reports with A-95 clearinghouses will
satisfy the requirements of paragraphs
4e and 6b, Part I, OMB Circular A-95
(Appendix A). Reporting officers shall
inform such clearinghouses of changes
to the proposed plan resulting from ap-
proval actions by Division Engineers or
the Chief of Engineers, prior to the ini-
tiation of construction.

(f» Reporting officers shall provide
notification of Corps action on a proposed
plan to clearinghouses which have pre-
viously reviewed such plan, within seven
days of being informed of such action,
concurrently or following notification of
appropriate Congressional delegations
and local interests. If a clearinghouse
has recommended against approval of a
plan, and the Chief of Engineers approves
the plan, or if a clearinghouse recom-
mends specific and major substantive
changes to a plan and the plan is ap-
proved without such changes, then the
reporting officer shall furnish the clear-
inghouse, in writing, an explanation
therefor.

(g) The requirements of the Project
Notification and Review System, as pro.
vided in paras (¢)-(f) of this section, do
not preclude additional coordination be-
tween reporting officers and clearing-
houses, as provided in §384.15 of this
regulation.

§384.15 Other Planning Programs.

The provisions of Parts II and IV of
OMB Circular No. A-95 are applicable to
Corps planning programs not included
in §384.14, but will not supersede other
required and established procedures for
communication and coordination between
the Corps of Engineers and States, local
interests and Individuals. In the interest
of sound, eflicient planning and effective
coordination, notices of study initiations,
notices of public meetings, notices of re-
port completion, reports and related
documents will be furnished the appro-
priate clearinghouses. In addition, Divi-
sion and District Engineers, or their
designated representatives will be the
contact with the State and areawide
clearinghouses and will explore with them
other general arrangements for coordi-
nation and review.

£384.16 Clearinghouse Comments in
Final Reports.

Reports submitted to OCE under pro-
Erams covered by §384.14 and 384.15,
shall include any review comments of
A-95 clearinghouses together with dis-
cussion of the consideration given the
comments in reaching conclusions. Any
departures from State or areawide plans
as ldentified by the elearinghouse com-
ments should be justified in this discus-
slon. If no comments are received from
tlearinghouses, it should be so noted and
report processing should continue in ac-
cordance with prescribed procedures.

§384.17  Clearinghouse Coordination on
Environmental Impact  Statements
(EIS). -

The EIS, submitted to the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) pursuant
! Section 102(2) (C) of the National En-
vironmental Policy Act, must be accom-
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panied by the views and comments of
those State and local agencies authorized
to develop and enforce environmental
quality standards. Guidelines published
by the CEQ designate the clearinghouses
as an appropriate channel through
which to secure the required State and
local environmental agency views and
comments.

(&) Continuing Authorities Identified
in §384.14. When required, Environ-
mental Impact Statements, together with
pertinent information on the alternatives
and proposed plans, will be submitted
directly to appropriate areawide clear-
inghouses for review and comment, as
well as to the Governor or his represent-
ative. Provisions of paragraph (b) of this
section are applicable for obtaining com-
ments from State clearinghouses.

(b) Other Planning Programs. Letters
transmitting the EIS, together with per-
tinent information on the alternatives
and proposed plans, to the Governor or
his designated representative for review
and comment will request that the views
and comments of the State clearinghouse
be ascertained in accordance with OMB
Circular No. A-95, if the State clearing-
house is not also the Governor's desig-
nated representative.

(c) Additional Guidance. Additional
guidance on coordination of the EIS is
contained in ER 1105-2-507 (33 CFR
209.410),

§ 384.18 A-95 Linison Officer.,

The Corps Reglonal Representatives to
the Federal Reglonal Councils, as desig-
nated by ER 1165-2-22, will also serve as
A-95 Liaison Officers to the appropriate
Council. The Liaison Officers will be the
central contact point with the Council
on A-95 maftters as they affect the Corps
Civil Works mission in the Region, in
accordance with the procedures set forth
in ER 1165-2-22,

§ 384.19 Directory of A-95 Clearing-
houses.

The directory of clearinghouses may
be found in DA Pamphlet 210-4. A copy
of OMB Circular A-95 (Revised) is pro-
vided as Appendix A of this regulation.

§ 384.20 Effective Date.

This regulation is effective Decem-
ber 1, 1975, as published in the Froerar
RecisTer on November 3, 1975 and codi-
fied as 33 CFR 384.

[FR.Doc.75-27741 Filed 10-31-75;8:45 am)

|ER 1105-2-50)
PART 263—CONTINUING AUTHORITIES
PROGRAM

Policies and Procedures

On January 8, 1975, the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, proposed a regulation pre-
scribing policies and procedures to im-
plement seven legislative authorities un-
der which the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is
authorized to plan, design and construct
certain types of water resources improve-
ments without specific Congressional au-
thorization. These authorities have been
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established by Congress to enable the
Chief of Engineers to respond on a timely
basis to small scale problems involving
flooding obstructions to navigation, and
beach erosion.

Comments were received from several
Corps of Engineers field offices, the De-
partment of the Interior, and the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources. Game
and Fish Division. All comments were
given careful consideration, and as a re-
sult, the following changes were made:

1. §263.11. This section has been revised
to indicate the effective date,

2. 1263.14(¢). The restriction on utiliza-
tion of the Program for adoption of mainte-
nance responsibilities on a non-Fedeéral proj-
ect was clarified. The language was rewritten
to read: “This program may not be used for
adoption of & non-Federal project for autum
maintenance at Federal expense.”

3. §263.15(n), 3rd lne. The words "local
cooperation requirements” are changed to
read “legisiative funding limitations", Local
cooperation requirements are determined by
the established policies for each purpose
served by the project formulated under the
Continuing Authorities Program.

4. § 263.16(b). Subparagraph (1) has been
revised and changed to subparsgraphs (1)-
(4) to clarify the policy on costs to be In-
cluded within the established legislative cost
limitation, costs considered as project first
costs, costs for economic analysis, and the
wse of Federal funds by local interests to
satisfy local cooperation requirements, Sub-
paragraph (2) has been changed to subpara~
graph (5).

5. §2683.15(c)(1). The statement that
“charges not to exceed $5,000 may be made
against the District revolving fund™ has been
included; the statement is also found in
§263.17(n).

6. §263.16(¢c) (2). Subparagraph has been
revised to refiect the concopt that only Stage
2 of the planning process Is the “feasibility™

‘study. The criterion for termination of a

study “substantial public opposition™ has
been changed to “a lack of public support™.
With regard to what constitutes & “reason-
able length of time for local Interests to pro-
vide assurances of local cooperation,” the
statement “as determined by the reporting
officer” has been added. OCE cannot set
specific time limits since the situation is
different in many States. The criteria for
initiating a feasibility study have been
changed as follows:

a, The requirement that there exist solu-
tions for which *“PFederal participation and
Corps implementation are justified™ hag been
changed to read “Federal participation may
be justified™; the Recon is not intended to
result In the identification of a justified
project but is only Intended to provide a
first look at the Federal fnterest in the re-
quest from non-Fedoral Interests, except
under conditions of § 263.17(b) (3).

b. The requirement that existing entities
be “capable and willing to satiafy the typical
local cooperation requirements for such
solutions™ has been changed to read “legally
and financially capable of satisfying the typ-
fcal local cooperation requirements for such
solutions™, Until a definite plan is recom-
mended, the willingness of local Interests
to participate cannot be ascertained with
any validity.

¢. The following oriterion was added to
place the responsibility on the Division En-
gineer to not allow excessive costs for foasi-
bility atudies: “a feasibility study can be
accomplished at a reasonable cost compared
to the prospective benefits from solving the
problems identified in the Recon.”

d. A provision was added as paragraph (¢)
(2) (b) of this section to encourage Division
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Engineers to refer any questions on Fed-
eral interest or policy to OCE prior to au-
a feasibility study.

7. §263.15(c) (3). The title of Stage 3 plan-
ning has been changed from *“Detalled
Project Design” to “Development of Recom-
mended Plan.” The first sentence has been
deleted; it wns considered unnecessary. The
penultimate sentence has been rewritten into
paragraph (g) of this section. The last
sentence has been rewritien Into & new para-
graph (d) of this section.

8, §203.15(f). The provisions for obtaln-
ing views of States and regional offices of
Federal agencles have been changed so as to
allow Division Enginoers to utilize letters
obtained by reporting officers from the co-
ordination of draft reports, if the letters are
current. Criteria are provided for defining
the term current,

9. § 263.15(g). The first sentence revised to
include the words by report-
ing officers” after the word “projects” and to
suthorize the Director of Civil Works to ap-
pmn and disapprove projects for the Chilef

A Dew sentence has been In-
unad after the first seutence, as follows:
"“Projects will be approved on the basis of &
Detalled Project Report, except in the case
of emergencies under Section 14 and 3
Authorities, for which a Recon Report
(developed for the recommended work) may
be utilized (§ 263.17(b) (3))."” The words “ap-
proval of the DPR" have bsen deleted from
the second sentence.

10. § 263.15()). This new paragraph, en-
tted Withdrawal of Project Approval, was
added to provide the mechanism for remov-
ing approved projects from the backlog, con-
sistent with the intent of Section 12, Public
Law 03-251.

11, §263.16(b). A sentence was added after
the first sentence, which reads: “Division

are responsible for

Engloeers insuring,
through Intensive management, that studies

are initisted and terminated at the appro-
priate time, and funded at the appropriate
Jevel, for eMoient use of Program funds."

12. §263.16(¢c). This new paragraph was
added to require reparting officers to desig-
nate Program mansgers and to insure that
Recons are appropriately conducted In ac-
cordance with the limited objective estab-
lished by the tion.

13. §263.17(a), The words "Stage of the
Feasibility Study” have been deloted from
the title, and the words “continuation of
the" have been deleted from the first sen-
tence, consistent with § 263.13(b). The word
“prior” has been Inserted before the word
“approval” in the penultimate sentence, A
new sentence was inserted after the penuiti-
mate sentence to require justification of re-

for Recon costs exceeding $5,000,

14, §263.17(b). The word “Continuation"
has been changed to “initiation™ in the title
and in the first gentence. The second and
third sentences have been reéo) to be-
come subparagraphs (2) and (3), respectively
A new subparagraph (1) has been added:
“Once the Recon Is completed, no further
work may be accomplished without a work
allowance and allotment from OCE." A new
subparagraph (4) was added to read: “"Ex-
cept as provided 1o subparagraph (3) above,
or when the Divislon Engineer desires OCE
views, Recon reports will be transmitted to
OCE for Information only."

15. §263.17(c). The words “consistent with
the capabllity of the District to conduct the
study” have been added to the second sen-
tence.

16. § 263.17(e) (1). That portion of the last
sentence after “* * * Division Engineers
* ¢ *" has been deleted, thereby delegating
the authority to Division Engineers to walve
the requirement for a publio meeting.

17. §263.17(0) (2). The paragraph has been
revised to include consideration of non-
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structural solutions and a “no development”

plan,
18. §263.17(e) (4). A new paragraph bas
been inserted entitled Culiural Resources
Survey, and requires that a cultural re-
sources survey be accomplished as part of the
preparation of a DPR.

19. §263.17(e) (5) vice § 203.17(e) (4). This
subpara has been revised to require the
reporting officer to include with the DPR
an analysis to demonstrate that non-Federal
entities are constituted and have
suficient financial capabilities to satisfy all
requirements of local cooperation. The re-
quirements for the content of a letter of
intent have been also added.

20. §263.17(1) (3) vice § 263.17(e) (5). The
para has been revised to require the Dis-
trict Engincer, rather than the Division
Engineer, to issue a public notice regarding
his recommendations when a DPR is trans-
mitted to OCE by the Division Englueer.
The following provision has been Inserted:
**This requirement may be accomplizshed by
the Division Engineer, at his discretion.” The

has been added to the last sentence
to clarify that a notice is not requlred for
emergency work under Section 14 or 3 Au-
thorities: “* * * or when a Recon Report s
submitied to OCE for project approval.”

21, $263.17(g). In the first sentence, the
phrase “letter of assurances™ has been
changed to “letter of Intent",

22. § 263.17(h). The following phrase has
been added to the end of the first sentence
“s & * or Recon reports when transmitted
to OCE for project approval” In order to
minimize the problems encountered in ap-
proving signed local cooperation agreements
(see item 22 below), the following has been
ndded after the words “* * * to DAEN-CWE-
B for information™: “* * * and to DAEN-
REA-P for review of local cooperation re-
quirements, * * *,

23. §263.17(k). The paragraph lhas been
revised to clarify the processing of local ¢o-
operation nts.

24. $26317(1). That portlon of the first
sentence preceding the semicolon has been
deleted ns unnecessary. The requirement
stated In paragraph (1) (2) of this section has
been added,

25. §$263.18, In the second sentence, fol-
lowing the word “encouraged”, the following
has been added: ‘“‘for specific studies and
projects”, Section 3 Authority has been de-
leted from the middle column.,

26. § 263.18(b). The words “remaioder of™
have been deleted from the title and the
completion-time objective for Section 208,
14 and 3 Authority studies has boen changed
from six to nine months in response to com-
ments from field operating agencles,

27. §263.18(1). The total completion-time
objectives have been changed from 21 months
to 24 months for Section 208 and 14 Authori-
tles,

28, §263.19(a). The parsgraph has been
revised to adopt a suggestion received from
the field to have the DPR (maln report) fol-
low generally the guldelines for a feasibility
{survey) report, with a “Design Appendix"
providing the advanced engineering and de-
sign work accomplished as part of Stage 3
planning, le., development of the recom-
mended plan to the extent required to pro-
ceed to plans and specifications, The second,
third and fourth sentences have been revised
to reflect this concept.

29. §263.10(c), The first sentence has been
revised consistont with § 263.10(a).

30. § 263.20(a). The first sentence has boen
deleted as unnecessary.

31, §20320(d). The reference has been
cbangod from ER 11-2-2-240 to ER 11-2-201.

382. Subpart B, §263.21. A new paragraph
(d) Dhas been added to this section.

33. Subpart B, §263.22. A new paragraph

(¢) has been added to this section.

. ER 1165-2-10

has been added as a reference.
With the above changes, and addi-
tional editorial revisions, the proposed
regulation is adopted as set forth below.

Eflective date. This regulation is effec-
tive December 1, 1975,

Dated: October 1, 1875.

Russerr J. Lawr,
Colonel,
Corps of Engineers Executive

Subpart A—General

Purpose,
Applicability and Effeciive Date.
References.

Program Scope.

Program Eligiblilty Requirements
Program Policles,

Program Management Responaibili-

ties,
Plumlng. Design and Construction

Prognm Complctlon-’l‘lmo Objec-
tives,

Detailed Project Reports,

Program Punding.
Subpart B—Navigstion Policy

Small Navigation Profect Authorit
(Section 107).

Authortty for Snagging and Clearing
for Navigation (Section 3).

Subpart C—Flood Control Policy

Bmall Flood Control Project Author-
ity (Section 205).

Authority for Snagging and Clearing
for Flood Control (Section 208).

Authority for Stream-
bank and Shoreline Protection of
Public Works and Nonprofit Publi
Servicea (Section 14).

Subpart D—Shore Protection Policy
26326 Small Beach Eroslon Control Projec:
Authority (Section 103).
26327 Authority for Mitigation of Shore

Damage Attributable to Navightion
Works (Section 111).

Avriorrry: See § 293,13,
Subpart A—General
§ 263.10 Purpose.

This regulation provides policles and
procedures for seven legislative authori-
ties under which the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of En-
gineers, is authorized to plan, design and
construct certain types of water re-
source improvements without specific
Congressional authorization.

§263.11 Applicabilit
dia 4

L

and  effective

This regulation is applicable to ull
OCE elements and all field operating
agencies having Civil Works responsibili-
ties. This regulation is effective Decem-
ber 1, 1975, as published in the Frpzral
Rrcister on November 3, 1975 and codi-
fied as 33 CFR 263. The provisions of this
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regulation are fully applicable to studies
commenced and projects initiated after
the effective date. For studies underway

n the effective date, reporting and ap-
proving officers shall fully consider the
requirements of this regulation and shall
take those actions as necessary to insure
that projects are approved on the basis
of criterin established by this regulation.

§263.12 References.

(s) ER 11-2-201, Civil Works Activi-
ties, Funding, Work Allowances and
Transfers.

(by ER 405-2-680 Local Cooperation

Projects.

(¢c) ER 1105-2-10 Intensive Manage-
ment.

(d) ER 1105-2-402 Organization and
General Content of Feasibility Reports.

(e) ER 1105-2-403 Format and Ap-
pearance of Feasibility Reports

() ER 1105-2-502 Public Meetings
(33 CFR 209.405)

(g) ER 1105-2-507 Preparation and
Coordination of Environmental State-
ments (33 CFR 209.410)

(h) ER 1105-2-800 Public Involve-
ment: General Policies (33 CFR 380)

(1) ER 1105-2-811 A-95 Clearinghouse
Coordination (33 CFR 384)

(i) ER 1110-2-1150 Post-Authorization
Studies

(k) ER 11656-2-18 Reimbursement for
Advance Non-Federal Participation in
Civil Works Projects

§263.13 Program scope. 7

The Continuing Authorities Program
(hereafter referred to as the “Program”),
consists of the following legislative au-
thorities, which are reproduced and ac-
companied by policy interpretation in
Subparts B, C and D.

(a) Small Flood Control Project Au-
thority, Section 205, Flood Control Act of
1048, as amended (33 USC 701s).

(b) Authority for Snagging and Clear~
ing for Flood Control. SBection 208, Flood
Control Act of 1954, as amended (33 USC
T01g).

(¢) Authority for Emergency Stream-
bank and Shoreline Protection of Public
Works and Nonmprofit Public Services.
Sectlon 14, Flood Control Act of 1946, as
amended (33 USC 701r).

(d) Small Navigation Project Author-
ity. Bection 107, River and Harbor Act of
1860, as amended (33 USC 577).

(e) Authority for Snagging and Clear-
ing for Navigation. Section 3, River and
Harbor Act of 1945 (33 USC 603a).

() Small Beach Erosion Control Proj-
ect Authority, Section 103, River and
:{S‘r‘)or Act of 1962, as amended (33 USC

28g),

(g) Authority for Mitigation of Shore
Damages Attributable to Navigation
Projects. Section 111, River and Harbor
Act of 1968 (33 USC 4261).

§263.14 Program eligibility require-
ments,

Work funded under this Program must
meet the requirements of Federal inter-
st and Corps responsibility set forth in
one of the legislative authorities refer-
enced In § 263,13, Any project recom-
mended must be justified under estab-
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lished Federal planning criteria, must be
complete in itself and must not obligate
the Federal government to future work
except for those cases in which mainte-
nance by the Federal government is pro-
vided by applicable provisions of general
law. Eligibility is not permitted for the
following:

(a) Projects Specifically Authorized
by Congress. The Program will not be
used to implement any portion of a proj-
ect specifically authorized by Congress,
including postauthorization changes to
such projects. However, once & project
has been completed to the full extent
permitted by its Congressional author-
ization, this Program could be utilized
to provide for a new, complete-in-itself
improvement which will not impair or
substantially change the purposes of the
specifically authorized project.

(b) Ezisting Non-Federal Responsi-
bility. This Program may not be utilized
for a project that would in effect nullify
or change an existing condition of non-
Federal responsibility required for a
project specifically authorized by Con-
gress, whether constructed or not. Such
changes would require Congressional
action.

(c) Operation and Maintenance of
Non-Federal Projects. This Program
may not be used for adoption of & non-
Federal project for future maintenance
at Federal expense.

§ 263.15 Program policies.

(a) Designation of Authority. One of
the referenced legislative authorities
must be designated as the primary pur-
pose of the project for allocation of Pro-
gram funds and for determining legisla-
tive funding limitations. However, other
authorized project purposes are not pre-
cluded to meet related needs as deter-
mined appropriate by the Chief of En-
gineers., The cost limitation of Corps
participation for the designated author-
ity will prevall regardless of the num-
ber of project purposes served. Normal-
ly, only one authority will be used for
each study accomplished and each proi-
ect recommended, Certain authoriza-
tions specify individual project allot-
ment ceilings “from the appropriations
for any one fiscal year.” It s the intent of
Congress that such specified amount be
the maximum limit for Corps of Engi-
neers expenditures at each location or
individual project undertaken, without
regard to time,

(b) Applicability of Costs to Federal
and Non-Federal Shares. Unless other-
wise specified In a legislative authority
(§ 263,13), cost sharing policies appli-
cable to Congressionally authorized proj-
ects are applicable to projects recom-
mended under this Program. Any legis-
lative limitation on Corps participation
in project costs, however, takes prece-
dence over the apportionment of costs
resulting from established cost sharing
policies,

(1) Project First Costs. Project first
costs include all Corps of Engineers costs
for investigations, design, and construc-
tion (including costs of supervision and
administration) incurred subsequent to
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the Division Engineer's transmittal of a
Detalled Project Report or Recon Report
to OCE for approval, These costs are
normally those related to preparation of
plans and specifications and project con-
struction.

(2) Federal Cost Limitation. All Corps
of Engineers costs of investigations, plan-
ning, design and construction, to include
those incurred prior to transmittal of the
DPR or Recon Report to OCE for ap-
proval are to be included within the cost
limitation established by Congress for a
particular Program authority, Expendi-
tures of other Federal agencies under
their own authorities are not to be in-
cluded within this cost limitation.

(3) Costs for Economic Analysis, Costs
to be considered as a part of the eco-
nomic analysis (l.e., determination of a
benefit-cost ratio), are the same as those
considered in feasibility reports trans-
mitted to Congress for authorization. In
this regard, all costs incurred prior to the
Division Engineer's transmittal of the
Detalled Project or Recon Report to OCE
for approval are considered “preauthor-
{zation study costs” and are excluded
from the economic analysis,

(4) Use of Federal Funds to Salisfy
Local Cooperation Requirements. Where
the law requires that lands, easements
and rights-of-way be furnished by local
interests “without cost to the United
States”, direct contributions of other
Federal agencies may not be accepted by
local inferests to satisfy such local co-
operation requirements once local inter-
ests have furnished a letter of Intent (see
§ 263.17(e) (5)) to the reporting officer.

(6) Non-Federal Costs. Local interests
must agree to assume responsibility for
designated items of local cooperation
and for all project costs in excess of the
specified Corps cost limitation, or as
otherwise apportioned, to insure that ex-
penditure of Corps funds will result in
a project that is integrally complete and
fully effective. If the project cost exceeds
the Corps cost limit, the difference is
provided by local cash contributions. Lo-
cal participation requirements will not
be reduced, offset, or otherwise credited
for local expenditures prior to the ap-
proval of a project by the Chief of En-
gineers. The scope of the project may be
increased, including the addition of proj-
ect purposes, if local interests are willing
to pay the additional costs,

(c) The Planning Process. Planning
will be conducted generally in accord-
ance with the 11056-2-200 series of plan-~
ning regulations, adapted to this Pro-
gram, as discussed in paragraph (¢) (1)
throught (¢) (3 )of this section and in
Appendix B.

(1) Stage 1—Reconnaissance, The re-
porting officer is delegated the authority
to conduct a Reconnaissance (Recon)
upon the request of a non-Federal gov-
ernmental entity or official, to determine
if a detailed feasibility study is war-
ranted. Charges not to exceed $5,000 may
be made against the District revolving
fund. The results of the Recon will be
reported to the Division Engineer in a
brief letter report:; the Division Engi-
neer will require of a reporting officer
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only information considered essential for
approval of proceeding with the feasibil-
ity study, as provided in paragraph (e)
(2) of this section.

