display. Subsequent evaluations of plan effects would then be made under the different
scenarios. When there is evidence that evaluations of plan effects are sensitive to the different
scenarios, analysts should report on that uncertainty and provide a written characterization of the
premises underlying each alternative scenario that identify what would need to happen for the scenario
to be realized (the concept of “premise sets” can be used to achieve this result).
13

A compelling application of premise-based scenario planning can be found in: U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Portland District. 1985. Decision Document – Mt. St. Helens, Washington. In-House
Document 99-135, December 10, 1985. Communication from the Assistant Secretary of Army (Civil
Works). Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.
14

Gail Bingham, President Emeritus of RESOLVE, contributed to the development of the conceptual logic
in this section. Ms. Bingham served as a Senior Fellow at IWR during 2009, has mediated water policy
and other natural resources issues for over 30 years, and is the author of numerous publications
including, When the Sparks Fly: Building Consensus When the Science is Contested.
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15

The concept of “Circles of Influence” can be applied to organize the different options for engagement.
http://www.computeraideddisputeresolution.us/bestpractices/circlesofinfluence.cfm
16

This list is adapted (with significant changes) from:
http://www.fermilabcommunity.org/pdfs/spectrum.pdf
17

A consideration in choosing a level of engagement is the constraints imposed by the Corps’ internal
review process and the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). If the levels of engagement deemed
warranted by IWRM are to be realized, the Corps should review its current internal review polices and
interpretations of FACA to maximize the possibility for engagement, and then issue clarifying guidance
to its field offices.
18

This section of the framework is written with only limited attention to the implications of uncertainty
and the level and form of agency and stakeholder engagement. Any further development of this
framework would need to address how the description of standard planning elements might need to be
altered to better incorporate options for addressing uncertainty and agency and stakeholder
engagement. For example, if a full “Shared Vision Planning” process for engagement were to be
employed, the planning elements and the sequence in which they are addressed might be changed. See:
http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/iwrreports/10-R-5.pdf
19

This wording is meant to distinguish “objective-based planning” from “target-based planning,”
although targets based on statements and goals may become constraints on planning (e.g., meeting a
water quality standard or securing some minimum level of residual risk) or a focus of planning (ESA
requirements). The recognition of such constraints is addressed in plan formulation and can be
accommodated in plan evaluation. See: Deason, J.P., Dickey, G.E., Kinnell, J.C. and Shabman, L.A. "An
Integrated Planning Framework for Urban River Rehabilitation," Journal of Water Resources Planning
and Management, November/December 2010.
20

Note that in current Corps planning guidance, the list of formulation criteria includes “efficiency” as a
fourth formulation criterion. It states, “Efficiency is the extent to which an alternative plan is the most
cost-effective means of alleviating the specified problems and realizing the specified opportunities.” In
effect, efficiency is a way to remove “dominated” (clearly inferior) plans from further consideration.
However, the concept of a dominated plan is difficult to apply as an operational matter in the multicriteria decision setting, at least at this planning stage. See the Phase 1 display discussion (later in
framework) where the concept of removing dominated plans from final consideration is addressed.
21

This formulation criterion will consider preliminary and conceptual determinations of the types and
extent of compensatory mitigation that would be needed to offset the adverse environmental impacts
at the watershed and sub-watershed scales, as well as any adverse impacts of plans on current
watershed uses as part of the acceptability screen.
The issue paper on floodplains, flood risk management and public safety, which is included in
Appendix A to this paper, outlines the reasons for formulating a Protection and Restoration Plan when
the planning problem and opportunities include flood risk management.
22
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23

The explicit formulation of a Protection and Restoration Plan (PRP) contributes to creating a
consistency between the way that compensatory environmental mitigation plans are developed for civil
works planning, and the ways such compensation plans are expected to be developed for permitted
dredge and fill projects under section 404 of the CWA. The matter of consistency between the
compensatory mitigation planning in these two areas of Corps responsibility is a current focus of
concern. However, unlike the 404 permitting context, the conceptual civil works planning framework
presented here does not dictate selection of the PRP as the preferred alternative.
24

Note that the purpose of formulating a plan that includes adaptive management elements is to
address analytical uncertainty. An adaptive management plan is not one that calls for refining and
modifying all elements of the plan over time, which is a process more appropriately called “evolutionary
problem solving.” More description of the minimum requirements for an adaptive management plan
and explanation of the distinction made here between adaptive management and evolutionary problem
solving would be provided in any further development of this framework.
25