(2) Stage 2—Feasibility Study (Plan
Formulation). The Division Engineer 1is
delegated the authority to authorize the
reporting officer to conduct a feasibility
study, subject to avallability of funds
from OCE.

(1) The criteria for Division Engineer
approval for inftiating a feasibility study
are: therc is a Federal Interest in the
problem identified in the Recon, there
exists solutions for which Federal par-
ticipation may be justified under one of
the Program authorities, there are exist-
ing non-Federal entitles which are
legally and financially capable of sat-
isfying the typical local cooperation
requirements for such solutions, and a
feasibility study can be accomplished at
& reasonable cost compared to the pro-
spective benefits from solving the prob-
Jems identified in the Recon.

(il) Where a significant question arises
concerning the Federal interest in a
problem, the applicability of one of the
Program authorities, or other policy
matters, the case should be referred to
DAEN-CWP or DAEN-CWO prior to au-
thorization of a feasibility study.

(1) The feasibility study should com-
plete the plan formulation process, in-
cluding the selection of a plan, The
study should be terminated If any of
the above criteria are not satisfied, if
there is a lack of public support, or in
the case of obtaining local assurances,
that a reasonable length of time (as de-
termined by the reporting officer) has
passed without satisfactory assurances
from local interests. (See also (3§ 263.17
(e)(5)).

(3) Stage 3—Development of Recom-
mended Plan. This stage corresponds to
Phase II AE&D for projects specifically
muthorized by Congress. Authority to
continue the planning process from plan
formulation to development of a recom-
mended plan is delegated to the reporting
officer, unless otherwise provided by im-
plementing instructions issued by the
Division Engineer, In accordance with
Division responsibilities for inten-
give management of the program
(§263.16(b)).

(d) Review of Planning Reports. The
primary responsibility for review of all
aspects of Recon reports and DPR's rests
with the Divislon Engineer, Division En-
gineers (with the exception of New Eng-
land and Pacific Ocean) are delegated
the authority to approve the plan formu-
Jation aspects of the study and the engi-
neering design of recommended plans, in
order that the reporting officer may pro-
ceed with work on plans and specifica-
tions pending formal approval of the
project by the Chief of Engineers. Review
of DPRs and Recon reports by OCE will
be limited to conformance of recom-
mended plans to existing policy,

(e) Public Involvement. General pol-
lcy and guidance on public involvement
is contained in ER 1105-2-800. Require-
ments for public meetings are discussed
further in § 263.17(e) (1), There is essen-
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tially no difference in the Corps' objec-
tives for involving and informing the
public for studies and projects in this
Program than for projects planned and
constructed under specific Congressional
authority. Since plans formulated under
this Program are usually smaller in scope
than those specifically authorized by
Congress, planners should be able to
more readily identify the affected and
interested public early in the planning
process and initiate a public involvement
program that can be continued through
plan implementation.

(1) State and Agency Coordination.

(1) Section 205, 107, 103, 111 and 208
Authorities, The views of Governors of

affected States, or their designated rep-
resentatives, and regional offices of ap-
propriate Federal agencles must accom-
pany the DPR when submitted to OCE
for approval. Division Engineers

insure that coordination letters are cur-

approve or disapprove projects under this
Program, for the Chief of Engineers.
Projects will be approved on the basis of
a Detalled Project Report (DPR), except
in the case of emergencies under Section
14 or 3 Authorities, for which a Recon
report (developed for the recommended
work) may be utilized, (see § 263.17(b)
(3)). Prior to approving a project for
construction, requirements for filing an
EIS with CEQ must be satisfied, if an
EIS has been prepared (ER 1105-2-507),
a letter of intent for local cooperation
must be obtained from non-Federal In-
terests in accordance with § 263.17(e)
(5), and views received from affected

States and regional offices of Federnl
agencies must be considered.

(h) Project Construction, Division En.
gineers may authorize District Engineers
to commence work on plans and specifi-
cations pending project approval; how-
ever, contracts for construction shall not
be entered into, nor shall funds be allo-
cated for construction, until the Chief
of Engineers has approved the project
Procedures for constructing approved
projects, including the preparation of
plans and specifications are generally
the same as employed for Congres-
sionally authorized projects.

(1) Hold and Save Provigion, As pro-
vided by Sec. 9, Pub. L, 93-251 (88 Siat
16), “The requirement * * * that non-
Federal interests hold and save the
United States free from damages due to
construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of the project, does mot include
damages due to the fault or negligence
of the United States or its contractors.”
This provision will be reflected in all
“hold and save” requirements of locul
cooperation.

(J) Withdrawal of Project Approval
The Chief of Engineers may withdraw
approval of a project under the Continu-
ing Authorities Program at any timse
prior to the signing of a written agres-
ment under Section 221, Public Law
91-611 (§ 263.17(k)).

(1) Reporting officers shall at least
annually review approved projects on
which construteion has not been intiated

and shall determine if such projecis
should

remain on the backlog awaiting
construction funds. A recommendation
for withdrawal of project approval shall
be based on the following criteria:
(1) Local interests are unwilling or
unable to provide the necessary local
cooperation,

(1) The project Is no longer consid-
ered the best solution to the problems of
the area, considering economic, social,
and environmental factors, or

(i11) ‘The project is no longer justificd
under applicable Federal planning
criteria.

(2) Pindings which indicate that the
project should remain in the backiog
shall not be reported to OCE. Recom-
mendations for withdrawal of project
approval shall be transmitted to DAEN-
CWP-E, C, or W, or DAEN-CWO, de-
pending on the project authority.

(1) Recommendations shall be coor-
dinated with local, State and Federal in-
terests consistent with Corps public in-
volvement objectives, prior to transmit-
tal to OCE.

(i) Recommendations shall be ac-
companied by a brief Project Informa-
tion Sheet, as required under ures
for recommending project deauthoriza-
tion under Section 12, Public Law 83-251

(3) Reporting officers shall notify =p-
propriate local, State and Congressional
interests of any final action taken bY
OCE on recommendations for with-
drawal of project approval

(4) As in the case of project approvsl.
withdrawal of approval may be acconi-
plished by the Director of Civil Works,
for the Chief of Engineers.
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£263.16 Program management respon-
sibilities.

(a) Office, Chief of Engineers. Two
OCE eclements will have primary re-
sponsibility for program management:
DAEN-CWP (Section 205, 208, 14, 107
and 103 Authorities) and DAEN-CWO
(Section 3 and 111 Authorities). These
elements are responsible for the stafling
of all actions required of OCE by this
regulation, maintaining a list of Division
and District Program coordinators (as
required by paragraphs (b) and (¢) of
this section), and evaluating the per-
formance of the Program.

(b)  Division Engineers. Divisions are
responsible for intensive management of
the Program in accordance with ER
1105-2-10, and are delegated certain ap-
proval authorities by the Chief of Engi-
neers, as given in § 263.15 and § 263.17 of
this regulation. Division Engineers are
responsible for insuring, through inten-
sive management, that studies are ini-
tiated and terminated at the appropriate
time, and funded at the appropriate level,
{or efMclent use of Program funds. Divi-
sion Engineers are to specifically desig~
nate an individual, or individuals, within
the Division office, to manage and coor~
dinate activities under the Continuing
Authorities Program, -

(¢c) District Engineers/Operating Divi-
sion Engineers. Reporting officers are to
specifically designate individuals to coor-
dinste and manage activities under the
Continuing Authorities Program. Re-
porting officers are responsible for in-
suring that the Reconnaissance investi-
gations are conducted only to the extent
required to achieve the objective estab-
lished by this regulation.

§263.17 Planning, design and construe-
tion procedures,

This paragraph prescribes procedures
o be followed from the Inftiation of a
Recon to completion of eonstruction of
a project. Division Engineers are to es-
tablish milestones as deemed appropriate,
in accordance with ER 1105-2-10. Unless
otherwise stated, all correspondence with
OCE relating to the procedures in this
paragraph will be addressed to HQDA
(DAEN-CWP-E, C or W) WASH DC
20314 or HQDA (DAEN-CWO) WASH
DC 20314, depending on the study au-
thority, as provided for in § 263.16(a)

(a) Initiation of Reconnaissance. As
outlined in §263.15(¢c) Recon stage is
des igned to provide the Division Engineer
with sufficient justification for author-
izng a feasibility study. Reporting offi-
cers are to notify the Division Engineer,
&nd either DAEN-CWP-A or DAEN-
CWO by letter when commencing a
Recon. Such letter or teletype should
elve the date the Recon began and an
identifying name. Charges may be made
against the District revolving fund in
amounts not to exceed $5,000. Exceptions
o this limitation will require prior ap-
I:m val from DAEN-CWP or DAEN-CWO,
Gepending on the study autherity. Re-
Quests for such exceptions shall be justi-
fled by the reporting officer. The sug-
gested scope of a Recon is more fully dis-
Cussed in Appendix B. (See also ER
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1105-2-811 for A-95 clearinghouse coor-
dination requirements.)

(b) Approval for Initiation of Feasi-
bility Study. The Division Engineer is the
approving authority for initiation of &
feasibility study, and as such, will pro-
vide reporting offices with appropriate
guidance on submission of & Recon letter
report in accordance with the general
policy stated in § 263.15(c).

(1) Once the Recon is completed, no
further work may be accomplished with-
out a work allowance and allotment from

(2) The recommendations from a Re-
con may be released by reporting officers
to interested parties after action has been
taken by the Division Engineer on the
Recon report,

(3) In the case of emergencies under
Section 14 or 3 Authorities, the Division
Engineer may approve & Recon Report
for immediate transmittal to OCE (in
five copies) for approval and funding of
recommended work. In such cases, the
Chief of Engineers may approve excep-
tions to the requirements stated in para~-
graph (e) (2) through (e) (5) of this sec~-
tion, as deemed advisable in the public
interest.

(4) Except as provided In paragraph
(3) of this section, or when the Division
Engineer desires OCE views, Recon re-
ports will be transmitted to OCE for.In-
formation only (in two coples).

(c) Request for Funding of Feasibility
Study. Reporting officers will request
funding of an approved feasibility study,
through Division Engineers, to DAEN-
CWP-E, C or W or from DAEN-CWO in
accordance with §263.16(a). Requests
will include the total estimated funding
requirement by fiscal year for the feasi-
bility study (including expenditures pre-
viously Incurred in the ), con-
sistent with the capablility of the District
to conduct the study. Requests for reim-
bursement for Recon expenditures when
a feasibllity study has not been approved
will be made In a similar manner.

(d) Issuance of Work Allowance. Work
allowances will be issued by DAEN-CWP
or DAEN-CWO, as appropriate, based on
available funds. Work on a feasibility
study will not proceed until such work
allowance has been issued. (See also Part
384 of this Chapter for A-05 clearing-
house coordination requirements.)

(e) Completion of Feasibility Study.
Studies will be conducted in accordance
with the policies given in § 263.15 and the
planning process discussed in Appendix
B, Division Engineers may request guid-
ance from OCE, or schedule a Plan For-
mulation Review Conference with OCE,
as they deem appropriate.

(1) Public Meetings. Public meetings
are not to be considered the only tech-
nique for informing the public of the
results of feasibility studies or for solicit-
ing input from the public. Hi T, A8
a matter of policy, at least one Dublic
meeting is to be held during the feasi-
bility study, as discussed in § 209.405 of
this Chapter. In certain instances, the
reporting officer may feel that the Corps’
objectives on public involvement have
been achieved without holding a public
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meeting. Omission of the minimum re-
quirement of one public meeting is to be
an exception to policy and will require
prior approval from the Division
Engineer,

(2) Application of Federal Planning
Criteria. In general, all Federal planning
criterin applicable to studies specifically
authorized by Congress are also appli-
cable to studies conducted under this
Program. Particular attention shall be
given to the consideration of nonstruc-
tural solutions, consideration of a “no
development™ plan, and the assessment
of impacts of alternative plans, Plans are
to be formulated to provide the same In-
dependent and complete-within-itself
project as recommended under regular
authorization procedures.

(3) Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) Requirements. Requirements for
preparation, coordination and submittal
of the EIS are contained In ER 1105-2-
§507. Studies conducted under Section 14
and 3 Authorities may not require an
EIS, as provided in § 209.410(h) of this
Chapter.

4) Cultural Resources Survey. A cul-
tural resources survey shall be accom-
plished for the consideration of historic
and cultural resources as part of the
preparation of the DPR.

(5) Assurances of Local Cooperation.
In addition to Involvement of local Inter-
ests throughout the planning process, a
letter of Intent shall be requested for spe-
cific items of local cooperation near the
completion of Stage 2 planning (¥ 263.-
15(c) (2)). The letter of intent must be
received from the non-Federal entities
which will be ultimately signing a Sec-
tion 221 agreement (Paragraph (k) of
this section), and will be transmitted
with the DPR, or Recon report iIn the
case of emergencies under Section 14 or
3 Authorities, together with an analysis
of the reporting officer to demonstrate
that such non-Federal entities are legally
constituted, and have sufficient financial
capabilities to satisfy all requirements
of local cooperation.

(i) The reporting officer shall review
draft local cooperation and repayment
agreements with affected non-Federal
interests, advising them of currently esti-
mated costs, anticipated timing of costs,
all typical provisions of the agreement
or contract, and the timing of process of
entering into a final, signed agreement
or contract,

(it) The letter of intent shall include
verbatim all local cooperation require-
ments set forth in the Detailed Project
Report, or the Recon report, if utilized
for project approval; shall state that a
review has been made of draft agree-
ments or contracts; shall indicate an
understanding of when final project
costs are o be determined by the report-
ing officer; and shall include the follow-
ing statement:

In carrying out the specified non-Fed-
eral responsibilities for the (identifica-
tion of work or project) , (appropriate en-
tity) agrees to comply with the provi-
slons of the “Uniform Relocation Assist-
ance and Real Property Acquisitions
Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646,
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approved 2 January 1971; and Section
221, Public Law 91-611, approved 31 De-
cember 1970, as amended,

(1i1) The letter of intent shall be signed
or cosigned by the chief legal officer of
the political subdivision furnishing the
letter to the reporting officer. When a
State or a department thereof is to be
the sponsor, the Attorney General of that
State is the approving authority.

(f) Submittal of Termination Letlers
or DPR to OCE. (1) If a feasibility study
is terminated prior to the completion of
a DPR, the Division Engineer will notify
by letter DAEN-CWP-E, C or W or
DAEN-CWO-M, depending on the study
authority: such notification is to include
reasons for termination, an accounting of
expenditure of study funds, and the
amount of funds to be returned to OCE.
Release of unobligated funds will be ef-
fected as soon as possible. Revocation of
funds by OCE officially terminates the
study. The reporting officer shall notify
Congressional delegations and local in-
terests when the study has been officially
terminated.

(2) If the feasibility study results in a
DPR, ten (10) copies of the report, and
related documentation required by § 263.-
15(e), will be transmitted with recom-
mendations of the Division Engineer to
DAEN-CWP or DAEN-CWO, depending
on the study authority (reference § 263.-
16(a)). Exceptions to the requirements
of paragraph (e) of this section should
be nofed in the letter of transmittal. In
the review of & DPR, Divislon Engineers
may refer any major disagreements with
reporting officers on planning matters to
DAEN-CWP-E, C or W, or on technical
engineering matters to DAEN-CWE-B,
for resolution prior to release of public
notice and submittal of the final report
to OCE.

(3) Upon submittal of a Detailed Proj-
ect Report to OCE, the District Engineer
shall release a public notice Informing
the public of the proposed action. This
requirement may be accomplished by the
Division Engineer, at his discretion. The
notice need not invite comments but will
include the address of the District and
Divislon Engineer in the event that inter-
es’ed parties desire to request further in-
formation or comment on the recom-
mendations. Public notices are not re-
quired when a feasibility study is
terminated without submittal of a DPR
(paragraph (f) (1) of this section), or
when a Recon report is submitted to OCE
for project approval (paragraph (b)(3)
of this section).

(g) Work on Plans and Specifications.
Division Engineers are delegated the
authority to allow District Engineers to
commence work on plans and specifica-
tions pending approval of a project by
the Chief of Engineers, provided a satis-
factory letter of intent (% 263.17(e)(5))
has been received from local interests.
Such work may be stopped, however, if
review of the DPR by OCE reveals a
policy problem affecting the project or
the report recommendations. Work on
plans and specifications should utilize all
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remaining funds from allocations for the
feasibility study. Additional funds may
be requested by separate letter, or In-
cluded with the Division Engineer's
favorable indorsement of a DPR.

(h) OCE Review and Approval of
DPR or Recon Report, As Indicated in
para 7a, desginated OCE elements are
re<nonsible for review, staffing and co-
oruination of the DPR, or Recon report
when transmitted to OCE for approval
Maximum reliance will be placed on the
review conducted by the Division Engi-
neer. Comments will be solicited from
DAEN-CWP, DAEN-CWR, and DAEN-
GCC, only as required for approval of
the recommended project. In all cases,
& copy of the DPR will be forwarded to
DAEN-CWE-B for information, and to
DAEN-REA-P for review of local co-
operation requirements, upon receipt
from the Division Engineer, Review of
DPR's by the BERH staff may be re-
quested at the discretion of DAEN-
CWP, In such instances, the Resident
Member, BERH, will be requested fo
submit comments on the DPR to DAEN-
CWP: Project approval normally will be
accomplished by the Director of Clvil
Works, for the Chief of Engineers, in ac-
cordance with § 263.15(g).

(1) Notification of Interested Parties
of Action by the Chief of Engineers. Re-
porting officers are responsible for noti-
fication of all interested parties, includ-
ing Congressional Delegations, States
and local interests, of action taken by
the Chief of Engineers on DPR's. Divi-
sion Engineers may prescribe procedures
for such notification as deemed neces-

Sary.

(J) Request jor Construction Funds.
Following receipt of DPR approval from
OCE, reporting officers may submit a re-
quest for construction funds to DAEN-
CWP or DAEN-CWO, depending on the
Program authority, including an up-
dated schedule of funding requirements
by fiscal year based on an estimated date
by which plans and specifications for
the first construction contract will be
completed. (See also §263.20(a) con-
cerning inclusion of these requests in
budget submissions.)

(k) Approval of Local Cooperation
Agreement. Prior to issuance of a work
allowance by OCE for construction
funds, & signed written agreement for
local cooperation must be obtained and
approved by the Secretary of the Army,
or his designated representative, in ac-

cordance with ER 405-2-680. The signeq
agreement shall be transmitted
DAEN-~REA-P together with a copy of
the DPR or Recon report which ap.
proved the project or work.

(1) As required by ER 405-2-680, re-
quirements of local cooperation are to
be stated in the agreement verbatim
from the approved project document
Any deviation shall be submitted
DAEN-CWP for approval by the Direc-
tor of Civil Works, for the Chief of En.
gineers, prior to the reporting officer
obtaining signatures on the agreement,

(2) After OCE approval of the agree.
ment, a work allowance will be issued by
DAEN-CWP or DAEN-CWO depending
on the Program authority, based on
availability of funds.

(1) Completion of Project Constric-
tion (RCS DAEN-CW B-16) . Policies and
procedures for projects constructed
under specific Congressional authority
with the exception of budgetary sub-
missions and funding matters, are appli-
cable to projects constructed under this
Program. At the completion of project
construction, reporting officers shall

(1) Notify DAEN-CWO or DAEN-
CWP-A by letter, including a brief de-
scription of the completed project, the
estimated requirements for operation
and maintenance (Federal and non-Fed-
eral) , the final Federal and non-Federal
project costs, and the date on which the
project was considered operational.

(2) Notify local interests that project
construction has been completed and
inform them of their operation asnd
maintenance responsibilities and the
operational characteristics of the pro)-
ect.

£263.18 Program completion-time ob-
jeetives,

To provide a Program responsive to
local needs, the following target (maxi-
mum) completion time objectives are
established and should be used to the
extent feasible, in scheduling work and
programming funds. Shortening of these
objectives is encouraged for specific
studies and projects when appropriate
However, high standards of planning,
design and construction are not to be
sacrificed. Attainment of completion-
time objectives through intensive man-
agement is to be & major concern for
those elements and individuals given
Program management responsibilities in
§ 263.16 of this regulation.

Program authorities, Completion (imes in months

208 and M Emesgvre

205, 107, 108,
and 111 4 and 3

(a) Completion of recon and submission of funding request or
negative report to OCE.. -
) (‘ompkuon of feastbility study by nr-oﬂlu officer and

peeparstion of DPR
(c) Revh' of DPR or recon report
) R mo« medm&"‘ mt:’; c?ff'
v of recon
canstroction (¥

©) Completion of
specifications), alter project :wtonl
(0 ‘Totul completion-time objective.

Al vision Mm.

PSRV RPN

1 The declsion to utilize u recon re
division enginoer (Sec. 263.17(0) (3)).
¥ Not applicable.

or DP R for recommending & projeet under sec. 14 sutbority is debegated to 11
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§263.19 Detailed project reports.
() The Detailed Project Report

exception for emergencles, §263.17(b)
e should reflect the
plan formulation, generally in sccord-
ance with ER 1105-2-402 and ER 1105~
2-403. A Design Appendix will be pro-
vided a8 appropriate, for more detailed
information on the development of the
plan, or elements of the selected plan,
recommended for implementation as a
Federal project by the Corps of Engl-
neers. The Design Appendix of the report
will generally meet the requirements of
ER 1110-2-1150, as it pertains to Phase
II AEZD studies for projects specifically
authorized by Congress, except that it
need not duplicate material on plan
formulation covered in the main report.
Other appendixes should be included as
required,

(b) It is anticipated that DPR's sub-
mitted for projects under Section 208
Authority will be less extensive than re-
ports submitted under Section 205, 107,
103 and 111 Authorities, and that DPR's
submitted for projects under Section 14
Authority will be further abbreviated
due to simplicity of the project. The Im-
portant point is that the planning pro-
cess should be generally considered the
same for studies conducted under all
Program authorities; the plan formula-
tion portion of the DPR should reflect
this process and the rationale for arriv-
ing at the selected plan and recom-
mendations for Federal participation,

(¢c) The level of detail and extent of
engineering work reflected in the design
Appendix must be sufficlent to proceed
directly to plans and specifications, In
the event that the need arrises for fea-
ture design memoranda on selected
espects of the project, such requirements
should be identified in the letter of
transmittal accompanying the DPR
when submitted to OCE.

£263.20 Program funding.

(a) Program Budget. Initial considera-
tion of estimated project construction re-
Quirements (including funds for plans
and specifications), should be given in
the first Program budget submission fol-
lowing completion of Stage 2 planning
(263.15(¢) (2)). OCE elements desig-
bated in §263.16(a) are responsible for
issulng Program budget guidance to field
operating agencies, formulating appro-
briate program budgets from field sub-
missions, and submitting such budgets to
DAEN-CWB.

(b) Use of Program Funds. Punds ap-
bropriated by Congress under the legis-
lative authorities of this Program will be
utilized by the Corps of Engineers in con-
ducting studies approved by Division En-
gineers, and in constructing profects ap-
broved by the Chief of Engineers. This
does not preciude
chitect-engineer firms or other consult-
nt services in Program implementation.
No grants of Program funds will be made
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such a provision, the procedures
in ER 1165-2-18 may be fol-
lowed to request OCE approval in ad-
vance of such action by local interests,
(¢) Requests for Funds. Procedures for
requesting Program funds are contained
in §263.17. Generally, requests will be
made in four instances: after approval
by Division Engineer to proceed with a
feasibility study, after submission of a

(d) Retention, Revocation and Trans-
jer of Funds. Unobligated funds will be
reported to DAEN-CWP-A or DAEN-
CWO, depending on the study authority
under which the funds were allotted, as
soon as final costs for studies or con-

for an extended period, the above OCE
elements are to be notified immediately
by letter with the Division Engineer's
recommendation regarding retention or
revocation of unobligated funds held in
that particular account. The authority
for transfers and reporting requirements
are contained in ER 11-2-201,

Subpart B—Navigation Policy

§263.21 Small navigation project aun-
thority.

(a) Legislative Authority. Section 107
of the River and Harbor Act of 1960, as
amended by Section 310 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1965 and by Section 112
of the River and Harbor Act of 1970,
states as follows:

(a) The Secretary of the Army is author-
fzed to allot from any appropristions here-
after mado for rivers and harbors not to
exceed $25,000,000 for any ono fiscal year
for the construction of small river and harbor
Improvement projects not specifically au-
thorized by Congreas which will result in gub-
stantinl benefits to pavigation and which can
be operated consistently with appropriate
and economic use of the waters of the Nation
for other purposes, when In the opinion of
tho Chief of Engineers such work Is advisable,
if benefits are In excoss of the costs,

(b) Not more than $1,000,000 shall be al-
lotted for the construotion of & profect under
this section at any single locality and the
amount allottad shall be sufficient to com-
plete the Federal participation in the project
under this section.

(c) Loeal Interests shall provide without
cost to the United States all necessary lands,
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ensements and rights-of-way for all projects
to be constructed under the authority of thid
section. In addition, local interests may b8
roquired to hold and save the United States
free from damages that may result from the
construction and malntenance of the project,
and may be required to provide such addi-
tional local cooperation as the Chief of En-
gineers deems approprinte. A State, county,
municipality or other responsible local entity
shall give assurance satisiactory to the Chlef
of Engineers that such conditions of cooperan~
tion as are required will be accomplished.

(d) Non-Federal interests may be required
to share In the cost of the project to the
extent that the Chief of Engineers deema
that such cost should not be borne by the
Federal Government in view of the recres-
tional or otherwise special or local nature
of the project benefits,

(e) Each project for which money Is al-
lotted under this section shall be complete
in itzelf and not commit the United States
to any additional improvement to insure ita
succpssful operation other than routine main-
tenance, and except as may result from the
normal procedure apply to projects author-
ized after submission of survey reports and
projects constructed under the authority of
this section shall be considered as suthorized
projects,

(f) This section ahall apply to, but not be
Hmited to, the provision of low water socess
navigation channels from the existing chan-
nel of the Mississipp! River to harbor areas
heretofore or now establishied and located
along the Mississippt River.

(b) Operation and Maintenance Re-
sponsibility. Projects for navigation con-
structed under the authority of Section
107 will be considered the same as au-
thorized projects and are operated and
maintained by the Corps of Engineers at
Federal cost under the same procedures
and policies as applied to projects specifi-
cally authorized by Congress. (Reference
Section 6, Public Law 93-251),

(c) Aids to Navigation. Planning and
design of channel and other navigation
improvements should give full considera-
tion to the feasibility and costs of estab-
lishment by the Coast Guard of suitable
aids to navigation. The costs for naviga-
tion aids to be provided by the Corps of
Engineers, Coast Guard, State, and local
interests, and similar project-associated
costs, will be included in the economic
analysis. Project associated expenditures
by the Corps of Engincers for aids to
navigation are included within the cost
limitation under the Section 107 au-
thority, but expenditures by the U.S.
Coast Guard are not. The report ap-
pendix should reproduce the letter from
the Coast Guard stating the estimated
number, type and cost of navigation aids
and their maintenance cost.

(d) Local Cooperation. Local coopera-
tion requirements for projects under the
Sec 107 authority are those normally
recommended for similar work author-
ized by Congress,

§263.22 Awhority for snagging and
clearing for navigation.

(a) Legislative Authority, Section 3 of
the River and Harbor Act approved 2
March 1945, states:

The Secretary of the Army is hereby au-
thorized to allot not to exceed $300,000 from
any appropriations made prior to or after
March 2, 1045, for any one fisoal year for
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improvement of rivers and harbors, for re-
moving accumulated snags and other debris,
and for protection, clearing and straighten-
ing channels in navigable harbors and navi-
gable streams and tributaries thereof, when
in the opinlon of the Chief of Engineers such
work 15 advisable In the interest of naviga-
tion or ficod control.

(b) Policy. (1) Eligible Work. It is the
policy of the Chief of Engineers to utilize
this authority primarily for emergency
work to benefit navigation. Work pur-
suant to this authority Is undertaken as
an emergency measure to clear or remove
unreasonable obstructions to navigation
in navigable portions of rivers, harbors
and other waterways of the United
States, or tributaries thereof, in order
to provide existing traffic with immediate
and significant benefit. When recurring
maintepance work will be required to
secure enduring benefits from the initial
work, local interests should be informed
that they will have to bear the costs of
such recurring maintenance until such
time as maintenance at that location
may become part of a project specifically
authorized by Congress and subsequently
funded.

(2) Ineligible Work. In addition to
the ineligible work listed in para 5 of the
basic regulation, the following work Is
also ineligible under this authority:

(1) Normal Shoaling Process. When the
condition for which the remedial work
is requested resulted from the normal
shoaling process associated with that
particular reach of waterway and not
from a sudden occurrence.

(1) Work Within the Limits of Au-
thorized Projects. This restriction applies
where authorized new work remains to
be accomplished unless an emergency re-
sults from aggravated conditions arising
subsequent to the authorization of the
project. In that event, corrective meas-
ures will be limited to restoration of con-
ditions existing at the time of such au-
thorization.

(1) General Widening or Deeping. No
general widening or deepening will be
accomplished to meet the desires of navi-
gation interests to use larger vessels,

(¢) Local Cooperation. Local coopera~-
tion requirements for projects under the
Section 3 authority are those normally
recommended for similar work author-
ized by Congress.,

Subpart C—Flood Control Policy

§263.23 Small flood control project
authority,

(a) Legislative Authority. Section 205
of the Flood Control Act approved 30
June 1948, as amended by Section 205 of
the Flood Control Act approved 23 Octo-
ber 1962, and as further amended by Sec~-

tion 61 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act approved 7 March 1974, states:

The Secretary of the Army ls authorized
to allot from any appropriations heretofore
or hereafter made for flood control, not to
exceed $30,000,000 for any one fiscal year, for
the construction of small projects for flood
control and related purposes not specifically
suthorized by Congress, which come within
the provisions of Section 1 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of June 22, 1036, when In the opinion
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of the Chief of Engineers such work 1s advis-
able, The amount allotted for a project shall
be sufclent to complete Federal participa-
tion in the project. Not more than $1,000,000
shall be allotted under this soction for &
project at any single locality, except that not
more than $2,000,000 shall be sllotted under
this section for a project at a single locality
if such project protects an area which has
been deciared to be a major disaster area
pursuant to the Disaster Reliof Act of 1966 or
the Disaster Rellef Act of 1070 in the five-
year period immediately preceding the date
the Chief of Engineers deems such work ad-
visable. The provisions of local cooperation
specified in Section 3 of the Flood Control
Act of June 22, 1936, as amended, shall apply.
The work shall be complete in itself and not
commit the United States to any additional
improvement to Insure its succdessful oper-
ation, except as may result from theé normal
procedure applying to projects authorized
after submission of preliminary examination
and survey reports,

(b) Non-Federal Responsibilities jfor
Dam and Reservoir Project. All new
projects under this authority, including
dams and reservoeirs, are considered local
protection projects. Non-Federal respon-
sibilities for such dams and reservoirs
will thus include the usual lands, ease-
ments, right-of-way, and other require-
ments of local protection projects. Sim-
flarly, non-Federal interests must oper-
ate the flood control features of any dam
or reservoir In accordance with regula-
tions prescribed under the authority con-
tained In Section 7 of the Flood Control
Act of December 1944,

(¢c) Major Disaster Area. Determina-
tion of a “major disaster area” can be
made only by the President, pursuant to
the Disaster Relief Acts cited above,

(d) Local Cooperation. As stated in
para la of this part, the provisions of
Section 3, Flood Control Act of 1936, as
amended (33 USC T701¢), are appplicable.
Other requirements shall be recom-
mended by reporting officers to insure
the long-term viability of the plan and
the attainment of benefits from the plan.
Consideration of land enhancement shall
be in accordance with EM 1120-2--109,

(e) Limitation on Erosion Protection,
This authority shall not be used for
protecting against bank erosion. How-
ever, bank stabilization may be Included
as an integral part of a plan for prevent-
ing flood damage.

§ 263.21  Authority for snagging and
clearing for flood control.

(a) Legislative Authority, Section 208
of the Flood Control Act approved 3
September 1954 and as further amended
by Section 26 of the Water Resources
Development Act approved 7 March 1974,
states:

The Secretary of the Army Is authorized
to allot not to exceed $5,000,000 from any
appropriations heretofore or hereafter made
for any one fiscal year for flood control, for
removing accumulated snags and other
debris, and clearing and stralghtening of
the channels in navigable streams and tribu-
taries thereof, when In the opinion of the
Chief of Engineers such work is advisable In
the interest of flood control: Provided, That
not more than $250,000 shall be expended for
this purpose for any single tributary from
the appropriations for any one fiscal year,

(b) Policy. Work under this authority
is limited to clearing and snagging or
channel excavation and improvement
with limited embankment construction
by use of mafterials from the channel
excavation. If investigation indicates
that placement of revetment is needed
to provide a complete and fully effective
project, the local interests should pro-
vide for the item of construction either
by work or by cash contribution.

(¢) Local Cooperation, The provisions
of §263.23(d) of this part are applicable.

§ 264.25 Authority for  emergency
streambank and shoreline protection
of public works and nonprofit pub-
lic services,

() Legislative Authority. Section 14
of the Flood Control Act approved 24
July 1946, as amended by Section 27 of
the Water Resources Development Act
aprpoved 7 March 1974, states:

The Secretary of the Army is authorized
to allot from any appropriations heretofore
or hereinafter made for flood control, not to
exceed $10,000,000 per year, for the construc-
tion, repatr, restoration, and modification of
emergency streambank and shoreline pro-
tection works to prevent damage to high-
ways, bridge approaches, publle works,
churches, hospitals, schools, and other nou-
profit publiec services, when in the opinion of
the Chief of Engineers such work is advi: .-
able: Provided, That not more than $250,000
shall be alloted for this purpose &t any siny /o
locality from the appropriations for any one
fiscal year,

(b) Policy. Work under the Section 14
authority shall serve to prevent flood or
erosion damages to endangered high-
ways, highway bridge approaches, public
works, and nonprofit public facilities by
the construction or repair of emergency
streambank and shoreline protection
works, Eligible highways consist of major
highway systems of national importancs
and principal highways, streets, and
roads of importance to the local com-
munity, such as arterial streets, impor-
tant access routes to other communitics
and adjacent settlements, and roads des-
ignated as primary farm-to-market
roads.

(1) Work under this authority is not
limited in engineering scope but the
design must be an integrally complete
within itself project that does not re-
quire additional work for effective and
succesful operation. The cost limitation
on Federal participation may require
that local interests supplement the Fed-
eral funds, so that combined Federal and
local efforts will produce a complete, use -
ful improvement.

(2) Reporting officers must be satis-
fied that the protection of eligible public
works and non-profit public services arc
Justified on the basis of the Natlonal
Economic Development and Environ-
mental Quality objectives,

(c) Legislative Interpretations. (1)
“Public Works” are considered to be
those important and essential public fa-
cilities which serve the general public
and are owned and operated by the Fed-
eral State, or local governments, such as
municipal water supply systems and
sewage disposal plants.
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(2) “Churches, hospitals, schools” in-
cludes churches, and public and private
non-profit hospitals and schools,

(3) “Non-profit public services" are
considered to be facilitles or structures
which serve the general public and are
not intended to earn a profit. Although
they may be publicly used, privately
owned, profit-making facilities located
along streambanks or shore lines are not
eligible for protection.

(4) “Shoreline” includes, but is not
limited to, oceans, gulfs, and the Great
Lakes.

(d) Local Cooperation. The provisions
of §263.23(d) of this part are appli-
cable.

Subpart D—Shore Protection Policy

£263.26 Small beach erosion control
project authority. *

(a) Legislative Authority. Section 103
(a) of the River and Harbor Act of 1962,
as amended by Section 310 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1985 and by Section
112 of the River and Harbor Act of
1970, amends Section 3 of Public Law
826, 84th Congress to read as follows:

The Secretary of the Army Is authorized
to undertake construction of small shore and
beach restoration and protection projects not
specifically authorized by Congress, which
otherwise comply with Section 1 of this Act,
when he finds that such work is adyisable,
and he is further authorized to allot from
any appropristions hereafter made for civil
works, not to exceed $25,000,000 for any one
fiscal year for the Federal share of the costs
of construction of such projects: Provided,
That not more than $1,000,000 shall be al-
lotted for this purpose for any single proj=
ect and the total amount allotted shall be
sufficient to complete the Federal particl-
pation in the project under this section in-
cluding periodic nourishment as provided for
under section 1(c) of this Act: Provided
further, That the work shall be complete in
itzelf and shall not commit the United
States to any additional Improvements to
insure its successful operation, except for
participation in periodic beach nourishment
in accordance with section 1(c) of this Act,
and, a8 may result from the normal proce-
dure applying to projects suthorized after
submission of survey reports.

(b) Periodic Nourishment. When It
can be demonstrated as being part of
the best plan to meet project objectives
and a more economical remedial meas-
ure than others, provision for periodic
nourishment may be recommended. The
recommended Federal participation in
periodic nourishment will be limited to
a specific period of time. The total proj-
ect costs shall include both initial con-
struction and periodic nourishment.

(¢) Local Cooperation, The provisions
of ER 1120-2-110 and ER 1165-2-19 are
applicable.

§263.27 Authority for mitigation of
shore damage attributable 10 naviga-
tion works,

(a) Legislative Authority. Section 111
of the River and Harbor Act of 1968 (PL
90-483, approved 13 August 1968) states:

The of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers is authorized to in-
vestigate, study, and construct projects for
the prevention or mitigation of shore dame
Ages  attributable to Federal navigation
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works. The cost of installing, operation and
maintaining shall be borne entirely by the
United States. No such projects shall be con-
structed without specific authorization by
Congress if the estimated first cost exceeds
$1,000,000.

(b) Definitions, (1) Federal navigation
works is defined as a project or feature
thereof that has been specifically au-
thorized by the Congress in a River and
Harbor Act or authorized under the con-
tinuing authorities granted by Section
201 or the Flood Control Act of 1985, or
by Section 107 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1960, as amended. These shall in-
clude projects or project features bullt
by others but which have been adopted
as a Federal Navigation project.

(2) Beach erosion control project 1s
defined as a project that has been speci-
fically authorized by the Congress in a
River and Habor Act or authorized under
the continuing authorities granted by
Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of
1965 or by Section 103 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1062. This is considered
to include the beach erosion control por-
tion of combined beach erosion and hur-
ricane protection projects. )

(3) Mitigation of shore damages is de-
fined as the construction of works or pro-
cedures to reduce erosion-type damages
by shoreline stabilization. The degree of
mitigation is the reduction of erosion or
accretion to the level which would be ob-
tained without the Influence of naviga-
tion works at the time navigation works
were accepted as a Federal responsibility,
It 1s not intended that shorelines be re-
stored to historic dimensions, but only to
lessen the damages by an action that can
be justified, the entire costs of which are
Federal regardless of shore ownership,

(¢) General Policies. (1) This Act au-
thorizes the study, construction and
maintenance of work for prevention or
mitigation of damages to both public and
privately owned shores to the extent of
the damages that can be directly identi-
fled and attributed to Federal navigation
work located along the coastal and Great
Lakes shorelines of the United States.
This authority will not be used:

(1) For construction of works for pre-
vention or mitigation of shore damages
such as those caused by river bank ero-
sion or vessel generated wave wash,

(1) To modify navigation projects au-
thorized, but not constructed, that con=

“tain features for prevention or mitiga-

tion of shore damages or to change the
responsibility for maintenance or to
modify portions of constructed naviga-
tion projects that contain features for
prevention or mitigation of shore dam-
ages,

(iil) For prevention or mitigation of
shore damages caused by non-Federal
navigation projects.

(iy) To construct, maintain, modify or
change the cost sharing of authorized
beach erosion or combined beach erosion
and hurricane profection projects, or
portions thereof, located adjacent to
Federal navigation projects. Except,
when it is determined that shore dam-
age to a portion of an authorized beach
erosion project is attributable to the nay-
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igation project, mitigation measures may
be accomplished under this authority,
only to the extent of damages that can
be directly Identified and attributed to
the navigation project.

(2) Where the erosion attributable to
the Federal navigation project consists
of only a portion of the total erosion
problem in a specific area and cannot be
considered as a separable reach for ef-
fective mitigation measures then a Sec-
tion 111 project cannot be considered
for authorization unless,

(1) There is an authorized beach ero-
sion control or combined beach and hur-
Ticane protection project for the area
with which the Section 111 mitigation
measures could be combined to become
effective, or

(i1) A general study of the entire prob~
lem area is made and leads to the devel-
opment of an authorized beach erosion
control project, (specific authority must
be obtained to conduct a general study
of the entire problem area) or

(i) Local interests indicate a willing-
ness to have the erosion problem outside
the scope of Section 111 remedied at local
cost.

(d) Cost Limitations. Section 111 pro-
vides that the Chief of Engineers has
authority to authorize projects for which
the estimated first costs will not exceed
$1,000,000, The first costs will be the cost
of the initial preventive or mitigative
measures only. The limitation on costs
does not include the cost of project main-
tenance, The project must be planned
as a complete unit and not broken into
reaches or stages for cost limitation
purposes.,

(e) Reports. The Recon Report re-
quired by # 263.15(c) (1) will:

(1) Determine whether or not Federal
navigation works are responsible for
causing or contributing to the erosion
problem.

(2) Determine the extent of the area
affected by the navigation works.

(3) Determine total area experiencing
significant erosion.

(4) Determine the approximate per-
centage of the total erosion problem in
a specific area that is attributable to the
navigation works.

(5) Recommend whether further study
of the specific area affected by the Fed-
eral navigation works is justified and
:bk}ether study of the entire area is desir~

e.

(f) Evaluation of Mitigation Measures.
The objective of Section 111 is to provide
mitigation measures for shore damages
attributable to Federal navigation proj-
ects, when equitable and in the public
interest. All practicable alternatives,
structural and non-structural should be
identified and consldered. Work recom-
mended for construction should provide
the most practicable and economical
means of mitigating existing damages or
the prevention of subsequent damages.
Justification of mitigation measures
should be made by comparing their costs
with the values represented by the dam-
ages preventable. Any intangible values
should be described and given due weight

along with the tangible values in this
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Justification. Exerclse of the authority
of Section 111 to provide mitigation
measures at Federal expense is not man-
datory. A finding for or against its use

ring mitigation costs.

prevent or mitigate shore damage at-
tributable to a Federal navigation proj-
ect under the authority of Section 111 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1968 may
be considered warranted when both o(
the following conditions exist:

(1) The navigation project has been
determined to be the cause of the dam-
age.

(2) Analysis based on sound engineer-
ing and economic principles clearly dem-
omrtkratu the feasibility of the proposed

(h) Cost Sharing. (1) Construction.
) If the work recommended in the re-
port is confined to mitigation work only
under Section 111, ie., erosion totally
attributable to the navigation works,
costs will be 100 percent Federal,

(11) If the work recommended is & com-~
bination of mitigation under Section 111
and restoration of beaches eroded due to
other causes and there is no authorized
beach erosion project, mitigation work
under Section 111 will be 100 percent
Federal and the remaining work will be
100 percent local.

(iii) If the work recommended in the
report is a combination of mitigation un-
der Section 111 and the restoration of
beaches under an authorized beach ero-
sion project or combination beach ero-
sion-hurricane protection project, the
mitigation work under Section 111 will
be 100 percent Federal and the remain-
der in accordance with the cost sharing
procedures as specified in project author-
ization documents.

(2) Maintenance. (1) I the initial
work is confined to mitigation under Sec-
tion 111, all maintenance costs are 100
percent Federal.

(i) If the work is a combination of
mitigation under Section 111 and res-
toration of beaches eroded due to other
causes, and there is no authorized beach
erosion project, maintenance costs will
be shared in the same proportion as rec-
ommended for initial construction, le.,
the Section 111 portion will be 100 per-
cent Federal and remnmlng work 100
percent local.

(iif) I the work Is a combination of
mitigation under Section 111 and an au-
thorized beach erosion control project or
combination beach erosion-hurricane
protection project, the Federal mainte-
nance cost for the mitigation work under
Section 111 will be in the same propor-
tion as the damage attributed to the Fed-
eral navigation work is to the total dam-
age. For the remaining work the cost
sharing procedures of the autbortzed
beach erosion or combined beach erosion-
hurricane protection project will apply.

(1) Local Cooperation, (1) The law ss
written provided that the cost of instail-
ing, operating and maintaining projects
under this authority shall be borne en-
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tirdly by the United States; therefore

be borne entirely by the United States.

(2) Where secuon 111 projects are to
be accomplished in conjunction with
other works (§ 263.15¢a) (2)) local inter-

ests will be required to furnish assurance
of local similar

local ecoperation to those re-
quired for regularly authorized projects
for their portion of the work.

assigned
be(” Where Seeﬁm 111 projects are to

local cooperation specified in the author-
izing document or report will apply.

ArrExoix A —Hidory of pnlmm and profect limiations comtintcing awthorition program

Publie law Federa! cont Annmal
Bection/law Date Ne. Minitation Programm
per project it

(1) Small Flowd Coutrel Praject Authority (Sec. 208)
B MM AMBTCA oot oo v s June 30, 1945 £0-638 $100, 000 $2, 000, on
Bet, 201 1B FCA.... ..o e ss May 17, 1050 §1-516 A50, 60 A, 000, (xx)
Public law 655540 Congross, 20 Ses. ... ... July 11,1986 -GS 400, 000 20, 600, (x0)
See. 050l 1962 FCA. .. ... .. asee Uct. 2.0 R84 1, 000, 000 25, 000, 0
See. Ol WRDAAMIME. .. e e iinrarnn Mar. 7,194 021 1, 000, 000 30, 000, 00

(2 Authority for bﬂd‘!"a mdwmuﬂu[ for Flood Comirol

754008 £25, 00 300, 000

T9-50% 80, 0 1,000, 000
-0 W, oon 2,000, ()
-6 280, 000 B, 000, 00x

bank snd EBhoreline

“%»n.wn... of r.w??".u \onxnom Poblic B«vL?