This characterization of NEE measurement recognizes that the same NEE effect can sometimes be
evaluated in affected input markets (the economic value of water and related land resources) or
alternatively, in affected output markets (the economic value of the national output of goods and
services produced using water and related land resources). For assessing the benefits of flood damage
reduction, however, restrictions on measuring NEE effects in input markets (using land market analysis)
are needed because of myriad issues relating to the subjective perceptions of flood risk on the part of
land market traders that make this approach conceptually problematic.
26

The negative changes in the future, without-project condition relative to the reference condition must
be the result of past Corps and non-Corps actions, and not be the result of future non-Corps actions.
Otherwise, the plan would represent Corps-funded mitigation for non-Corps activities.

27

For further discussion of NEQ metrics for evaluation, see Appendix B. Substantial additional
development of the NEQ metrics discussion is possible and would be required in any further
development of the framework.
28

When applicable, these plan effects will serve as additional considerations in determining the set of
plans that are offered for possible recommendation. For example, a GIS mapping with readily available
data would allow the analysts to spatially display the risk reduction and residual risk levels (property
damages and population at risk) in flood-prone areas, with and without a plan in place. The analyst
could then overlay those results with the socio-economic descriptors of those groups located in flood
prone areas and display (in map and/or tabular form) how the risk reduction benefits and residual risk to
those groups are affected by alternative plans.
29

This sentence is intended to provide general guidance on the application of monetization to ecological
life support services. Further explanation can be found in the issue paper on evaluation included in
Appendix B to this paper.

30

The question of whether to discount NEQ effects in the same way as NEE effects is partly addressed by
the requirement to display the time path of NEQ effects.
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31

This section addresses concerns relating to effects of public programs on the NEE calculations; for
example, the use of agricultural prices that are significantly influenced by federal agricultural policies.
32

For example, adverse effects on NEQ and OEQ should each be shown alongside a description of the
conceptual compensation plan for these adverse effects as well as the estimated financial costs of
implementing the compensation plan. Similarly, any evaluated adverse effects of a plan on existing
watershed uses (e.g., recreation), should be shown alongside a description of any conceptual
compensation plan for these effects as well as the estimated financial costs of implementing the
compensation plan.
33

The purpose of using the Protection and Restoration Plan as a point of reference for evaluating
incremental NEE and NEQ effects is to be responsive to the often expressed criticism that Corps
planning does not formulate and consider plans that address problems and opportunities while avoiding
adverse impacts on the environment. In many (perhaps most) planning cases, opportunities for fully
addressing problems and opportunities while avoiding adverse impacts on the environment may be
limited or non-existent. For example, a Protection and Restoration Plan formulated to serve flood
damage reduction (e.g., a plan involving permanent removal of structures in one area of a floodplain)
may involve unacceptably high residual flood risks for adjacent properties. As another example, a
Protection and Restoration Plan for improving deep draft navigation (e.g., a plan involving freight
queuing or riding existing tidal changes) may not sufficiently address a defined problem of high harbor
access costs for container ships. In such cases, the incremental analysis can help decision-makers to
document limitations of the Protection and Restoration Plan for alleviating problems and realizing
opportunities, while at the same time use that plan to systematically consider and balance the
incremental NEE and NEQ effects of other plans in decision-making.
While the Protection and Restoration Plan serves as a point of reference for Phase 2 plan comparison,
and should be carried forward for selection consideration when it meets all formulation criteria, there is
no presumption that this plan should be selected as the preferred alternative.
34

35

Section 3.2.1 (e)(3) describes the different levels of engagement with others in planning. Aside from
level 1 (inform), the other levels of consult, involve, collaborate and shared decision-making imply that
decisions by the District Engineer on a recommendation of the preferred plan cannot be made in
isolation from the preferences of other entities. Ideally, the District Engineer might lead a deliberative
process to reach agreement on a preferred plan and organize that discussion around the plan display
and comparison information.
36

Examples of possible aggregate decision criteria include one or more of the following: net NEE,
robustness, and NEQ incremental justification. Further identification and explanation of possible
aggregation options can be prepared as part of any extension of this framework. In addition, the
administration budget process might require certain aggregation results to be reported. However, if
aggregation is used and reported in the justification narrative, the report should still include the plan
display and comparison information and relate the creation of the aggregation criteria to that
information.
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