S MU IMEFCA. ... ..o e ciocanone s entae July M, 1046 Te-82% 410, 000 £1, 000, )
See. Lol WRDA of 1574 FoIRDESENEGESL "W 5 53-281 250, 000 10, 000, ()

(4) Small Navigation Project Authority (Sec. WF)

Soc 107 of 1900 R. & T Ael. .. cnsae Jul’ 14,1960 86045 mm 42, 000, 000
Sec. 301190 R. & 1. Aet : <o Oct, 22,1965 -6 00, oo 10, 000, 000
Soe, 12001959 R. & T1, Aet . ciinee Dec. 3, 05700 81-61) 1, 000, 000 26, 000, rn)

@) Authority for and Cleartng for Navigat)
VS gl e Do o

Eec. J0f 1S H. & T1. Aet

. Mar,

2,145 B None $300, 000

(6) Bmall Beach Erosion Control Project Anthority
: (Soe. 103)

Sec, WS of 1962 R. & M, A -w Oct, z.m.z 87874 $400, 000 A3, 000, )
Sec, 310001065 R. & I, Act v Oet, 27,1965 §9-298 500, 000 10, 000, 000
See. Mol 1990 R. & H. Act . Dec. 31, 1990 st-an 1, 000, 00 25, 000, (o
) AM‘ of Shore 1 Attribut-
to Na Projects (See, 111)
Bec, 1l of M08 B & . At o Aug. 13,198 043 381, 000, 000 Noor
! Project cost mm, nuu‘um,lmn In Jocated In 0 mnjor disaster arva designot "bylbrl". Idant
¥ A project exovoding §1 millidn will be transmitied to Congress for speeific suthorization

Arrznorx B

APPLICATION OF MULTIONECTIVE FMLANNING
FRAMEWORK T7TO CONTINUING AUTHOWLITIES
PROGRAM

1. Genernl. The planning process described
in the ER 1105-2-200 series of regulations
including the implementation of Federal
planning and evaluation criteria, are gen-
erally applicable to studies conducted under
the Continuing Authorities Program. How-
ever, due to the limited scope of many of the
plans and projects considered under this
program, modification of the process is ap-
propriate. Specific modification of the re-
quirements of the planning criteria Is not

since the legislative and exscu-
tive authorities setting forth these criteria
do not differentinte between various types of
lovel C implementation studies. Discretion
must be employed by reporting officers and
reviewers of Detalled Project Reports to in-
sure that projects recommended for imple-
mentstion by the Corps have been selected
on the basis of Information and analyses con-
sistent with the WRC Principles and Stand-
ards, while at the same time koeping the
requirements for Information and analyses
consistent with the scope of the study, solu-
tions recommended, and the Program com-
pletion-time objectivez outlined in § 263.18
of this regulation.

2. Plan Formulation Stages.

a. Stage I—Reconnaissance Study ( Recon).
As presented In para. 6¢, n Reconnaissance
will replace the Development of a Plan of
Study as the primary element of Stage !
planning. As a general rule, & Recon shonld
be conducted by a study team consisting of
an engineer, an economist, and an environ-
wentalist. A one~-to-two day field reconnais-
sance should be sufficient to annlyze the need
for a project, to develop aketch plans, discuss
views and capshilities of local tnterests, and
Kentify the economy of the potential project
area and possible environmental {ssues that
would need to be addressed If a feasibility
study were to be conducted. Additional sffort
should pinpoint all data deficiencles, types
of investigations required for the feasibility
study, and the estimated cost of the study
The latter identification process can be de-
veloped a8 a Plan of Study for the feasibility
study, i and funded. To sccom-
plish the Intended purpose of the Recon,
within the time and cost objectives given
in this regulation, reporting officers are not
required to develop & specific project (except
for eme: situstions under Section 14
or 3 Authorities), but should only provide
the Information required to make a decislon
&5 10 whether there Is a Federal Interest in
conducting a feasibility study. Mature, sea-
soned Judgment is 8. prime requisite.
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b. Stage 2—Development of Alternative
Plans. While the ER 1105-2-200 series of reg-
ulations provides for a three-stage develop-
ment of plans, studies under Continuing
Authorities may consolidate thess two final
stages, (intermediate and detalled), into &
single stage, if appropriate. This consolida-
tion does not eliminate any of the planning
tasks, as discussed in para 3 below, nor does
it diminish the concept of screening a full
array of alternatives including nonstructural
measures, with increasing levels of detall in
the assessment of impacts and evaluation
s planning progresses to plan selection. The
primary emphasis in making the consolida-
tion of these two stages Is that the plan
selection is normally made on the basis of
more limited data and analyses than appro-
priate for studles conducted under the Level
C Survey Program or the Phase I AE&XD
Program. .

c. Stage 3—Development of Recommended
Plan, The feasibliity study under the Contin«
uing Authorities Program will include the
design of a recommended plan to the extent
necessary to proceed directly from the De-
tallod Project Roport to preparation of plans
and specifications, While studies under the
Lavel O Survey Program would complete plan
formulation prior to accomplishing detalled
project design, tho nature of this Program
necessitates a flexible design phase, wherein
changes in scope of the selected plan, with
sccompanying changes in project lmpacts
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and evaluation, are to be expected and han-
dled by planning personnel in order that the
DPR will reflect a selected plan consistent
with completed detalled design and s plan
Justified under the current Federal evalus-
tion criteria for recommending Federal
participation. -

3. Planning Tasks,

a. Problem Identification, While planning
under Continuing Authorities is to be on &
multi-objective basis, the range of prob-
lems that can be addressed under a particular
Program authority is more limited than nor-
mally considered in the conduct of studies
specifically authorized by Congress. A good
effort to focus the study on relevant problems
should be made in the Recon phase of the
study, while more intense efforts at data col-
Jection and definition of the problems and
associated needs should be accomplished dur-
ing Stage 2 planning.

b. Formulation of Alternatives. There are
no fundamental differences in the process of
formulating alternatives under these Pro-
gram authorities than in Level C Survey
studies, with the exception that the array of
alternatives will normally be more limited
based on the discussion in para 3a above, The
level of detall to which the alternatives are
formulated, with associated assessments of
impacts and evaluation of beneficlal and ad-
verse contributions, will vary greatly depend-
ing on the study authority, In some cases,
alternatives will be screened and eliminated
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for various reasons without full development
of a tentative plan which can be assessed and
ovaluated, Such soreening is consistent with
the nature of this Program; however, good
Judgment and interdisciplinary participation
should be emphsasized In such preliminary
ecreenings. The guidance in the ER 1105-2-
200 serles of regulations with regard to con-
sideration of non-structural measures and
formulation of NED and EQ plans, is fully
applicable to studies conducted under this

c. Impaot Assessment, There is no differ-
ence in the requirements for the assessment
of impacts for studies conducted under Con-
tinuing Authorities and those under the
Lovel C Survey Program. As in all studies, the
extent to which Information {s obtalned to
adequntely assess impacts of alternative plans
i3 & matter of discretion of the reporting
officer, bearing in mind the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act of
19069 (NEPA) and Section 122, Public Law
91-611,

d. Evaluation. The processes, analyses and
displays for evaluation of alternative plans
as prescribed in the ER 1105-2-200 series of
regulations are generally applicable to studles
conducted under Continuing Authorities,
Again, the level of detall, and not the process
itself, is to be consistent with the study au-
thority and the needs of the decision-making
process,

[FR Doc.75-27742 Flled 10-31-75;8:45 am]
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Title 33—Navigation and Navigable Waters

CHAPTER |I—CORPS OF ENGINEERS,
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

[ER 1105-2-22; ER 1105-2-180|
PART 264—URBAN STUDIES PROGRAM

PART 275—WASTEWATER COLLECTION
AND TREATMENT POLICY

Policies and Procedures

On 5 July 1974, the Secretary of the
Army acting through the Chief of Engl-
neers published a proposed regulations in
the Feperal REcISTER (39 FR 24754) to
provide policies and procedures for the
Corps of Engineers conduct of Urban
studies. A sixty day comment period was
provided, during which comments were
received from other Federal agencies, or-
ganizations, private business, and indi-
viduals. These comments were carefully
considered and resulted in a number of
changes to the proposed regulation.
An analysis of comments received and
changes made is provided below.

1. In addition to changes to the regula-
tion from comments received, the regula-
tion has been divided, and is hereby
adopted, in two parts, The first part pro-
vides policies and procedures for the
Urban Studies Program (33 CFR 264).
The second part, originally proposed as
Part Three, Appendix A, to 33 CFR 264,
is being adopted separately as a regula-
tion entitled Wastewater Collection and
Treatment Policy (33 CFR 275), to pro-
vide guidance on water quality standards,
goals, and deadlines to be used in devel-
oping wastewater management plans, and
to provide policles for evaluation of
wastewater collection and treatment
facilities. Part Two, Chapter 2, Appen-
dix A of the proposed regulation, con-
cerning public involvement, has been
deleted from the Urban Studlies regula-
tion in order that it would be incorpo-
rated into a more comprehensive regula-
tion on public involvement for all Corps
programs. The comprehensive regula-
tion on public involvement will be
published in the FEDERAL REGISTER &S
proposed rule-making, and will provide
more detailed guidelines to implement
the Corps public involvement policy (33
CFR 380, adopted 2 April 1875).

2. Several comments expressed the
need to provide for involvement of local
and areawide planning agencies and to
insure that goals, objectives, and plans
developed by local agencies be consid-
ered in the Urban Study, and not be
duplicated. Revisions to the proposed
;:gullgtmn are reflected in §§ 264.15 and

3. Several comments indicated that
a provision be made to allow for transfer
of funds to the involved State for its

participation. Although State partici-
pation is desired, the Corps does not have
the authority to make such a transfer
of funds, However, the Corps can con-
tract with a State for a specific item of
work when & State agency is considered
best qualified to undertake the work as
part of a Corps study, This provision is
reflected in § 264.16(k),
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4. A comment stated that a plan
should be developed for regional develop-
ment in addition to national economic
development and environmental quality.
The Water Resources Council's “Princi-
ples and Standards for Planning Water
and Related Land Resources” (38 FR
24778), do not permit formulating plans
for regional development. However, If a
planning objective for a particular study
s to foster regional development, and
if the plans are formulated for possible
implementation by States, local govern-
ments, or Federal agencles programs not
under the Principles and Standards, the
Corps would attempt to accomplish that
cbjective. If pians are formulated for
possible implementation by the Corps,
or other Federal agency programs under
the Principles and Standards, the Corps
would attempt to accomplish the re-
gional development objective only as an
additional benefit to the accomplishment
of national economic development and
environmental quality. (Reference § 264.-
12(a).)

5. A comment was made that the study
cost tables required in the Plan of Study
will stifle innovative thinking and are
not easily adaptable to difficult areas
and problems. More flexibility was de-
sired. The standard tables provided in
the regulation have been adopted as a
result of coordination among the Corps,
the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB). The tables have
been satisfactorily used in ongoing Ur-
ban Studies. Therefore, no change has
been made to the tables as presented In
the proposed regulation (See Appendix
D, 33 CFR 264).

6. Two new sections on “Cost Esti-
mates” and “Engineering Economic
Analysis” have been added to provide
cost engineering guidance for prepara-
tion cf the wastewater management por-
tion of the urban studies reports,
§§ 275.20 and 275.21. The intent is to es-
tablish procedures in accordance with
the EPA cost effectiveness guidelines,
since the plans prepared in the course of
an urban study provide input for the
local government's application to the
EPA for a Step 2—Section 201 grant.

7. Comments were made concerning
the need for public involvement during
the development of the Plan of Study
and the need to eliminate the require-
ment to have surveys approved by the
Office of Management and Budget when
the surveys are sent to ten or more par-
ties. Extensive public involvement is en-
couraged as part of the development of
the Plan of Study, as reflected in § 264.18
(a) (8). The Corps of Engineers does not
have the authority to waive the require-
ment for OMB approval of surveys sent
to ten or more parties, and therefore,
the requirement will remain as stated,
in the future regulation on Public In-
volvement.

8. Several comments questioned the
need to attain “zero discharges, of pol-
lutants,” questioned the Corps authority
to define such discharges, and questioned
the efMuent limits established for zero
discharge. The regulation has been re-

vised to indicate that the Corps has no
authority to define “zero discharge of
pollutants” and that EPA has no specific
mandate to enforce the “zero discharge”
goal (see §275.16). The Corps has de-
fined the “zero discharge” goal a&s a
matter of administrative policy.

9. An objection was raised concerning
the design of all systems to one stand-
ard, (i.e., zero discharge), without giving
consideration to the social, environmen-
tal, economic, and hydraulic considera-
tions in each area. This is not the intent
of the Corps policies on developing
wastewater management systems. Sys-
tems will be developed and evaluated
for attaining the 1977, 1983, and 1985
goals, States and the EPA will assist in
determining the level of treatment de-
sired for a particular area. While the
1985 goal of “zero discharge” will be
planned for, systems will be provided
for phased implementation. It will be up
to local and State governments how
rapidly and to what extent the selected
plans are implemented. These concepts
are reflected in § 275.16.

10. Exception was taken to one of the
zero discharge effluent definitions, which
required certain constituents to be ab-
sent from discharges (see § 275.16), The
party stated that there is no technical
method which would allow the attain-
ment of absolute zero discharge. The
Corps recognizes that there are technical
limits to waste treatment. However, an
attempt has been made to plan for sys-
tems which come as close to the 1985
goal of zero discharge as possible,

11. A comment indicated that substan-
tial evidence had been submitted to EPA
concerning the appropriate effuent lim-
{tations for certain toxic pollutants, and
that EPA’s regulations do not call for
zero discharge as does the proposed
Corps regulation. EPA has not defined &
zero discharge goal. However, EPA has
defined limitations for attain-
ing the 1877 and 1983 effluent limitations
of Public Law 92-500. If and when EPA
defines & 1985 goal of zero discharge of
critical pollutants, 33 CFR 275 will be
revised to reflect EPA's guidelines.

12. Comments on the proposed regula-
tion were received from the following
parties; copies are available for inspec-
tion at the Office of the Chief of Engl-
neers, Forrestal Buflding, 10th and In-
dependence Avenue, Room 4E-086
Washington, D.C. 20314.

Federal:
Office of Management and Budget, Wash-

ington, D.C.
Environmental Protection Agency, Wash-

ington, D.C.
Degmmt of Commerce, Washington
C

Wt of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, Washington, D.C.

State:

Governor of Connecticut, Hartford, Conn

Dept. of Environmental Conservation, State
of New York (Albany).

Dept, of Natural and Economic Resources
State of North Carolina (Raleigh) (Rec’d
from Congressman Ike Andrews, who re-
quested State’s views).

Arrowhead Regional Dey. Com, State of
Minnesota (Duluth).
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Local Government:

Natlonsl League of Citles, United States
Conference of Mayors (Washington
Assistant) .

The Village of Oak Park, Oak Park, Il

Private Business:

Manufacturing Chemists Asscc., Washing-
ton, D.C.

John E. Kinney, Sanitary Engineering Con-
sultant, Ann Arbor, Mich.

Colller, Shannon, Rill & Edwards, Attor-
neys at Law, Washington, D.C.

Republic Steel, Cleveland, Ohlo.

Individual:
Richard Lerner, Berkeley, Callf.

With these changes and other editorial
revisions, the two proposed regulations
ure adopted as set forth below,

Effective date: These regulations are
effective 3 November 1975.

RusseLL J, Lamp,
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Ezxecutive.

Part 264 is added as follows:
264.10
264.11
264,12
264.13
264.14
264.16

Purpose.

Applicabllity.

References.

Definitions,

Objective of urban studies program.

Relationship of urban area compre-
hensive planning to urban water

204.18
20417
264.18
20419

Program policy.
Urban water resource plans,
Planning

ures,
Washington level review and proc-

264.20

Time objectives.
16422 Reports and documentation.
10423 Effective date,
Appendix A
Appendix B

AvTtnoarry: Sec, 1, Pub, L. y
1038, 52 Stat. 802 (33 USC 540); Sec. 4.

L. 429, as amended, Mar. 4, 1913, 37 Stat.
(33 USC 542).

5264.10 Purpose.

This regulation provides policy and
procedures for studies conducted under
the Urban Studies Program.

§264.11 Applicability.

This regulation is applicable to all OCE
clements and all field operating agencles
having Civil Works responsibilities.

:264.12 References.

(2) Public Law 92-500 (70 Stat. 498,
54 Stat. 91), Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972, 18 Oc-
tober 1972,

(b) ER 18-2-2, Intensive Manage-
ment Program Monlitor System,

(¢) ER 1105-2-10, Intensive Manage-
ment.,

(d) ER 1105-2-105, Guidelines for As-
essment of Economic, Socifal, and En-
vironmental Effects of Civil Works Proj-
ccts (33 CFR 209.400) .

(e) ER 1105-2-402, Organization and
General Content of Feasibility Reports.

() ER 1105-2-403, Format and Ap-
learance of Feasibility Reports.

264.21
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(g) ER 1105-2-502, Public Meetings
(33 CFR 209.405) .

(h) ER 1105-2-507, Preparation and
Coordination of Environmental State-
ments (33 CFR 209.410) .

(1) ER 1105-2-180, Wastewater Col-
lzg,csuon and Treatment Policy. (33 CFR

).

(J) ER 1105-2-800, Public Involve-
ment: General Policles (33 CFR 380).

(k) ER 1105-2-811, A-95 Clearing-
house Coordination (33 CFR 384) .

() ER 1120-2-112, Coordination of
Investigations and Reports with Clear-
inghouses.

(m) ER 1165-2-21, Flood Control
Works and Storm Sewer Systems in Ur-
ban Areas.

§ 264.13 Definitions,

As used in this regulation, the follow-
ing definitions apply.

(a) “Public.” Any affected or inter-
ested non-Corps of Engineers entity. This
Includes other Federal, regional, State
and local governments entities and offi-
cials; public and private organizations;
and individuals. (ER 1105-2-800)

(b) “Institution.” Any organization or
process that is highly structured, sys-
tematized, and stable. If may be a type
of group, eg., a metropolitan sanitary
district or a council of governments, or

it may be a formalized practice, eg., &

water rights law or a water usage
ordinance,

§264.14 Objective of Urban Studies
Program.

(@) The Urban Studies Program is a
Joint planning effort between the Corps
of Engineers, other Federal agencies,
State and local governmental entities.
The objective of the Urban Studies Pro-
gram i5 to develop, in conjunction with
the public, plans which not only offer a
realistic prospect for solving specific ur-
ban water resource problems, but, equally
important, also have the potential to
serve as a catalyst for solving other re-
lated urban problems. In satisfying this
objective, urban water resources plan-
ning must be consistent with the national
objectives. The national objectives are—

(1) To enhance national economic de-
velopment (NED) ,

(2) To enhance the quality of the en-
vironment (EQ) .

(b) In order to achieve the above ob-
jectives, urban water resource plans
should:

(1) Address the specified water re-
source problems, issues, and concerns of
the regional publics by responding to ex-
pressed desires and preferences.

(2) Be flexible to accommodate chang-
ing economic, social, and environmental
patterns and new technologies,

(3) Be integrated with other urban
development and management programs.

(4) Be fully coordinated with affected
agencies at all levels.

(5) Be developed through an orderly,
structured, and open planning process.

(6) Be implementable with respect to
financial and institutional capabilities

and public acceptance.
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(7) Be acceptable to affected States,
local government entities, and appro-
priate Federal agencies.

(¢c) The guidelines and regulations to
be followed for areawide waste treatment
management and facilities planning are
the responsibility of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). Therefore,
close cooperation with EPA field per-
sonnel is necessary for proper interpreta-
tion of EPA regulations and guldelines
in order to produce information which
States and local governmental entities
gan use in construction grant applica-

ons.

§ 264.15 Relationship of urban area
com ensive p ing to wurban
waler resource planning.

(a) Comprehensive urban area plan-
ning generally is carried out by local or
regional planning commissions. Urban
area comprehensive planning focuses on
a number of issues such as housing,
transportation, health and soclal serv-
ices, land use planning, solid waste man-
agement, and water resourecs manage-
ment.

(b) The Urban Studies Program will
primarily address one of the issues in
paragraph (a) of this section—water re-
sources management. In addressing the
water resource management components
of comprehensive planning, goals and
objectives, growth forecasts, proposed
uses of the land, and other data prepared
by governmental planning organizations
shall be taken into consideration. In ad-
dressing the urban water resources prob-
lems, the plans developed may affect
other urban problems. For example, a
plan restricting construction in a flood
plain to reduce urban flood damages may
make land available for additional rec-
reation areas, as well as control urban
sprawl. Controlling urban sprawl could
then affect urban area housing develop-
ment.

(¢) Within the scope of water resources
management, the Urban Studies Pro-
gram addresses the following functional
water resource components:

(1) Urban flood control.

(2) Flood plain management.

(3) Municipal and industrial water
supply.

(4) Wastewater management,

(5) Bank and channel stabilization.

(6) Lake, estuarine, and ocean restora-
tion and protection.

(7) Recreation management at Corps
civil works projects.

(8) Reglonal harbors and waterways.

(9) Additional components may be
added with the approval of DAEN-CWP.
Such approval should be obtained in the
Plan of Study.

(d) Within any specific urban area, all,
or only some, of these functional com-
ponents may be applicable. Existing local
plans for a functional component may
be adequate for the planning time-frame
considered in a study. Where this occurs,
these local plans will be incorporated into
the urban water resource planning

process.
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§ 264.16 Program Policy.

(a) Comprehensive urban area plan-
ning is to remain a local responsibility.
The Corps of Engineers may augment
local planning efforts by developing al-
ternative urban water resource plans.
One of these slternative plans may be
selected by responsible officials as a com-
ponent of & comprehensive urban area
plan, Particular emphasis is to be placed
on coordination of water resources plan-
ning with the policies of state, areawide
and local planning agencies,

(b) Urban water resource planning
conducted by the Corps of Engineers
must not duplicate other Federal, Fed-
erally-assisted, Federal-State, State or
regional programs. 2

(c) Wastewater management com-
ponents of alternative urban water re-
source plans must be compatible with
the intent of Pub. L. 92-500.

(d) On 22 November 1974, the Secre-
tary of the Army and the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency
signed an interagency agreement defin-
ing the relationship between areawide
waste treatment in the Urban Studies
Program and planning authorized under
Title IT of Pub. L. 92-500. That agreement
(Appendix A) discusses objectives, co-
ordinating provisions and funding poli-
cles and are to be adhered to in all urban
studies.

(e) The planning process for conduct-
ing urban studies shall be generally con-
gistent with the general framework pre-
sented in reference §264.12(a). A dis-
cussion of this framework as it relates to
urban studies is given in Appendix B.
Planning procedures which have been
identified for intensive management of
the Program (in accordance with ER
18-2-2 and ER 1105-2-10) are discussed
in § 264.18.

«f) Throughout the conduct of an ur-
pan study, there must be full and con-
tinuous coordination with the public. The
public must not only be educated and in-
formed about what is occurring, but must
also be included and actively involved in
the planning process (ER 1105-2-800).
Other regulations in the 1105-2-800 Se-
ries will provide additional guidance on
developing and conducting a public in-
volvement program. The public meetings
discussed in §264.18 of this regulation
should be only one component of a com-
prehensive public involvement program.

(g) A program of institutional analy-
sis is essential, This analysis must be ini-
tiated early in the study. Such analysis
will set forth the ways and means for im-
plementing any urban water resource
plan which is selected. Appendix C pro-
vides the framework and guldance for
this analysis.

(h) Where specific water resource ele-
ments, such as commercial navigation,
are included in an urban water resource
plan, the plan development of that spe-
cific element should be in accordance
with applicable Engineer Regulations for
that element. Where wastewater man-
agement is the element, the plan devel-
opment of that element will be in accord-

ance with applicable portions of En-
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vironmental Protection Agency regula-
tions and ER 1105-2-180.

(i) Although urban drainage is a func-
tional water resource category which
could be studied by itself, Corps of Engi-
neers studies of urban drainage within
the Urban Studies Program are limited
to considering urban drainage as a part
of the flood control work item or as & part
of the wastewater management work
{tem. Further discussion of this item Is
included in ER 1105-2-180 and ER 1165-
2-21, -

(j) Where areawide wastewater man-
agement planning is being conducted by
Jocal planning agencies under Title IT of
Pub. L. 92-500, a joint study effort must
be developed for a study to be defined
as an Urban Study. That joint effort will
provide the flow of information between
both efforts to insure that decisions are
based on full knowledge of the impacts
of these decisions on other purposes. In
those areas where such a joint effort is
not possible, the Corps will determine the
need for a Corps study under one of the
other Corps planning programs. If no
need exists, the study will be terminated.

(k) District may elect to use con-
sultants to augment in-house expertise,
to provide expertise unavailable with the
Corps, or to gain added familiarity with
the study area, Reporting officers shall
insure that sufficient in-house expertise
exists, or is developed, to effectively man-
age and review consultant effort.

(1) Potential consultants include:

(i) Separate fleld operating agencies
such as the Cold K Regions Research
and Engineering Laboratory (CRREL),
the Construction Engineering
Laboratory (CERL), the Waterways Ex-
periment Station (WES), the Hydrologic
Engineering Center (HEC), and Institute
for Water Resources (IWR).

(i) Other Federal regional and local
agencies.

(iii) Private architectural-engineering

firms.

(fy) Universities, non-profit organiza~-
tions, and citizens having requisite spe-
cial skills.

(2) The preparation of the Plan of
Study is an orientation period for the
study team. Because the POS provides
guidance for the entire study and in-
volves mandatory coordination, the study
team will write the POS. However, this
does not preclude the use of consultants
to provide background data and in-
formation necessary for the Corps to
write a POS.

(3) The Corps must reserve for itself
the responsibility for comparing and
evaluating alternative resource manage-
ment elements to assure that wastewater
management planning is integrated with
other Civil Works missions.

(4) Different consultants should be
used to develop alternative measures for
wastewater management utilizing land
treatment and plant-type treatment.
While consideration of the technical sys-
tem outputs and resource requirements
of these measures is inherent In the
formulation of alternatives, the Corps

will have to verify the technical and en-
gineering adequacy of each plan devel-

oped, as well as verify the full range of
impacts caused by the system outputs
and resource requirements. Utilizing
more than one consultant will preclude
any appearance of bias toward one
measure at the expense of the others.

(5) Prior to contracting for the devel-
opment of methodologies such as a new
method of impact assessment or a new
method of analyzing institutions, Dis-
tricts should ascertain whether OCE or
other Corps elements have developed use-
ful methodologies. Work completed a
year or two earlier may be satisfactorily
applied to a new study. In like manner,
ongoing developments may be shared by
more than one District if costs are ap-
propriately shared.

(1) Where more than one District in
a Division surfaces the same need, the
Division should consider coordinating
the effort.

(1) Where several Divisions surface
the same need, HQDA (DAEN-CWP)
WASH DC 20314, will consider coordinat-
ing the effort.

(iii) Tn both of the above cases, equit-
able sharing of costs may permit all
partners, and the Corps in general, to
realize far greater returns on thelr ac-
cumulated investment than a series of
small, redundant efforts would permit.

(1) The policles and procedures for
preparation, coordination and flling an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
are contained in ER 1105-2-507. Nor-
mally, an EIS will be prepared only if
recommendations for Federal (Corps)
participation are contemplated.

§ 264.17 Urban water resource plans.

The Corps of Engineers through its
Urban Studies Program seeks to provide
urban water resource plans that are com-
patible with comprehensive urban de-
velopment goals of the region under
study. These plans will provide an inte-
grated approach to water resources man-
agement. Each study will develop al-
ternative urban water resource plans
from which one may be selected for im-
plementation. Stage 3 planning will re-
sult in the following.

(a) Alternatives. (1) A serles of three
to seven alternative urban water re-
source plans to meet long range (ap-
proximately 50 years) needs, from which
a choice may be made by the public prior
to completion of the study.

(2) A priced and evaluated portion of
each of the alternative urban water re-
source plans to meet short range (ap-
proximately 20 years) needs.

(3) A phased early action program for
the study region for each alternative
urban water resource plan to meet short
range (approximately 20 years) needs

(b) Programs. The alternative urban
water resource plans will be composed
of three elements.

(1) Capital improvements programs
(1) In developing capital improvements
programs, both new construction and
improvements to existing facilities should
be considered. Capital improvements will
include those structures which directly
address the water resource problems as
well as those facilities which may be #
necessary by-product of the Initial fa-
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cility. For example, if a new harbor
channel is dredged, (capital Improve-
ment) a diked disposal area (capital im-
provement) may have to be constructed
to contain the dredged material,

(i) Alternatives for solving water re-
ource problems may provide an oppor-
tunity for additional capital improve-
mentg by the private sector. This poten-
tial should be identified in the discus-
sion of public capital improvement. The
private sector may be required, under a
specific alternative, to provide facilities
which satisfy a specific need. For in-
stance, & pretreatment facility to re-
move heavy metals from industrial waste
prior to discharge to municipal sewer is
a private sector facility.

(iii) Study alternatives may suggest
attractive opportunities for
‘he non-water resource needs of the
region. For example, if a local issue is the
siting of a new power generation facility,
a land treatment system may provide the
necessary cooling water while isolating
the facllity. While the study should not
plan for a power generation facility per
‘e, the avallability of land and water
should be brought to the attention of the
public utility.

(iv) Where existing facilities are in-
orporated in specific alternatives, op-
eration, maintenance, and replacement
costs relating to those facilities should be
included in any cost-effectiveness
inalysis,

(2) Management programs, Manage-
ment programs are the measures neces-
=ary to make an alternative operate effi-
‘lently. They are distinguished from
apital improvements because they do
10t necessarily Involye major construc-
tion or engineering activities. Sometimes
characterized as non-structural ap-
proaches, management programs may
still require investment, Management
programs associated with resource utili-
zation may include the following—

(1) Regulatory activities, such as per-
mits, building codes, ordinances, land
use zoning, and control techniques.

(i) Operation and maintenance pro-
cedures, such as guides for the use of
physieal components of water resource
tvstems, training of personnel, and pub-
lic education in resource use.

(1) Fiscal controls, such as revenue
production, cost-sharing, user fees, and
development financing,

(3) Revision programs. Alternatives
thould contain a revision program to
provide decision makers flexible plans
that will be responsive to possible
changes in needs and future base con-
ditions. Periodic revisions are essential if
the urban water resources plan selected
s to be an Instrument of continuous, dy-
namie planning and not merely a static
end product, In developing a revision
Program, potential changes or planning
activities should be categorized as sub-
stantive or procedural.

1) Substantive changes causing
Plans to be revised may include changes
such as & council of governments modi-
fying its land use projections, a radical
thange in energy availability, a new in-
lovation in waste treatment technology,
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a change in the regulations implement-
ing §264.12 (b) or (d) or new water
resource legislation.

(1) Procedural matters describing
how to make revisions may include
designating the agency responsible for
future planning, the method or time pe-
riod for review, and the method for modi-
fying the plan.

(¢c) I'mplementation arrangements. (1)
Each plan element shall contain imple-
mentation arrangements which describe
the actlon necessary to take the plan
from the conceptual state and place it in
operation. Implementation arrangements
are developed to provide for the most
orderly and efficient creation of capital
improvements, management programs
and a revision program. Implementation
arrangements may include changes in
agency responsibllity, methods of fund-
ing, and the fulfillment or modification
of legislative requirements and con-
straints. Implementation arrangements
should also include alternative arrange-
ments which show how existing institu-
tions might be incorporated, or modified
if necessary, new institutions created, or
existing institutions abandoned in order
to efficiently implement the plan.

(2) To provide the public with a
cholice, each final alternative urban water
resource plan should contain alternative
implementation arrangements, each ar-
rangement taking a distinetly different
approach to implement the plan. For in-
stance, a single, multi-function regional
agency, a series of small, geographically
defined agencles, or a serles of smaller
functionally defined agencies {llustrates
three different approaches. One imple-
mentation arrangement may be suitable
for more than one plan. Each of the im-
plementation arrangements will ad-
dress—

(1) Time phasing of construction and
associated design activities; for initia-
tion of management programs, and for
the revision program.

(i) Total costs and cost-sharing ar-
rangements. Special care must be taken
to make sure that facilities for collection
of run-off are identified properly and
that construction costs are appropriately
allocated to wastewater management and
to flood control and, further, that flood
control and wastewater management
costs are apportioned between Federal
and non-Federal interests. Close co-
operation with EPA is necessary to assure
that the appropriate distinctions will be
reflected in the report.

§264.18 Planning procedures.

The paragraph prescribes procedures
to be followed by field operating agen-
cles from. initial funding of an Urban
Study through submittal of the report to
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors. Those procedures which, upon
completion, represent accomplishment of
& milestone (as established by ER 18-2-
2) are so designated.

(a) Stage 1 Planning—Preparation
and Approval of the Plan of Study (Mile-
stone 02). (1) After the reporting officer
receives funds for a study, a Plan of
Study (POS) will be prepared in accord-
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ance with the guldelines given in Ap-
pendix D.

(2) Initial efforts will be limited to
determining the need and desirability
of having the Corps conduct the study.
The reporting officer will develop a pre-
liminary scope of study based on discus-
sions with State and local officials and
will determine that local cooperation
and participation in the study will be
forthcoming. This effort should general-
ly cost no more than $25,000 (Sept 1974
prices).

(3) If the reporting officer makes a
positive determination in accordance
with paragraph (a)(2) of this section,
the POS should be completed for a cost
not to exceed $75,000 (Sept 1974 prices)
including the costs associated with para-
graph (a)(2) of this section. Division
Enginers are responsible for monitoring
these efforts to insure funds are not
spent unnecessarily, and for approval
to proceed with development of the final
POS.

(4) Two on-board review sessions with
OCE will be held during POS develop-
ment.

(1) Thirty days after funds are re-
ceived by the fleld office responsible for
a study, HQDA (DAEN-CWP) person-
nel will conduct a meeting in the field
office for District and Division person-
nel to explain the latest guidance con-
cerning POS development and content.

(1) Approximately 60 days after the
first meeting, an on-board review of the
POS will be conducted in the fleld of-
fice. Attendees will include HQDA
(DAEN-CWP) and Division personnel
and may also include representatives of
the Office of the Secretary of the Army,
HQDA (DAEN-CW-SA). The purpose of
this review is to resolve any conflicts in
policy and content of the POS before it is
transmitted to the public for initial com-
ment. Each meeting participant will be
furnished coples of the draft POS at
least ten days prior to the meeting.

(5) When the POS is completed and
letters of assurance are received from
all study participants, the District En-
gineer will formally transmit the POS
to the Division for review. Where on-
going studies are reoriented to be han-
dled as an Urban Study, the District
Engineer’s forwarding letter should set
forth the amounts estimated to be spent
on other studies authority to be con-
ducted apart from the Urban Studies
Program

(6) Division Engineers shall review
POS’s submitted by District Engineers
using Appendix D as the measurement
of sufficiency. After the POS is modified
to respond to Division comments, the
Division Engineer will indorse the POS
to HQDA (DAEN-CWP) WASH DC
20314, The applicable Reports Manage-
ment Branch will coordinate the review
and, upon completion, comments and/
or approval will be forwarded to the
Division Engineer. Receipt of POS ap-
proval is sufficient authority for the re-
porting officer to begin Stage 2 of the
planning process. Information copies of
each approved POS will be forwarded to

the Assistant Secretary of the Army
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(civil works) by DAEN-CWP for possible
review by OMB,

(7) Because of the need to obtain
local cooperation and EPA concurrence
in the wastewater portion of the Urban
Study, no major contracting or in-house
study efforts will be undertaken until
OCE has approved the Plan of Study. If
the reporting officer, or the Division En-
gineer, desires to commence work prior
to formal approval of the POS, an ex-
ception shall be requested from HQDA
(DAEN-CWP-E, C or W) WASH DC
20314.

(8) The initial public meeting (Mile-
stone ol) is not required prior to com-
pletion of the POS. However, the pub-
lic involvement process shall be initiated
during this stage and the initial public
meeting should be held prior to approval
of the POS or at the outset of Stage 2.

(b) Stage 2 Report (Milestone 03),
Continuous drafting of the study report
as described in paragraph 14 will result
in the completion of the Background
Information Appendix during Stage 2.
Similarly, continuous drafting will docu-
ment the planning process and the re-
sults of the first two stages in the Plan
Formulation Appendix. For Urban
Studies these two documents will be con-
sidered the Stage 2 Study Report, Mile-
stone 03.

(¢) Checkpoint I Conference (Mile-
stone 04). This conference will serve as
a forum for representatives from Dis-
trict, Division, and OCE (and BERH, If
considered appropriate) to discuss the
findings of the Stage 2 study. The docu-
ments prepared for Milestone 03 will
serve to provide the majority of infor-
mation required for this conference.
However, as required by ER 1105-2-180,
a list of constituent levels considered
critical to the environment will be devel-
oped for each stream receiving treated
wastewater, when the Corps is responsi-
ble for the wastewater management
studies. This list will be used in devel-
oping treatment levels required to meet
the 1985 goal of PL 92-500 and will be
available prior to this conference.

(d) Formulation Stage Public Meeting
(Milestone 05). This meeting will be held
after Milestone 04 to present the results
of the Stage 2 study to the public and
to obtain the views of the public regard-
ing the alternative plans to be carried
into Stage 3 of the study. The documents
prepared for the Checkpoint I Confer-
ence should be used in developing infor-
mation for dissemination to the public
prior to the meeting (ER 1105-2-502).

(@) Checkpoint II Conferénce (Mile-
stone 06), This conference Is held to dis-
cuss and resolve plan formulation and
study problems, Since major revision of
Urban Study Reports will often not be
feasible after submittal to BERH, this
conference should be held at a time
which will allow for correction of study
deficiencies before completion of the re-
port. The Division Engineer, or his desig-
nated representative, shall personally
conduct this conference., The conference
should be held about midway through

Stage 3. If additional conferences are
needed later in the study, they should
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be arranged by the Division Engineer or
OCE. DAEN-CWP-E, C or W should be
kept informed of all such meetings by
the Division Engineer.

(f) Submit District Report (Milestone
07). Continuous drafting of the report
will allow review and revision of the re-
port as the study proceeds. In addition,
adequate monitoring by Divisions should
eliminate the need for major revision of
the report at the end of the study. Mile-
stone 07 will be completed when the en-
tire report, exclusive of the Comments
Appendix and the results of the late
stage public meeting, has been submitted
to the Division.

(g) Complete Division Review of Re-
port Draft Milestone 08). Divisions
should review and comment on the re-
port as it is submitted. However, it
should be recognized that piecemeal re-
view and mid-study corrections could
result in inconsistencies with previously
reviewed documents, Care must be taken
to avold those problems, Divisions should
submit four (4) copies of each portion
of the report to DAEN-CWP-E, C, or W
after completion of review, together with
copies of comments to the reporting offil-
cer on the report.

(h) Late-Stage Public Meeting (Mile-
stone 09). This meeting will be held to
present the findings of the Stage 3 study
to the public. The results of that meeting
will be presented in the final report to
provide local decision-makers with that
information for their use in selecting &
plan to be implemented (ER 1105-2-
502).

(1) Field Level Coordination of Re-
ports. Following Milestones 08 and 09
the report will be finalized and distrib-
uted to local interests responsible for
plan implementation, affected States,
regional offices of appropriate Federal
agencies and other segments of the pub-
lic, to accomplish Corps public involve-
ment objectives and interagency coordi-
nation requirements. Comments received
and responses to those comments will be
Included in the Comments Appendix.

(§) Submit District Report (Milestone
10) . District reports will be submitted to
Division Engineers in accordance with
procedures established for regular sur-
vey reports.

(k) Division Engineer Notice (Mile-
stone 11). Issuance of the Public Notice
should be in accordance with procedures
established for regular survey reports. If
the report or notice contain any unusual
or controversial recommendations it
should be submitted to DAEN-CWP-E, C
or W for approval prior to being issued.

§ 264.19 Washington level review and
processing.

Responsibility for final review and
processing of Urban Study reports will be
the same as for regular Level C preau-
thorization study reports submitted to
Congress.

() Reports not recommending proj-
ects for authorization. Reports which do
not recommend projects for Congres-
sional authorization will be reviewed to
determined adequacy of the report in
responding to the Congressional au-
thority.

(b) Reports Recommending Projects
for Authorization. Reports which recom-
mend projects for Congressional author-
ization will be reviewed as mentioned
above. In addition, reports of this type
will be reviewed to insure that thosec
projects recommended for authorization
have been formulated and evaluated as
if they were recommended in a regular
Lavel C preauthorization report.

§ 264,20 Program managemcent respon-
sihilities.

(a) General. The Corps of Engineers
{s involved in the Urban Studies Program
in response to the critical need for Fed-
eral assistance to solve regional urban
water resources problems. Reporting of-
ficers responsible for the conduct of
urban studies will give this program the
requisite direction and attention. The
success of an urban study is largely de-
pendent on the organization of the study
team: their consultants, and the Plan of
Study (POS) that will direct their
cfforts.

(1) It is imperative that the study
team consist of personnel capable of ad-
dressing the regional problems in an in-
novative, imaginative, and skillful man-

ner.

(2) Since the Urban Study affects
many functional areas of urban and re-
gional planning (urban goals and objec-
tives, flood plain management, wastewa-
ter management, etc.) , local and regional
representatives should be represented
on the study team. State agency person-
nel responsible for water pollution con-
trol and/or water supply planning should
also be included.

(3) A-95 clearinghouses shall be con-
sulted for input to the study. These
clearinghouses are areawide comprehen-
sive planning agencies and probably will
have done land use, transportation, wa-
ter and sewer and other plans which
should be of value in the study (ER 1105-
2-811). A-95.clearinghouses are often
designated as “208" agencies. If they are
not, a memorandum of agreement be-
tween the designated agency and the
approprinte areawide comprehensive
planning agency must be established, in
accordance with para 3, Part IV, OMB
Circular No. A-95.

(4) Consultants must be selected on
the basis of their ability to address the
complex urban water problems with
imaginative solutions § 264.16 (k) .

(5) The Plan of Study should be sound
enough to guide the entire study effort,
and yet be as flexible as necessary to
adapt to changes as they arise in the
course of the study.

(b) District/Operating Division O/-
fices. Districts should organize an inter-
disciplinary team which has no other
duties, The designated team leader
should report directly to the Chief of
Planning Branch or Planning Division
as appropriate. A high level of involve-
ment of the District Engineer, his dep-
uty, or a designated assistant will be re
quired on a day-to-day basis. Staff sup-
port for the interdisciplinary team will
have to be provided promptly by other
planning, engineering, and administra-
tive elements when needed. Where a Dis-
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trict has more than one urban study,
certain specialists may work on more
than one study. However, separate
Study Management and Plan Formula-
tion specialists for each study are rec-
ommended. Ideally, one specialist, or
more as necessary, should be assigned
to each area of expertise described below,

(1) Study management. Assigned per-
sonnel are concerned with the efficient
conduct of the study including the allo-
cation of funds and personnel (including
consultants) to assure a balanced study.
They are also responsible for the moni-
toring of study progress to insure timely
completion of tasks, adherence to es-
tablished policy and guidance, and the
execution of a quality public involve-
ment program.

(2) Plan formulation. Assigned per-
sonnel are responsible for formulating
alternative urban water resource plans
in accordance with policies and pro-
cedures contained in this regulation.
Plan formulation includes interpreting
the problems, issues, and concerns of
the public, articulating water resource
planning objectives and defining system
outputs based upon the expressed prob-
lems, issues, and concerns. Plans are
formulated from the range of resource
management measures which include
policies, programs, technologies, engi-
neering Inputs, Institutional arrange-
ments and implementation schemes
structural and non-structural). As-
signed personnel must be capable of
combining the partial inputs from the
three areas of expertise discussed in
paragraphs (b) (3)-(5) of this section
Lo produce balanced plans acceptable to
the public.

(3) Technical systems design. Assigned
versonnel are responsible for the design
of component technical portions (capi-
tal improvements) of the alternative
plans formulated. These component
technical portions must be properly de-
signed and properly arranged in se-
quence to meet system outputs and plan-
ning constraints, Technical systems de-
sign will predominantly respond to, and
be guided by, information developed in
the plan formulation process.

(4) I'mpact assessment and evaluation.
Assigned personnel are responsible for
identifying and measuring the impacts
if each system on the existing and fu-
ture regional profiles and the range of
comprehensive urban planning objec-
lives, Impact assessment also involves
Interpreting the expressed problems, is-
ues, and concerns of the people and
wrticulating water resource planning ob-
Jectives, Evaluation Includes summariz-
‘ng responses of the public and assist-
Ing the plan formulation and technical
vetem design specialists in the modifi-
cation and refinement of plans and plan
components based on these.responses.

(5) Public involvement and institu-
‘ional analysis. Assigned personnel are
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responsible for formulating and coordi-
nating the execution of the public in-
volvement program. Personnel are also
responsible for identifying and analyz-
ing the institutions affected by each
plan, developing the necessary plan or
institutional modifications, and assist-
ing in the development of implementa-
tion strategies.

(¢) Division Office. Based on experi-
ence in Divisions where Urban Studies
are underway, each Division with one or
more urban studies will need an Urban
Studies Program Coordinator; those
Divisions with more than one study
will need a small, full-time staff in the
Planning Division. The Special Studies
Branch can be so designated if such a
branch exists. Engineering Divisions at
Division OfMces should be responsible
for review of District efforts for techni-
cal adeguacy and for providing technical
guidance to District Offices. Divisions
chall be responsible for reporting study
progress to OCE. Freguent communica-
tion between Division coordinators is
also encouraged to exchange informa-
tion. Division Program Coordinators
should perform the following tasks—

(1) Monitor study progress to achieve
timely completion of studies within des-
fgnated completion - time  objectives
(§264.21);

(2) Disseminate to other field operat-
Ing agencles and appropriate OCE
elements, pertinent information de-
veloped during the course of a study
which may be of particular value, The
value may be in potential application of
the data by another Corps office, or ob-
taining an expendited informal review.
Information disseminated may include
Plans of Study, contractor scopes-of-
work and reports, public involvement
documents, and study reports.

(3) Provide training or request train-
ing from HQDA (DAEN-CWP) WASH
DC 20314.

(4) Co-ordinate and conduct “on-
board” reviews of urban studies and
checkpoint conferences (ref § 264.18) .

(5) Monitor funding obligations and
expenditures. Particlar emphasis should
be placed on limiting expenditures dur-
ing development of the Plan of Study
to insure funds are not wasted on studies
without local support (ref §264.18(a)).

(d) Office of the Chief of Engineers.
Primary responsibility in OCE for man-
agement of the Program rests with the
Planning Division (DAEN-CWP), which
is responsible for the staffing of all
actions required of OCE by this regula-
tion and intensively managing the Pro-
gram in accordance with ER 1105-2-10
and ER 18-2-2. Considerable technical
engineering studies are required in the
studles. Accordingly, the Engineering
Division (DAEN-CWE-M) will be kept
informed of such work and directly
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involved in decisions regarding engineer-
ing aspects of the study. The Office of
Policy (DAEN-CWR) will be involved in
reviewing reports for policy implications
as deemed appropriate by DAEN-CWP
or BERH. Guidance on attendance of
OCE representatives at checkpoint con-
ferences Is provided in ER 1105-2-10,

§ 264.21 Time objectives.

Urban Studies are to be programmed
to be completed in about three years.
Time objectives for each of the three
study stages (See App B) are as follows—

(a) Stage 1—6 to 8 months (including
30 days for OCE review and approval of
POS),

(b) Stage 2—10 to 12 months.

(¢) Stage 3—16 to 20 months.

§ 261.22 Reports and documentation.

(@) The Plan of Study. (1) Prepara-
tion of the Plan of Study (POS) is the
first major substantive task to be under-
taken in the conduct of an urban study
(ref para 10a). The POS is a multiple-
party agreement that specifies the scope
of the study, describes an Initial set of
problems, issues, and concerns to be ad-
dressed, and delineates the anticipated
public involvement program strategy. As
such, it serves as a planning and manage-
ment tool, It specifies who will do each
portion of the study, when each part will
be done, and how the total effort will be
managed. A detailed discussion of format
and content is contained in Appendix D.

(2) The Plan of Study, as the first
major study output, should serve as a
focal point of the publie involvement pro-
gram. The POS shall describe how the
public will be involved in the study, and
should provide the vehicle for initial con-
tacts with the public.

(3) Table 1 contains a guide to allo-
cating efforts in & Plan of Study for an
urban study. These effort component
breakdowns are based upon experience
with the Pllot Wastewater Management
Program. “Effort” as used in this regula-
tion refers to person-years of work mul-
tiplied by the annual cost of employing
2 person with that specific expertise for
one year. “Total Combined Efforts” in-
clude all Corps efforts plus all other
Federal efforts plus all non-Federal ef-
forts plus all non-Corps of Engineer dol-
lars disbursed in lieu of providing effort.

(4) The Plan of Study may require
modification once the study is initiated.
Changes should be based upon mutual
agreement by the parties allled in the
Plan of Study, and documented in the
Plan Formulation Appendix.

(b) Study reports. (1) General, The
Study Report will consist of a separate
summary document and supporting ap-
pendices as outlined in Figure 1. Devig-
tion from this format must be approved
by HQDA (DAEN-CNP) WASH DC
20314 prior to writing the report. Be-
cause the urban study is the ultimate
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responsibility of the Corps of Engineers,
it is strongly recommended that the ap-
pendices be written by Corps personnel.
A consuitant’s report should be attached
as an annex to an appendix to reference
technical information. A consultant’s
report should not comprise the appendix.

(2) Summary report. The Summary
Report shall be a well-illustrated docu-
ment written for the non-technical
reader, designed to be read in an hour
or less. The document should essentially
be & summary of the Plan Formulation
Appendix. It should describe the study
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(3) Background information eppendiz.
This appendix provides a discussion of
the existing regional profile and the de-
sired future condition(s), and an iden-
tification of the specific problems, issues,
needs and concerns to which solutions
may be addressed.

(4) Plan formulation appendiz. This
appendix documents the articulation of
significant regional problems, concerns,
fssues, and planning objectives; the
formulation of alternative urban water
resource plans; the design of compo-
nent systems; impact assessment; eval-
uation; and the iterative planning proc-
ess. Also contained are implementation
arrangements, a comparison of final
alternative plans and their impacts. A
summary of the public involvement pro-
gram shall include & discussion of how
it interacted with the planning process.
This appendix, summarizing the specialty
appendices is the key to the entire re-
port, throughout the text of the report
as decisions are described, the reasons
for making each decision should be fully
explained.

(5) Comments appendiz. This appen-
dix documents the views of interested
parties based on their review of the draft
Study Report and responses to those
comments by the reporting officer.

(6) Design and cost appendir. This
appendix contains the technical detail
supporting the engineering aspects of
system components. As & minimum, the
following items should be included for
each system developed-—

(1) All assumptions used.

(i) A description of all unit processes
and components considered for inclusion
and the reasons for acceptance of re-
jection.

(iii) A range of the technical effective-
ness and reliability for each engineered
component.

(iv) Schematics showing final configu-
ration of engineered components, includ-
ing projected performance of each com-
ponent.

(v) All design parameters used.

(vi) All cost curves or other estimating
devices used, including how they were
developed.

fvil) An annotated bibliography.

(7) Impact assessment and evaluation
appendiz. This appendix presents a ra-
tionale which illustrates how and why
alternatives were accepted, reformulated,
or rejected. The methodology used should
be explained In sufficient detall to per-
mit the readers to justify the impacts
presented or form their own opinion as
to what the impact should be, The use of
& matrix in the final report in and of it-
self is acceptable only as & means of pre-
senting verbal information in an or-
ganized manner. Mathematical matrices
are Inadequate as the only tool for meas-
uring the impacts of alternative plans. In
like manner, an arbitrary number range
such as plus five to minus five, is inade-
quate for assessment or evaluation pur-
poses and should not be used in any dis-
play. The use of such generalized values
precludes meaningful comparison of the
significance and specificity of impacts.

(8) Institutional analysis appendiz
This appendix contains an analysis of
the interaction of all the plans consid-
ered on existing or proposed institutions
and organizations. It should include &
delineation of proposed iInstitutional and
organizational modifications and/or con-
versely, how the plans was subsequently
modified to accommodate the institution
Additionally, the rejection of plans based
upon institutional or organizationa!
problems should be discussed.

(9) Public involvement appendiz. This
appendix documents the chronological
development and execution of the public
involvement program as required by ER
1105-2-800. This program should begin
during the development of the Plan of
Study. This appendix should include an
analysis of the public inyolvement pro-
gram and the publics’ response to it
modifications to the program based on
public response and acceptance, and
modification or rejection of plans based
on public response.

(10) Ancillary documents. These doc-
uments are not generally included in the
Study Report, but accompany that re-
port when formally transmitted to
OCE for review. The reporting officer
and the Division Engineer shall sub-
mit the same ancillary documents as re-
quired for other survey reports.

§ 264.23 Effective date.

This reguiation is effective on Novem-
ber 3, 1975, as published in the FEDERAL
REeGISTER on that date and codified as 3°
CFR 264.

APPENDIX A

JOINT AGREEMENT POR INTERAGENCY COORDINA-
TION OF AREAWIDE WASTE TREATMENT MAN-
AGEMET PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATE ANU
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BEETWEEN THE ENVIRON-
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND TIHE
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Purpose
This Interagency agreement defines the re-
lationship between areawide waste treatment
management planning conducted by the

Army Corps of Engineers under its Urban

Studles Program and areawide waste treat-

ment management planning suthorized un-

der Title IT of the Federal Water Pollution

Control Act Amendments of 1972 and sd-
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ministered by the Environmental Protec-
tlon Agency. The agreement also acknowl-
edges that the Corps of Engineers may pro-
vide technical assistance in 208 planning
outside the Army Urban Studies Program.

The Army Corps of Engineers is authorlzed
by specific resolutions of Public Works Com-
mittee of Congress to conduct regional
wastewater management planning for des-
ignated urban reglons of the United States.
Such planning is normally conducted in
conjunction with other urban water re-
sources problems as part of the Corps of En-
gineers Urban Studles Program. Further,
section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972 (Pub. L.
#2-500) authorizes the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, to provide consulting and techunlcal
assistance to planning agencles designated
under section 208(a) in developing and op-
erating a continuing areawide waste treat-
ment management planning process under
section 208(b) upon request of the Governor
or the designated planning agency,

The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, in fulfilling his responsi-
bility for administering Pub. L. 92-500, i
required by the Act to encourage and facil-
itate the development and implementation
of areawide waste treatment management
plans, Subsection 208(f) suthorizes the Ad-
ministrator to make grants to designated
planning agencies to develop and operate
continuing areawide wastetreatment man-
agement planning processes in accordance
with specific requirements of section 208.
The Act.further suthorizes the Administra-
tor under subsection 208(g) to consult with
and provide technical assistance to a desig-
nated agency upon request of the Gov-
ernor or the designated 208 agency.

While each Federal agency executes its
nreawide waste treatment planning responsi-
bilitles In a different mmnner—the Army
through technical assistance and the En-
vironmental Protection Agency primarily
through grants, the two programs are com-
patible and are to nchleve the same
goal. The provisions delineated in this agree-
ment are intended to provide guidance to
representatives of both agencles in instances
where the two programs may involve the
‘ame geographical area.

Obdfectives

~ A common goal of both agencies is to en-
hance the ty of local and State gov-
ernments in developing regional wastewater
management planning processes which will
schieve the National water quality goals stip-
ulated in Pub, L. §2-500. In accordance with
this goal, three specific objectives have been
established for the areawide waste treatment
management planning program. These are:

(1) Development of & local planning proc-
cos which can successfully conduct the re-
quired p! on an areawide scale;

(2) Development of an Initial plan meeting
requirements of the Act; and,

(3) Establishment of a continuing plan-
1ing process at the regional level which can
successfully evaluate the current plan and
ippropriately update such a plan to allow
continued annual recertification by the Gov-
froor as required by the Act.

Coordinating Provisions

L. Planning by the Corps of Enginoers
Under the provisions of section 208 will be to
‘he level of preciston required by the Admin-
“strator for approval of any plan certitied and

ubmitted to him by any Governor under
‘oction 208,

2. Acceptance of request by the Secre
o the Army to provide consultation or u‘:t?:
fiical assistance In areawide wastewater man-
“iement planning is contingent upon the re-
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sources and manpower avallable to the Corps
of Engineers to provide such assistance,

3. The Corps of Engineers will assign ap-
propriate priority to planning required by
section 208 to enable the designated planning
agency and/or the Governor to comply with
time limitations prescribed by the Regional
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency.

4. The existence of an urban study reso-
Jution shall not preclude approval of a 208
designation for an area, nor shall approval
of s 208 designation for an area preclude
funding for an urban study.

5. In no case shall there be o duplication
of Environmental Protection Agency and
Corps of Engineers funding for the same spe-
cific task in development of a wastewater
management plan or planning process under
Title IT of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act Amendments of 1072. Where a poten-
tinl duplication of the same speclfic task is
identified, applicable Corps of Engineers and
Environmental Protection Agency budgets
will be appropriately modified,

8. All section 208 planning activities under-
taken by the Corps of Engineers will be set
forth in a plan of study approved by the des-
ignated Jocal planning agency, the State and
the Environmental Protection Agency Re-
glonal Administrator. Such planning will be
in accordance with all applicable laws, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency guidelines, cri-
terts, and regulations, as well as applicable
State and local laws and regulations.

7. Where plans of study under the Army
Urban Studies Program have been approved
by local officials and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency prior to the 208 designation,
the plans of study for the 208 project and
the Urban Study will be reviewed to identify
the additional planning needed to meet 208
requirements, The urban study will be -
pleted In accordance with provisions of the
original plan of study as revised to Include
any additional section 208 requirements re-
quested by the designated planning agency.

8. Where an urban study has been author-
ized and funded for an area also designated
under section 208 and a plan of study has not
been approved, the Corps of Engineers will
delete areawide wastewater planning from
the urban study If the designated

assess the remaining water resources prob-
lems to determine the feasibility of under-
taking an urban study. Conversely, if the
designated planning agency requests the
Corps of Engineers to conduct the section
208 planning as an integral part of the urban
study, a plan of study will be developed to
meet the requirements of the designated
208 planning agency, subject to the appro-
val of the Environmental Protection Agency
Regional Administrator. If agreement con-
cerning the plan of study for the 208 desig-
nated area cannot be set forth In & mutu-
ally agreeable manner, wastewater planning
for the area will be deleted from the urban
study and accomplished by the designated
planning agency. As above, the Corps of
Engineers would then assess the feasiblility
of undertaking the remaining facets of the
urban study.

9. Technical assistance provided by the
Corp of Engineers may include the develop-
ment of alternative plans or portions of plans
for meeting the provisions of section 208(b),
The declsion to adopt or implement specific
alternatives or proposals generated by this
planning Is the responsibility of the desig-
nated planning and the designated manage-
ment agency(les),

10, Technical assistance provided by the
Corps of Engineers for designated 208 areas

not Included in the urban studles programs
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will be accomplished as directed by the des-
ignated planning agency.

11, Upon request of the Governor(s), and
upon agreement of the Regional Adminis-
trator, Environmental! Protection Agency,
the Army Corps of Engineers may consult
with and provide technical assistance on a
reimbursable basis in development State
plans for areas not designated under section
208(a) .

Funding Policy

Punding policy Is based on the premise
that a designated agency needs to fully par-
ticipate in the planning process and to bulld
planning expertise,

1, Section 208 studies initiated through 30
June 1975 can be at 100% Federal expense
except that costs and effort provided by
non-Federal interests prior to designation
will not be reimbursed. For areawide waste-
water management studies of designated
areas initiated through 30 June 1975, the
source of Federal funds by planning cate-
gory will be as follows:

a. Section 208 planning included in Army
urban studies will be funded 75 percent by
Army and 25 percent by the Environmental
Protection Agency. (The funda from the En-
vironmental Protection Agency will be
granted to the designated agency for inter-
nal activities.) Section 208 planning added
to planning already included in Army urban
studies will be funded 100 percent by the
Environmental Protection Agency.

b, Section 208 planning by the Corps of
Engineers In areas not associated with the
Army Urban Studles Program will be funded
100 percent by EPA,

2. In areas not designated under section
208, wastewater management planning con-
ducted by the Corps as a part of an urban
study will be cost shared at 75 percent Fed-
eral/25 percent non-Federal,

ArreENDIX B

APPLICATION OF THE MULTIOBJECTIVE FLANNING
FRAMEWORK TO THE URBAN STUDIES PFROGRAM

1. General. The policies and principles es-
tablished In the ER 1105-2-200 Series of
planning regulations are generally applica-
ble to am&l‘s conducted in the Urban Studles
Program. A discussion of the planning stages
:nﬁ:mtn.umoynuuwmum
‘ollows,

2. Stages of Plan Development. Urban
studies will be undertaken in three time-
phased stages covering 36 months. This short
time veriod is necessary to meet the dead-
lines of para 3a as well as to keep the plans
relevant in light of rapidly changing urban
problems. The planning process is divided
into three stages to facilitate management
by specifying at least three points for moni-
toring study progress and scope while pro-
viding for the orderly development of plans,
Each stage bas specific study outputs. These
are intended to provide for the sequential
review of study progress and to serve as &
basis for making decisions about the na-
ture, scone, and direction of subsequent
study activities.

a. Stage 1—The Plan of Study. This stage
should result in a clear Indication of the
scope of the urban study, the precise ¥tudy
area planning objectives it will pursue, spe-
cific constraints that have been identified,
and how subsequent planning activities will
be handled. The product of this stage will be
the sections entitled, “Stage 1 Study Results”
and "Plan of Study Coordination” of the
Plan of Study document. Additional infor-
mation on these and other sections of the
Plans of Study is containined {n Appendix D.

b. State 2-—Development of Intermediate
Plans. This stage concentrates on a more
thorough analysis of the problems, as weill
as the development of a preliminary range
of solutions to the problems. It is not in-
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concelvable that more than 50 alternatives
will be developed In this stuge at.a very gross
level of detail. Those showing promise may
be carried forward, while others may be dis-
carded due to adverse publlic reaction, or
engineering or otheér reasons.

(1) The initial development of alterna-
tives should not be unduly constained dur-
ing this stage so that any practicable ways
for achieving the study area planning objec~
tives are not overiooked. Plans developed
which are contrary to existing public prefer-
ences permit a comparison showing the
social, environmental, and financial cost of
the preferences. A public reassessment of
thelr preferences may result in a changing
of those preferences to accommodate new
of Innovative concepts.

(2) The product of this stage should be
the preparation of the draft Background
Information Appendix, and a chronological
draft of the Plan Formulation Appendix
covering the first 16 to 20 months of the
study, Annlysis of these documents by all
study particlpants, Division, and HQDA
(DAEN-CWP) WASH DC 20314 should form
the basis for decisions regarding how plan=-
ning should be accomplished in Stage 3. A
detailed description of the contents of these
appendices ia contained in para 14b.

¢. Stage 3—Development of Final Plans,
This stage concentrates on developing an
increasing level of detail on & decreasing
number of alternative urban water resource
plans. The reduction In the number of plans
under consideration is accomplished through
a screening process primarily dependent on
both through public involvement and pro-
fessional-technical evaluation. The level of
detail associated with the final plans should
be comparable between capital improvements
assoclated with the same water resource
function, such as navigation: however, the
level of detall assoclated with wastewator
management may be different than the level
of detall associated with navigation whereas
all navigation improvements have the same
level of detall. The level of detail for water
resource functions that are part of the Corps’
traditional role Is determined by the Engi-
neer Regulations concerning project au-
thorization. The level of detall for waste-
water management is determined by EPA
regulations and guidance. The product of
Stage 3 is the final study report. A detalled
description of this document is contained
in para 14b.

3. Planning Tasks. Planning will be con-
ducted by carrying out four functional
planning tasks during each of the three
stages of plan development. These tasks are
problem identification, formulation of alter-
natives, impact assessment, and evaluation.
It may be necessary and even desirable to re-
peat or iterate these tasks a number of times
during any one stage, Succeeding iterations
should reflect an incroasing level of effort, de-
tall, and refinement. In addition, iterations
also provide for incorporsting additional in-
formation and for broadening the scope of
the urban study as it progresses.

a. Problem ldentification. The purpose of
problem identification is to identify the
range of problems the study effort will ad-
dress and to establish the study area planning
objectives for the urban study. The planning
objectives provide the direction for formula-
tion of alternate plans and form the basls
for assessing and evaluating alternatives.
Problem identification involves the following
activities:

(1) Identify public concerns.

(2) Analyze resource management prob-
lems.

(8) Define the study aresa.

(4) Describe the base condition,

(5) Project future conditions.
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(6) Establish study area planning objec-
tives.

b. Formulation of Alternatives. The pur-
pose of formulating alternative plans is to
develop and design complete urban water
resource management systems which satisfy
the planning objectives. It is likely that
wastewater management measures would be
the keystone of the formulation effort. For~-
mtilation involves the following mctivities:

(1) Identify the full range of resource
management measures available for problem
solution, including measures favored by rep-
resentative segments of the public,

(2) Categories applicable management
mensures.

(3) Develop plans,

(4) Conslder plans of others.

¢. Impact Assessment. The purpose of im-
pact, or effect, assessment is to jdentify and
measure the changes expected to result from
different alternative plans. Impacts are iden-
tified by comparing all the components of an
alternative plan to the base condition of the
region to determine if economic, social, and
environmental changes from the conditions
are expected to occur with the plan. Impact
assessment involves the followlng activities:

(1) Determine sources of impacts, such as
inputs, outputs or facilities,

(2) Identify and trace lmpacts.

(3) Specify incidence of impacts, including
spatial distribution, and when they will
oeccur.

(4) Measure impacts.

d. Evaluation. The purpose of evaluation
is to determine how well the alternative ur-
ban water resources plans achieve the plan-
ning objectives, and how the plans affect
other related problems. Evaluation provides
the basis for trading off among the aiterna-
tives 80 that recommended actions can be
made. Evaluating alternative urban study
plans is contingent upon reflecting publicly-
held values to determine which are the bene-
ficial and adverse aspects of each plan. Evalu-
ation involves the following activities:

(1) Appraise planning objective fulfill-
ment.

(2) Appraise system of sccounts fulfill-
ment,

(3) Apply specified evaluation criteria to

include testing acceptability, effectiveness,
and completeness,

(4) Perform trade off analysis.

(6) Designate NED and EQ plans from
only those alternative plans, or alternative
plan components, considered for possible
implementation by the Corps or other Fed-
eral agency p subject to the Water

Resources Council Principles and Standards. -

Designations are not to be used for plans, or
plan com; ts, considered for possible
implementation under other Federal agency,
State, and Jocal programs to which the Prin-
ciples and Standards are not applicable,

(6) Determine need for repesting planning
tasks.

AvrENDIX C

INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS AND ARRANGEMENTS

1. Purpose. The purpose of this appendix
is to establish the framework for perform-
ing institutional analysis and presenting in-
stitutional arrangements.

2. Relationship of Institutions to Urban
Studies. An institution is & process or organi-
zation that is highly structured, systematized
snd stable. It may grow out of mores such
as common law, or be consclously created
such as constitutional law. An institution
may be & type of group, or it may be a for-
malized practice or procedure. Applying these
definitions to water resources planning, and
particularly to urban studies, the result is
a focus for institutional analysis that in-
cludes not only organizations such as plan-

ning sgencies, water commissions, and spe-
cinl interest groups, but also the processes
and relationships that are involved such as
home rule, tax structures, and Inoreased
financlal obligations. Substantial public in-
volvement Is essential ({n performing, the
latter part cf this analysis, inasmuch as pub-
1ie attitudes intermct heavily with these
non-organizational institutions. Institu-
tional analysis is the process whereby in-
stitutions directly or indirectly related to
water resource planning and mansgement
are identified and their capabllity to imple-
ment alternative plans is asressed. Institu-
tional arrangements are those tasks or
procedures which suggest how existing in-
stitutions should be utilized, or modified,
new institutions created, or existing Institu-
tions abandoned in order to facllitate imple-
mentation of the plan.

8. Task Areas. Institutional analysis paral-
lels this overall planning process, moving
from broad data collection to detalled spec-
tfication of arrangements, Analysis s com-
pored of three major task areas, which are
listed below and discussed In paragraphs 4
through 6,

a. Establishment of an institutional data
base.

b. Analysis and evaluation of institutional
capabllities as part of the implementation

rogram.
¢, Presentation of alternative institutional
arrangements as part of the implementsation

program,

4. Institutional Data Base. Estabiishing the
pecessary data base entalls the identification
and description of a cross-section of rele-
vant institutions. The description of institu-
tions should concentrate on financing
capabilities, legal authorities, and
policies, existing capabilities to implement
programs for management and capital facill-
ties, and availability of competent personne!
in formal organizations and agencies, as well
ss widespread attitudes and local custom:
relevant to water resources planning. If »
survey exceeding ten contacts is required,
HQDA (DAEN-CWP) WASH DC 20314 must
be contacted prior to the survey. The Office
of Management and Budget must approve
all surveys exceeding ten contacts, (refer-
ence to OCE Supplement AR 335-15).

5. Analysis and Evaluation of Institutiona!
Capabilities. s. This task is the core com-
ponent of the Institutional studies. It In-
valves the analysis of institutional require-
ments imposed by alternative plans and the
capability of existing institutions to mect
these requirements.

b. In Stage 2 the requirements that plan:
would place on existing institutions should
be identified. Particular attention should be
given to the following items.

{1) Formal organizations and agencies.

(2) Powers and authorities of existing In-
stitutions, to include legal bases and con-
eiderations in both functions and geograph!c
areas. . d

(8) Major programs and policies of existing
institutions.

(4) Regional financing capabilities.

¢. As planning continues, the capability of
existing institutions, to implement alterns-
tive plans is assessed, The assessment ms)
jead to the conclusion that some new insti-
tutions will be required in order to imple-
ment some or all alternative plans, Becauss
{nstitutional studies are an integral part of
plan formulation and evaluation, they must
be considered along with social, economic
environmental, and technical impacts
throughout the planning process.

d. Active public involvement is essential i«
accomplish this task. Interest groups and
community groups can be of particular valus
in mssessing the potential for change. More-
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over, given the definition of public as any
non-Corps of Engineers entity, organizations
are publics. The inclusion of these publics in
the pi process will provide critical in-
put to the Institutional analysis.

6. Presentation of Institutional Arrange-
ments. Each alternative urban water re-
sources plan must contain at least two al-
ternative implementation arrangements,
which may requiré the presentation of two
different institutional arrangements. Those
institutional arrangements peculiar to & spe-
cific capital improvement or ment
program should be included In the discus-
slon of that component. Those arrangements
concerning the entire plan, should be dis-
cussed in an overview paragraph. One imple~
mentation arrangement may be used to im-
plement more than one plan, For instance,
plan A may have implementation arrange-
ment X and Y. But arrangement X may be
wsed by plans A, C, D, and E whoreas arrange-
ment ¥ may be used by plan A, B, D, and F.

ArpExoix D
THE PLAN OF STUDY (POS)

1. Purpose. Tte purpose of this appendix
s to establish a general format and content
for Plans of Study to be prepared under the
Urban Studies Program. Included are ex-
amples of tables and schedules to be incor-
porated in the POS. Single purpose waste-
water management planning studies con-
ducted by the Corps of Engineers under
¢ither Congressional resolution or pursuant
o section 208 of Pub, L. 92-500 will also fol-
low this format and content,

2, Plan of Study Objectives. Each POS
should fulfill three objectives.

& Document the planning efforts of Stage
1

b. Provide a tool to facilitate study man-
sgement and review of study

c. Serves as an agreement of participation
by all pertinent Federal and non-federal
sgencies and other publics concurring in its
content.,

3. Element of a Plan of Study. Bach POS
should have the same format to facilitate re-
view and comparability. Accordingly, each
POS should contain the following four sec-
tlons, discussed In paras. 4-7 below,

&. Justification for the Study,

b, Stage 1 Study Results.

. Study Effort Allocation.

. Plan of Study Coordination.

. Justification for the Study. This sec-
‘ion of the POS should contain the follow-
lng three subsections.

a. Infroduction. The Introduction should
briefly explain the purpose of the POS and
the relationship of the POS to study partic-
Ipants,

b. Authority, The authority for making the
study should be briefly stated. Coples of reso~-
m“?:gs should be included as an Appendix to
the 8

o. Program Obfectives. This subsection
should explain the objectives to the Corps
f Engineers’ Urban Studles Program or
single purpose wastewater or Section 208
'tudy aa they broadly relate to the study
Afea,

5. Stage 1 Study Results. This section
should report on the Initial stage of the
study. It should provide a dynamic frame-
work of substantive Information upon which
‘o structure the study. The framework is
based upon a broad survey of 1ssues and con-
terns leading to preliminary definition and
inalysis of the problems. The public plays
4 essential role in providing this informa-
'-‘-nn.d'r;w following subsections should be
included,

u. Identification of the Study Aren. A brief
Overview of the existing reglonal profile of
the study ares is essontial. Additionally,
feasons for selecting the boundaries of the
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study ares should be discussed along with
the relationship of the study area to sur-
rounding areas. For instance, the quality and
quantity of dralnage waters originating up-
stream may affect the study area as the
drainage water flows through it. This cause-
effect relationship should be discussed.

b. Description of Existing Problems. A dis-
cussion of the existing problems within the
study area Is necessary. Issues and concerns
related both directly and indirectly to water
resources must be Included.

o, Statement of Study Planning Objectives.
Based on the deacription of problems In the
previous paragraph, preliminary water re-
sources planning objectives should be iden-
tified. These should draw upon the Urban
Studies Program objectives, national plan-
ning objectives from para 3d and the existing
local and regional objectives, All the above
objectives and problems should be combined
into a set of unified and concise study plan-
ning objectives. The specificity of these study
planning objectives s Im t. Phrases
such as “wastewater management' or “navi-
gation" are insufficient. Rather, statements
such as, “"Upgrade the wastewater manage-
ment systems in the study area to meet the
1977, 1083, and 1685 goals of Pub, L. 82-500"
or “Reduce the incidence and amounts of
damages resuiting from flooding
drainage area of City, State” are required.

d. Current Planning and Related Data. In-
cluded in this section should be a resume of
planning activities currently under way or
authorized within the study area by Federal,
State and local agencles. Sources of avallable
data and pertinent reports should be shown.
It is probable that much of this Information
will be obtalned as a result of contacts made
during coordination of the POS.

¢. Public Involvement Strategy. Because
public involvement must begin as soon as
the study is initisted, the public Involve-
ment strategy for the entire study should
be outiined as soon as possible. Tentative
dates for public meetings based on expected
progress of the study should be developed.
Preparation of brochures, development of
workshops, and other activities for Involv-
ing the public in the planning process also
should be discussed. All of this information
should be Included In this subsection.

{. Institutional ments. Basic in-
formation on existing institutional arrange-
ments should be included. Significant au-
thoritles, spatial and functional responsi-
bilities and Institutional relationships,
should be discussed to establish a basic
framework and usable starting points for
subsequent study and analysis,

g Study Management. This subsection
must set forth the following Information.

(1) The POS must clearly specify who has
the final authority for the administration
and management of the study. Is it the Dis-
trict Engineer, Chairman of the local Coun-
cll of Governments, or other Federal or non-
Federal agency representative? Irrespective
of who has the final study authority, the
District Engineer will retain the responsi-
bility for the Corps portion of the total
effect.

(2) The POS must identify the day-to-day
study manager. The members of the study
team and thelir areas of expertise must also
be identified. If members of other Federal
or non-Federal agencies nugment the study
team, these persons should be identified.

(3) Direct lalson with other Federal and
non-Federal agencies should be documented.
The study team's points-of-contact at the
working level in these other agencies should
be identified.

(4) The POS should contain a brief de-
seription of coordinating committees, or sim-
ilar groups, which will be formed for the
atudy. The description should include a dis-
cussion of how the Inputs of these groups

agerial, or an administrative capacity,

) The POS s d clearly \dentify who

for monitoring the progress

of the study and comparing progress to the

time, cost, and work effort schedules set

forth i{n the POS. The parties responsible

for modifying, and the parties responsible

for approving any modifications to, the POS
should alsc be {dentified.

0. Study Effort Allocation, In order to serve
85 & tool to facilitate study management
and review, a POS must contain tables which
show the allocation of costa and efforts to
specific work elements. To promote compa-
rability, this paragraph specifies those tables,

a. Major Work Item. The total study effort
should be broken down into major work
items. Examples of major work items are
flood contrel and flood plaln management,
regional harbors and waterways, wastewater
management, water supply management,
and conservation of fish and wildlife re-
sources. These major work items will be cate-
gorized as—

(1) Specific Work Tasks. Work tasks spoec-
ify discrete duties to which costs or efforts
may be allocated by individual study par-
ticipants. Specific work tasks are prescribed
in Table D-4 (located at the end of this ap-
pendix) for the Wastewater Management
major work item. These work tasks have been
agreed upon by the Corps, EPA, and the
Office of Mansgement and Budget (OMB).
Consequently, deviation from these shall not
occur without the written approval of HQDA
(DAEN-CWP) WASH DC 20314, Specific
work tasks for other major work items will
vary from study to study.

(2) Efort Components. Work -tasks are
grouped into effort components which facill-
tate study man: t and ity.
The effort components are displayed In Table
D-1 (located at the end of this appendix).
Table 1 shows the percentage of effort ranges
considered reasonable for a balanced urban
study.

b. Scheduling of Work Tasks. Scheduling
for the study must be based on the assump-
tion that funding will be avaliable to meet
the required time frame and the most offi-
clent course of action spelled out. Selection
of the specific method of schedullng work
tasks will be left to the reporting officer;
however, the method selected should estab-
lish priorities of activities and key check
points in consonance with the procedures
contained In this FR. Where two or more
study participants are responsible for a sin-
gle work task, the completion date of each
participant’s share of the work task shall be
entered In the tables,

¢, Study Costs. The total cost of each work
task must be estimated and assigned to the
responsible Federal or non-Federal study
particivant. Where two or more participants
are responsible for a work task, the total cost
for the task will be split to illustrate each
participant’s share. In the context of the
tables, “Total costs” I8 equivalent to “total
combined efforts”, defined In para 14a(3).

(1) Table Format. (a) Tables D-1, D-2,
and D-3 (located at the end of this appendix)
will be developed for each study. These tables
summarize study effort allocation for an ur-
ban study. Table D-1 contains total study
costs by major work items and effort com-
ponent, Table D-2 summarizes Federal and
non-Federal coffrts by major work item.
Table D-3 summarizes PFederal and non-
Federal efforts by effort component. The
right hand column of Table D-2 should be
Identical to the bottom row of Table D-1.
The right hand column of Table D-3 should
be identical to the right hand column of
Table D-1,

(b) A table identical to Table D-3 should
be developed for each major work Item. An
example of a table for the major work item
of Wastowater Management is labeled Table
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D-3a. Summarizing all of the entries in these
tables for each major work item in the study
will generate the input for Tables D-1, D-2,
and D-3. Consequently, these taubles should
be some of the first tables doveloped after
the allocated study cost, Table D-8, Is de-
termined.

(o) A specific series of tables, Table D-4
will be developed only for the wastewater
management major work item. The row and
columnar headings and “Work Element/
Descriptions” in the POS must be identical
to those contained in Table D-4.

(d) A series of seven tables, Table D-5, for
each major work item shall be developed if

RULES AND REGULATIONS

formally requested on a case-by-case basis
by HQDA (DAEN-CWP) WASH DC 20314. In
no case shall the format of Table D-5 be
used ns & substitute for the format specified
for wastewater mansgement in Table D-4.
However, Table D-5 for wastewater manage-
ment may be required in addition to Table
D-4

(2) Cost Allocation. Particular attention
must be given to allocating wastewater man-
agement costs, because of the potential
which wastewater management has for con-
currently solving other urban water re-
source problems. The cost to be allocated to
wastewnter management shall be based on

an equitable distribution of total urban atudy
costs among all major work Items, The
procedures to be followed in allocating the
urban study costs to each major work item
is a modified form of the Separable Costs-
Remalning Benefits (SCRB) method now
belng used for project coustruction cost al-
location, In no case shall any other procedure
be used without specific written approval
from HQDA (DAEN-CWP) WASH DC 20314
The above shall not be construed to super-
sede or replace existing project cost alloca-
tion procedures. Table D-6 shall be used to
allocate urban study costs as follows:

Tanue D-1.—Total study costs by major work item and effort component

Flood control "

und flood plain and estuarine

mansgement restomtion and management
protection

Effort components—work {tems

Lake, oocan,

Wastewater  Watersupply

Navi

w‘olnl

Conserva
Water relnted  of fish and

management

and
recreational)

effort corm-
recreation
resources

. Preparation of a plan of stud
Plan formulation and ov-lu:uon.
dentification

Regaes
To! r work item

Nores ~All table entries should be In th

ds of doll

(£107),

Tablo 1 contalns a mfmsl combined effort breakdown for & 8-y study pertod.
combined efforts=all corps efforts pius all other Federal

Total study costs= total

of emp!

efforts plus all non-Federal efforts plus all non-Corps of Engineer dollars disbursed 11
Tlou of govtdhw eflorts. Eflort = person-years of
ying a person with a specified level of expertise.

work multiptied by the annual cos

TapLe D-2—Federal and non-Federal efforts by major work a‘lem—aummary‘

Federnl Non-Fedoral

Total for major work
Itemns

Man-yenrs tgmubut -
of dollars)

% Cost ﬂs’ ™%
an-years thotsan an-years
of dollnr)

Cost (in
thousands
of dollam)

Flood control and flood plain masagement.

estunrd

Water-supply o nent

ne  restoration

Navigation (commoreial and recreational), .

Wateraeinted roereation

Conservation of fish and wildlife resources..

TasLy -3 —Federal and non-Federal efforts—summary

Effort component

Non-Federal

tion of a plan of stud:
repara ¥

5P
2. Plan formulstion and
8. Problem

b. Formulation of alternatives

¢. lm

t

and evaluation.

t pSsesETnen!
d. Po {nvolvement and institu-

NoTE.—A similar table will be developed for each major work Item, Table D-3A, nest page is an example,
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TanLe D-3a.~Work ilem: Wastewater management Federal and non-Federal ojm'n,

Federnl Noo-Federal Total for effort
component
Effort component
Man- Coat (In Man- Cost (In Man- Cost (In
years  thousands years thousands years thousands
of dollars) of dolinry) of dollars)
, Preparation of a plan of study. ...

1
2. Plan formulation and evaluation,
a ;robhm Sdentification. .. .

Nores.—A similar table should be developed for each major work Item.
Develogl g this table for wastewater management does not fulfill the same requirement wet forth
in table D4, Both tables must he developed although some iuformation s duplicated,

TanLe D-4.—Federal and non-Federal effort—summary

Federal Non-Federal Total
Cost Cost Cost
Mao-years (Inthou-  Man-years (In thou- Man-yoars (In thou-
sands of sands of sands of
dollars) dollars) dolias)
A. Public Involvement program. ..........
B. Data collection and projection for eco-

nomics, water ity, and environ-
mental and s 2

:
i
g.

:
i

Nore.~ Table D-4 applles only to the wastewster manugernent mo;or work item, All other major works Items do
not need o simitar table constructed unless formally requestod by HQDA (DAEN-CWP), Washington, D.C, 20814, [n
the event that a field offios is formally requestod to develop n similar lovel of dotall on s rnjor work item othor than
waste-water manageinent, the format contained in table D-5 will be used,

Taprr D-4a.—Federal and non-Federal effort public involvement program

Coat C :
ogency | 1n man- In thoy. date
Work element/description years sands of
dollars
) @ @ L))

1. Develop 4 publie involvement program
2 C(ts‘mpl o‘:ol mndling lst of lmuvulng':nnd
ons,

w -

5. Personnel 10 do work with news medis. ..
0. Jmpnnuouolgublkuummnun ....... 3
7. Preparstion of brockures, newsletters, ete e .
8. Development of plan of StUAY ... ... o \ovnrerreenenennns

Total:

* Agency entry should be Corps of Engineers, or au n{mq name. Code agency name with (F)
or (NF) to denote Federal or non-Federal ngeney, respectively,

# Costs should be shown for each agency participating in a work element.

* Completion date should be shown for each ageney participating in a work element.
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Tanre D-45.—Federal and non-Federal effort data collection and projection

Cost

Respongible Completion

“';rk element/deseription wgency 1n In thousands date
JUAD-Yenrn of doldars

(1)) va} (3) “)

1. Historieal and projected popuiation snd economle data
on a county basls
n. Urban and rurml popailation. .
b. Industrinl employnent by 2- and 3-digit
¢. Agriculturs! crop acrease and 1ype of crop,
d. Compare with OBERS projeetions. .. ... ...
2. Historieal and projected water use and facilities on a
eaunty basls:
PG T T L MR e
b. Industrial by cetsis industrial sector. .
O IrrigmtIon .. « o vnnnnsiens s idsicndasinnn
d. Review and adjust whore necessary
3. Historlen) and projected waste soutces and facilities
showing flow rate, constituents and concentrations:
. Publlc and municipal
, Industrial
. Irdigation returm flows......
. Ofl and gas feld operations
. Urban sud rural storm ranofl
. Sanitary landfilis
e OPet QUIBPE. oo e ciianvanrans s sestasaniann
. FieMd collection and mmli':tx of water quality
data whero none avallable.
4. Existing and projected Jand use plans:
n Adopted land-use plans
b, Best estimates where none exist
5. Surfnco water quality data:
8. Description of data needed
b. Prepare map showlng monitoring stations.
c. List water quality paramelers monitored. .
d. Inventory existing violators
e. Tdentify, locato, and obtain sdditional date.
6. Stream standards:
o Description of existing standards
b. Identification of insdequaeion, if any
¢. Tentative revised znuujuds by stream reach and
for all PeCesSATY PRINIOLers,
7. Water vights eritoris or constraints that may affect de-
sign of upstream Lrentmient Systerns,
8. Oronmlwuﬂ‘#wu and quaatity:
o Avallabitity by connty andfor squifer from
;{‘::Jm sources with reflnements where pos-
b. Rocommend areas which should be considered
for groundwater recharge with treatod waste-

waler,
9. Provide data on existing significant botanieal, toologi-
cal, archeological, and Nistorleal basin features,
10, Review, select and implement & data handling and

storage program.
11. Data and inventory sssessment:
8. Assess for validity...... Sosovssesnatarsnsdis
b. Assess for coverage. .
¢. Determine data ‘.ﬂ
d. l‘rT{m program incremontal data aoquisi-

tlon.
¢. Provide s complete lnventory of data source

Footnotes : See Table D-4a.

Total:

Federnl.

Nan-Federal

TasLe D-4c.— Federal and non-Federal effort development of alternative bazin and area-wide
plans

Cost

Work clement/description Responsible Completion
agency In In thopsands date

man-years  of dollars
m) @ 1t ) (0]

). Identify and designate the wastowater management
planning areas.
2. Basin model:
n. Review, tast, solect and adopt rmodel
b, Aginpz. verity, and refine model 1o river basin con-

tions.
3. Alternatives to be devoloped:

8. Develop wastewater management alternatives for
each areawide planning arsa and for the basin
to meet 2 goub;

{1) Highest Jovels of wastewaster treatment . .
{2) Meet current requirements. ... .o qverve-
b. Altematives to bo developad include the fol-
lowinﬁz
(1) Land dtﬁmnl
{2) Biologieal and physical-chezuical
(3) Combingtions of (1) and (2) inclu ing
ponstructural.

¢. Existing wastewnter management plans will be

utilized in developdng 1 or more of the above

alternatives.
Footnotes : See Table D-4a.
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Tavre D-4p.—Federal and non-Federal effort evaluation, comparison, and selection of
basin and arca-wide plans

Cost
Respongble — Completion
Woek elemoent/description agoney In In thommnds date
M-y 00rs of dollnrs

) @ 3 (4)

1. Assess beneficial and adverse impacts of alternative
arcawlde nod basin plans:
a. Economle. ...
b. Environmental. _.........
¢. Soelal, .. s
d. Waterrights.......... ~LATIRGT ALY
o, Institutional/Mnancial capabllities
2. Compare performuancs of alternative plans.....
3. Solect aren-wide and basin plan .. 7
Footnotes : See Table D-4a,
Total:

Tasre D-4x.-—Federal and non-Federal effort implementation arrangements

Caost
Work element/deseri ption Respongble ——eoo—____ Completion
agency In In thousands date
man-years of dollars

() ()
1. Prepare construction schedules for each of the waste-
water planning subareas to meet the highest priority
short-range basin goals,
2. Develop snd recommend appeopriate institutionsd
arrangements for:
a. Execution of advanced englneering and design
and constroction,
b. Operation and maintenance.
. Major replacements.........
d. (‘(lmlt‘muing planning and management responsi-
llity.
3. Dovelop and recommend financing and cost sharing
arrangemanta,
4. Planning committee adopts certifiable plan....
Footnotes : See Table D-4a.

Non-Fedeml. ...

TasLe D-4v.—Federal and non-Federal effort report preparation

Cost
Wark alement/description Responsiblp —M 8 —————— Completion
date

agency In In thousands
ImAn-years of dollars

1. Report preparstion
Footnotes : See Table D-4a.

Total:
Federal. ...
Non-Federal
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TAnLe D-5—Initials of work item—Federal and non-Pederal efforts by work task

[Major work ftem: (specily). Effort component: {specify}]

Federal

Non-Federal

Responsible
agency

Cuoat Un thog-  Complotion
sands of dollars) date

Man-yoenm

. Ty ns appropriate in detail to insure no
m%amn of re'ﬂom.

Responsitle
agency

Cost (in thou- Compl»xﬁ:
sands of dollars) date

Man-years

Norea.—A table should be developed for the following effort compononts:

1. Preparation of & plan of study.
20 Problem identification.
2b. Formulation of alternatives.

2. lmm‘ﬂ and ev
24, Public involvement and Institutional studies,

4. Stud;

3. Study documentation and teport preparation.

5 mansgement.
The Inr’;mt {1y tabie 2-6 will be used in the event that s field office Is formally =
quested by HQDA (DAEN-CWP) Washington, D.C. 20814, to develop a slmila:
Jevel of detail to tahle 2-4 on & major work item other than wastewster managenent

TapLe D-6.— Urban study cost allocation worksheet

Major work ftem, x;

Flood control

Waatewater
management

Water based Total Z of line
recreation entries

Singls purposs study cost
Nuﬁlp‘:lpurpou mrnun 1 major work 1tem study cost

1.

2.

3. Scparable study cost, USC Jess line 2
4. Remalning uuzly cost, line 1 Jess tine 3
S, of remnining stud,

6.

7.

cost, rernalning study cost for xdw.

tudy
dividual joint study cat.é{) b (13 ratio from Hned)....
us Hoe

Hocated study cost, Mne 3

.. Not applicable
Do.

NoTEs.~—Z=1he sum of.
c=a specific

major work {tem,
USC wurban study cost, USC Is not equal of line 1, single purpose study cost. USsC

(n) The single purpose study cost for each
major work item, x,, without regard for any
multiple purpose problem solutions is esti-
mated and entered in line 1,

(b) Estimate the cost to solve all major
work items through multiple purpose plan-
ning., This 1s the total urban study cost
(USC). The USC is the total estimated cost
of the study to include Federal and non-
Federal efforts,

(c) For each major work item, z,, estimate
the cost to solve all other remalning x,
through multiple-purpose planning. Enter
this value, (N—1), in line 2.

(d) The separable study cost of each major
work item is estimated and entered in line 3.
The separable cost for each major work item,
z,, is determined by subtracting from the
USC, the cost estimated in line 2, above.

(e) The individual remaining study cost
is the difference between the single purpose
study costs, line 1, and the separable study
costs, line 3, This value is entered in line 4.

(f) The ratio of the remaining study cost
for each major work item, x,, line 4, to the
sum of sll remaining study costs, w, is calcu-
lated and enterod in line 5.

(g) The total joint study cost, y, 1s the dif-
ference between the USC and the sum of all
separable conts, v,

(h) The total joint study costs, y, is dis-
tributed to each z,, by multiplying y times
the ratio of remaining study cost for each
z,, line 5, and 1s entered in line 6.

(1) The allocated study cost for each ma-
jor work item is the sum of the separable
cost, line 3, and the individual joint study
cost, line 6, for each major work item, The
allocated study cost for each r, is entered in
line 7. The aliocated study cost for each ma-
jor work item should be entered in the bot-
tom line to Table D-1, the right hand col-
umn of Table D-2, and the lower right en-
try In Tables D-3a, b, . . ., , L

(J) The total allocated study cost, z, must
be equal to the total urban study cost, USC.
This is a useful check on the cost allocation

process,

fs the amount of money sod effort from both Federal and non-Federal sources, avi:

(k) Table D-8 should not be reproduced in
the POS, Its primary value is as a worksheet
for the cost allocation process. Table D-6,
along with the supporting tables used to gen-
erate the estimates, will be kept in the files of
the study office. This information should be
available for review at the second OCE and
Division review meeting heid after beginning
the POS. Table D4 may be used to assist
Corps planners in the development of single
purpose costs for wastewater management.
Other major work items are traditional Corps
roles and should present much less of a
problem than the initial single purpose
wastewater management cost derivation.
Based on total allocated costs for wastewater
management, line 7 Table D-8, the single pur-
pose entries can be modified to multiple pur-
pote entries for inclusion in the POS,

(3) Elgible Costs. Certain types of funds
may not be used to make up the required
non-Federal contributions to the waste-
water component of urban studies. The non-
Federal share may be in terms of services,
efforts, and/or cash contributions. Other
Federal funds may not be used to make up
any part of the non-Federal participation,
Revenue-shared funds are not considered
Federal Punds for this purpose. The non-
Federal share must represent additional new
effort specifically required in the conduct of
the study. For example, the non-Federal
share shall not Include costs of data already
collected or normally to be collected for an
ongoing program, nor shall it include funds
used for matching other Federal grants,

(4) Non-Federal Share Costs for Waste-
water Management, Those non-Federal ef-
forts which are included as separable costs
under the wastewater management column
on Table D-6 are countable for cost-sharing
purposes. Those non-Federal efforts In-
cluded as separable costs under any other
major work item except wastewater manage-
ment on Table D-6 are not countable for
cost-sharing p . Those efforts which
are included in the joint study costs are
countable for cost-sharing purposes only up

able for the total multiple parpose study. USC wzwthe totul cost to be aliocated.

to the amount of the joint study costs al-
located to wastewater management. The sum
of the countable non-Federal efforts de-
soribed above must be greater than or equa!
to 25 percent of the allocated study cost for
wastewater mansgement, line 7 on Table
D-86.

7. Plan of Study Coordination. This section
of the POS must reflect in detall, the coor-
dination and public involvement that has
taken place during POS preparation, The
following subsections will be Included.

a. Stage 1 Public: Involvement. This sub-
seotion should document the development
and execution of the Stage 1 Public Involve-
ment Program. It should set forth what the
public involvement hoped to accomplish
how the Involvement was executed, and the
modifications in the involvement programn
that may have been nocessary to accompilsh
the desired end.

b. Agency Approval, When completed, the
POS will essentially represent a forms!
agreement with the other participants in the
study. Therefore, work tasks, schedules, an
cost allocations, particularly for wastewates
manngement, will be ccordinated with o
study participants. Letters of assurance
shall be obtained from each and every stucy
particioant which confirm that efforts and
costs allocated in the tables to specific study
particinants will be provided. These lotter
will be reproduced In Appendix B of the POS
I written responses are not available, the
situation should be discussed in detall.

Part 275 is added as follows:

Sec,

276.10
27511
27612
27513

275.14
276.15
275.16

Purpose.

Applicability.

References.

Relationship of Pub. L. 92-800 0
Corps studles,

National goals.

Efffluent limitation deadlines.

Policy on effluent limitations com-
mensurate with 1985 goal.

275.17 Urban drainage.
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276.18
27519
27520

Reuse.

Sewer system evaluation.

Cost estimates.

27521 Engineering economic analysis.
27522 Effective date.

Appendix A

Appendix B

Appendix C

Appendix D

Appendix P

AvrHonrTY, Pub. L, §2-500, 84 Stat. 91, 18
October 1972,

5 275.10 Purpose.

This regulation provides guidance con-
cerning water quality standards, goals,
and deadlines to be used in developing
wastewater management plans. It fur-
ther provides policies for evaluation of
wastewater collection and treatment
facilities.

5 275.11  Applicability.

This regulation is applicable to all OCE
clements and all field operating agencies
having Civil Works responsibilities.

§275.12 References,

(a) Pub. L. 92-500, Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act Amendments of 1972,
18 October 1972 (84 Stat, 91).

(b) ER 1105-2-14, Framework and
River Basin Study Programs (33 CFR
252) .

(c) ER 1105-2-22, Urban Studies Pro-
yram (33 CFR 264) .

5275.13 Relationship of Pub. L. 92—
500 1o Corps studies.

(a) Sections 101 and 301 of Pub. L.
92-500 establish a set of national water
quality goals. These sections establish
dutes by which wastewater treatment fa-
cilitles must achieve certain treatment
levels; these dates 1977, and 1983 and the
[reatment levels to be met are discussed
slong with the goal for 1985 in §5§ 275.14-
275,18 of this regulation. Plans developed
will provide for phased implementation
ol the wastewater elements needed over
the planning period to meet the water
quality goals and standards specified in

1 275.14-275.18, It is particularly im-
vortant that a clear, conclse display of
the costs and Impacts associated with the
rhased achievement of each goal over
time be presented.

(b) The plans prepared in the course
0! study shall assist local governments in
{ulfilling certain of the requirements of a
Step 2 (Preparation of Construction
Plans and Specifications) construction
elant application for section 201, “Fa-
cllitles Planning”. Appendix A sets forth
the 14 items to be covered in the Step 2
construction grant application. The plan
0f study (ref § 27512(¢c) ) must clearly set
forth which participating agency is to
Provide each element of the Step 2 grant
ippilcation. Some of the elements may
be developed after the Corps of Engineers
tompletes its portion of the study effort.
Specific interpretations of the level of
Cetall associated with each element
#iould be obtained from the EPA Re-
#lonal Office in whose jurisdiction the
Study area is located.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

{c) When assisting local interests in
the development of elements for a Step 2
grant application the function of certi-
fying a plan is vested in the State. The
State agency must forward, with each
construction grant application submitted
to the Regional Administrator, a certifi-
cation that the proposed project is en-
titled to priority in accordance with the
State priority system, and requires the
specified funding requested from allot-
ments currently available. Also included
in priority certification is a statement
that the award of a grant for the pro-
posed project will not jeopardize the
funding of any treatment works of higher
priority. The State agency is responsible
for defining the scope of treatment works
projects and determining the time when
such projects are to receive Federal fi-
nancial assistance.

(d) Section 303, “Water Qaulity
Standards and Implementation Plans,”
40 CFR 130, “State Continuing Planning
Process,” and 40 CFR 131, "Water Qual-
ity Management Plans" describe State
requirements in three areas. These re-
quirements concern what the state has
to do to establish a series of stream water
quality standards, develop a priority list-
ing of municipalities not achieving the
Stream standards, and develop informa-
tion to implement a waste discharge per-
mit program. Corps wastewater planning
is not normally concerned with the type
of planning required by section 303. How-
ever, Information developed in the course
of a Corps study may be modified and
augmented, as necessary, by the State to
gaus!y requirements imposed by section

03.

(e) Corps planning for regional waste-
water management facilities will reflect
the intent of section 208, “Areawide
Waste Treatment Management.” When
a planning agency is designated under
section 208(s) to develop an areawide
plan, Corps planning will provide input
to the planning as defined in the Inter-
agency Agreement between the Secretary
of the Army and EPA dated 22 Noyember
1074 (ref. §275.12(0)).

(1) This regulation does not apply to
studies conducted specifically to satisfy
section 209, “Basin Planning”. Those
plans generally conform to Water Re-
sources Council Level B eriteria (ref.
§275.12(b)).

§ 275.14 National goals.

(a) Pub. L. 92-500 establishes two na-
tional water quality goals in section 101
(a). These goals are:

(1) It is the National goal that the dis-
charge of pollutants into the navigable
waters be eliminated by 1985,

51161

(2) It is the national goal that wher-
ever attainable, an interim goal of water
quality which provides for the protection
and propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife and provides for recreation in
and on the water be achieved by 1 July
1983.

(b) The wastewater management plans
developed by the Corps will provide for
satisfaction of these national goals
through the time-phased achievement of
various efluent limitation deadlines for
publicly owned treatment works
(POTW’s) and non-POTW'’s. Table 1 re-
lates the name of effluent limitations
deadlines, and their acronyms, estab-
lished in section 301 of Pub, L. 92-500, to
the dates by which they must be
achieved.

§ 275.15 Effluent limitation deadlines.

(a) Secondary treatment, Information
defining secondary treatment in terms of
water quality criteria was published as
40 CFR 133 in 38 FR 22298-22299 on 17
August 1973, POTW's in existence on 1
July 1977 or approved pursuant to sec-
tion 203 of Pub. L. 92-500 prior to 30 June
1974 must achieve secondary treatment
Any more stringent efluent limitations
established to meet paragraphs (a) (1)
through (4) of this section must be
achieved not later than 1 July 1977.

(1) State water quality standards.

(2) Treatment standards,

(3) Schedules of compliance estab-
lished pursuant to any State law or reg-
ulations under authority of section 501
of Pub. L. 92-500.

(4) Any other Federal law or regula-
tions required to implement any appli-
cable water quality standard established
by Pub. L. 92-500.

(b) Best Practicable Technology Cur-
rently Available (BPT). By 1 July 1877,
non-POTW must achieve BPT. Infor-
mation defining BPT is being published
on an industry-by-industry basis. Thirty
categories of industrial discharges have
been identified, many containing several
subcategories. Efffuent limitations regu-
lations for these categories are being
published in the Title 40 CFR series as
Parts 405 through 435. Retreatment re-
quirements for compatible pollutants in
existing industrial discharges to POTW
are described In 40 CFR 128, 39 FR
20982-30985, 8 Nov. 73, In addition to
specifying effluent limitations allowing
direct industrial discharge to navigable
waters, regulations 40 CFR 405 through
435 also specify pretreatment. require-
ments needed for—(1) Incompatible pol-
lutants discharged from existing indus-
tries to POTW,

Tanie 1.—Effluent limitation deadlines

Dates

Source of wastewater

w7

1053

Pt(:;).lg‘:‘ywc’wmd treatment works Secondary treatment.
trestment Bmmbh technology eurrontly Best avslls

Nonpubliely owned
works (non-POTW).

lo (BPT).

ticable w.ste treatment
(BPWTT).

le techinology sconomically

achievable (BAT).

techno!

NOTE.~POTW's are fro ly ref
indastrial treatment plants.

d to as

lefpal™ trestment plants. An sxample of non-POTW's are
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(2) New source industrial discharge to
POTW,

(¢) Best Practicable Waste Treatment
Technology (BPWTT). No later than 1
July 1983, all POTW must provide for
the application of BPWTT over the life
of the treatment works. A Notice of
Availability of an EPA proposed report
titled Alternative Waste Treatment Man-
agement Techniques and Systems for
BPWTT was published in 39 FR 11135,
25 Mar. 74. Corps fleld offices should co-
ordinate with applicable State officials
and EPA Regional Office personnel to de-
velop an acceptable definition of water
quality criteria achievable by, and com-
mensurate with, BPWTT. Additionally,
no funds may be provided under section
201 of Pub, L. 92-500 after 30 June 1974
‘unless the grant applicant can show
that—

(1) Alternative waste management
tecgglques have been studied and eval-
ua

(2) The treatment works proposed
meet BPWTT as defined by EPA.

(3) As appropriate, the treatment
works allow to the extent practicable,
the application of technology for water
recycling, reclamation, or the elimination
of pollutant discharges at a later date.

(d) Best Avallable Technology Eco-
nomically Achlevable (BAT). By 1 July
1883, non-POTW must apply BAT to
their treatment works. Information on
effluent limitations for BAT is provided
in the same regulations as is information
on BPT (40 CFR 405 through 435).

§ 275.16 Policy on ecffluent limitations
commensurate with the 1985 goal.

(a) The Corps has no authority to
establish or enforce “no discharge” limi-
tations. In addition, EPA has no specific
mandate to enforce the “no discharge”
limitation. However, as-a result of sec-
tions 301, 302, 304, 306, 307, and 403 of
Pub. L. 92-500, “no discharge" limitations
may evolve for certain classes and cate-
gories of discharges. Until such an evolu-
tion occurs, or until the Administrator
of EPA publishes effluent Ilimitations
commensurate with the national goal,
the Corps of Engineers’ will interpret this
goal. This interpretation shall be used
for planning by the Corps as part of the
Urban Studies Program.

(1) Wastewater management studies
conducted by the Corps which are not a
part of the Urban Studles Program need
not address this goal unless desired by
local participants or EPA.

(2) The reason for developing plans
for the 1985 goal in the Urban Studies
program is to assure that any potential
synergistic effect of attaining that high
level of treatment is identified and con-
sidered by local interests (n selection of
the overall water resource plan for the
region. The Federal financial cost (75
percent of total construction cost under
section 201 of Pub, L. 92-500) as well as
thé environmental and social cost of
proceeding directly from the 1877 goal to
the Corps of Engineers’ definition of the
1985 goal may be significantly different
than the cost of proceeding from the
1977 goal to the 1983 goal and then to
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the 1985 goal. Consequently, alternative
plans will be developed to achleve the
1985 goal with and without the inter-
mediate 1983 goal. Plans developed to
attain the 1985 goal will be generally at
a reduced level of detail.

(3) Although there is no requirement
by the Corps that local governments
adopt & plan which will provide for “zero
discharge”, plans will be avallable should
they decide to do so.

(b) The critical levels for constituents
to attain the 1985 goal shall be based
upon the natural background levels of
the watercourse or aquifer into which the
wastewater efffluent is discharged, with
specific exceptions of constituents that
are highly toxic or otherwise injurious
to the environment at trace levels. These
levels shall apply as the 1985 goal with
the exception that:

(1) If current State water quality
standards are more stringent, these
standards shall apply; or

(2) An environmental scan provides a
basis for allowing levels of constituents
that are higher than natural background
levels but not highly toxie, or otherwise
injurious to the environment.

(¢) Table 2 lists the constituents which
should be absent from the wastewater
effuent at discharge, because of their
toxicity to the environment at trace
levels. The list is based upon limits
recommended by the Committee on
Water Quality Criteria for water uses
such as public water supply, fresh water
and marine aquatic habitat, and lrriga-
tion,

Tasre 2

Arzenic Lead
Bartum Pesticides and other synthetic
Boron organics
Cadmium Phenols
Chromium Selenium
Copper Sllver
Cyanides Zine

Mercury

(d) In addition, the constituents in
Table 3 are considered to constitute a
potential environmental and hygienic
risk such that their absence is desirable,
although presence at natural background
levels may be permissible based upon an
environmental scan.

Tanre 3
Antimony Nickel
Berylllum Thallium
Cobalt Tin
Molybdenum Titanium

{e) In the absence of determing
natural background levels or conditions
for a particular watercourse or aquifer,
the levels given in Appendices C and D
should assist in determining the maxi-
mum acceptable levels for design. These
efffuent levels may be relaxed upward on
the basis of the environmental scan, The
constituents in Appendix C along with
those listed in paragraph (¢) of this sec-
tion comprise the minimum acceptable
group that must be considered in system

design in all studies. Constituents given
in Appendix D should be considered as
appropriate, depending upon charac-
teristics of the region.

(f) A list of constituent levels consid-
ered critical to the environment will be
developed in each study for watercourse
recelving treated wastewater. These lists
will include a discussion of the derivation
of each constituent level and environ-
mental scan, with particular emphasis
where levels are higher than those rec-
ommended in this document. These lists
will be furnished to HQDA (DAEN-
CWP) WASH DC 20314, prior to the end
of Stage 2 planning (see § 275.12(¢c) for
definition of Stage 2).

§ 275.17 Urban drainage.

This paragraph provides policy on the
conduct of urban drainage studies,

(a) Definition of permissible urban
drainage studies. (1) Planning for ur-
ban flood control and wastewater man-
agement requires studies of urban drain-
age systems. Runoff from any given trib-
utary area may be conveyed through
storm sewers, flood control works, or
combinations of these two kinds of faci-
lities. In addition, runoff may be treated
to remove pollutants before discharge to
receiving waters. Moreover, when provi-
sion is made for treatment of urban run-
off to meet water quality goals and dead-
lines, different conveyance and/or reten-
tion systems may be required.

(2) Although urban drainage is &
functional water resource category
which could be studied for its own sake,
Corps of Engineers studles of urban
drainage are limited to considering urban
drainage as a part of the flood control
major work item or as a part of the
wastewater management major work
item. Urban drainage planning for areas
with separate storm sewers or without
storm sewers will not be part of waste-
water management planning if receiving
waters will meet the 1983 water quality
goal with BPWTT for POTW and BAT
for non-POTW In-place; Urban drain-
age studies which are not an integral
part of flood control or wastewater man-
agement planning will not be undertaken
by the Corps.

(b) Cost-sharing applicable to permis-
sible urban drainage studies. (1) Those
aspects of urban drainage studies which
are part of flood control planning will
be financed at 100 percent Federal ex-
pense,

(2) Those aspects of urban drainage
studies which are part of wastewater
management will be financed at the cur-
rent cost-sharing ratio which is 75 per-
cent Federal—25 percent local, The local
share may be in the form of effort shar-
ing or a cash contribution. Section 275.12
(¢) provides additional information ob
cost-sharing.

(3) Those aspects of urban drainage
studies which are not a part of either
flood control or wastewater management
will not be undertaken by the Corps.

§ 275.18 Reuse.

Consistent with the requirements for
recycling and reuse in Pub. L. 92-500,
and in accordance with requirements
governing evaluation of BPWTT tech-
niques for waste treatment and reuse, the
following are required:
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(a) Reuse opportunities will be identi-
fied on the basls of the needs of the re-
glon in which wastewater may be col-
lected, treated, transported, and dis-
posed. Reuse will be investigated not only
{or wastewater, but for sludge, brine,
and generated gases. .

(b) Wastewater reuse will be analyzed
for such uses as agricultural frrigation,
turf irrigation, aquifer recharge, stream
tlow augmentation, recreational lakes,
industrial cooling, industrial process
water, industrial boiler feed, and for
municipal use.

(¢) Sludge should be Investigated for
reuse as a fertilizer, and soil conditioner,
especially for strip mine areas; both
ludge and brine as bulk material for
emerging demands such as highway and
other construction; and both sludge and
pases as possible sources of energy or
other consumptive requirements.

£ 275,19  Sewer system evaluation.

(8) Requirement. The engineering re-
vort required for a Step 2, section 201
grant application requires a sewer sys-
tem evaluation. The evaluation is in-
tended to determine the need for re-
habilitation of the sewer system. This
paragraph explains the Corps of Engi-
neers' position on performing the sewer
svstem evaluation defined in 40 CFR
35.927 (38 FR 5329). 3

(b) Sewer system evaluation compo-
nents, A sewer system evaluation is com-
rosed of two parts. The first part, an In-
fltration/Inflow (I&I) Analysis, must be
verformed by all Step 2 construction
grant applicants. The I&I Analysis is a
cost effectiveness analysis based on exist-
ing data. It is designed to determine
vhether the cost of sewer rehabilitation
is more cost effective than the cost of
‘reating the extra flow resulting from in-
filtration end inflow. If the cost of re-
habilitation is greater than the added
cost of treatment, Infiltration/Inflow is
not excessive, If the I&I Analysis indi-
cates that Infiltration/Inflow is not ex-
cessive, and EPA agrees with that find-
ing, no further efforts need to be ex-
pended on this task. However, if inflitra-
ton/inflow is determined to be exces-
sive and EPA concurs, then a sewer sys-
tem evaluation survey Is required.

(c) Corps o] Engineers participation
n sewer system evaluation. Where re-
quested by local officials and agreed to
in the Plan of Study, the Corps of Engi-
neers should perform Infiltration/Inflow
Analyses as an integral part of the waste-
wvater management portion of an urban
study, The Corps will not perform Sewer
System Evaluation Surveys. If such sur-
veys are required, the Corps will assist
local officials making application for a
Federal grant. The cost of an Infiltra-
ton/Inflow Analysis shall be shared in
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the same federal to non-Federal ratio as
the remainder of the wastewater man-
agement portion of an urban study. The
local EPA Regional Office should be con-
tacted for the latest technical guidance.

§ 275.20 Cost estimates.

(a) Identified alternative wastewater
management plans shall be screened and
ioftially analyzed to determine which
systems have cost-effective potential and
which should be fully evaluated accord-
ing to procedures established by the EPA
cost effectiveness analysis guidelines (see
Appendix E) .

(b) The costs to be considered in esti-
mates shall include all direct project
costs to be incurred in the implementa-
tion of the plan throughout the planning
period, including all capital, operation,
maintenance, and replacement costs.
Sunk costs shall be excluded. Salvage
value and revenue derived from imple-
mentation of the plan will be assessed
as negative monetary costs. The ele-
ments of cost listed in Appendix F shall
be included in cost estimates for waste-
water treatment systems presented in
urban studies reports.

(¢) Since the cost estimates for waste-
water treatment systems are a key cri-
terion in the selection of plans, the pres-
entation of the cost estimates could
affect the credibility of the wastewater
management portion of the urban studies
reports, The presentation should be suit-
able for detailed review and analysis not
only by the authorities who will approve
the plans, but also by the people who will
be affected by thelr execution, especially
when public approval of project financ-
ing 18 required. Requirements for the
presentation of cost estimates are as
follows:

(1) Cost data used in the estimate will
be supplied and the source identified.
When attachment of supporting cost
data is impracticable, the data will be
specifically identified and described. The
data that will be identified are the de-
tails behind the summary figures sub-
mitted in the report. There are several
layers of data, each more detailed than
the preceding, and a decision must be
made as to what detail the reviewer or
the public require to make a judgment
as to the degree of confidence in or the
validity of the cost estimates. To estab-
lish completeness, identification will have
to cover the following four points: What
it is, Where it is, What it represents,
How it was used. The What, Where, and
How are self-explanatory. The answer
to “what it represents” requires such
things as time period and whether the
costs are actual or estimated and
whether, if actual, the costs are simple
average, moving average or derived on
some other basis,
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(2) The report will include any in-
formation necessary to explain the esti-
mating process Including the judge-
mental factors applied and the mathe-
matical methods used in the estimate
Including those used in projecting from
known data, The contingency factors
used will be explained and justified. The
report must explain how the estimator
went from known, factual data to the
estimate and how he provided for the un-
certainties of the future. The report will
provide words to go with the figures so
that a complete understanding is

possible.
§ 275.‘21 Enginecring cconomic analy-
sis.

(a) General. Construction of treat-
ment plants and transmission facilities
can be phased during the planning pe-
riod. Likewise, operation and mainte-
nance costs vary from year to year due
to changes in wastewater flows to the
plant. Therefore, in order to make an
economic selection, the method of anal-
ysis for cost evaluation of each system
alternative recommended in the EPA
Guidance on Preparing a Facilities Plan,
May 1975, will be used. The interest rate
will be the Federal discount rate for
evaluation of water and related land re-
sources projects, as defined annually by
the Water Resources Council and pub-
lished in an Engineer Circular by DAEN-
CWP. The evaluation of monetary costs
will not be influenced by adopted finan-
clal arrangements such as depreciation,
debt retirement, and cost recovery rates
and periods.

(b) Method of analysis jor cost evail-
uation of each system alternative. (1)
Estimate the initial capital cost,

(2) Estimate future capital costs of
phased construction and determine their
present worth.

(3) Estimate O&M costs, both fixed and
variable, and any future changes and
determine their present worth.

(4) Estimate salvage values and deter-
mine their present worth (negative
costs) .

(5) Estimate revenues produced and
determine their present worth (negative
costs).

(6) Sum the values obtained in steps
(1) through (5) to obtain the present
worth of the system alternative.

(7) Multiply the present worth ob-
tained in Step 6 by the appropriate capi-
tal recovery factor to obtain the equiva~
lent annual cost of the system alterna-
tive.

§ 275.22 Effective date.

This regulation Is effective Novem-
ber 3, 1975, as published in the FEpERAL
RecisTen on that date and codified as 33 -
CFR 275.

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. 40, NO. 212—MONDAY, NOVEMBER 3, 1975




51164
ArPENDIX A
ITEMS REQUIRED FOR A STEP 2-201 GRANT *

EPA regulations for an application for a
grant for preparation of construction draw-
ings and specifications shall include but not
be limited to the following items. The Corps
may provide all items except as Indicated.

1. State priority certification in accordance
with § 35.015 (State responsibility).

2. Sewer system evaluation In accordance
with § 35.927. The Corps may do the I/IA por-
tion; sewer system evaluation study remains
a local responsibility.

3. Peasibility report.

4. Engineering report, including—

a. Facllity design dats incorporating.

(1) Results of sewer system evaluation
(Partial satisfaction by Corps plans).

(2) Estimated efffuent quality, with re-
spect to all parameters roquired by applica-
ble effuent limitations and water quality
standards.

(3) Proposed method for ultimate dispossal
of sludge.

b. Cost estimates for design and construc-
tion.

¢. Schedule for completion of design and
construction.

5. Duoﬂpuon of proposed user charge sys-
temn In accordance with § 35.928 (Corps plana
partislly satisfy this element),

6. Statement regarding avallability of pro-
posed site, If relevant (State or local re-
sponsiblility).

7. Statement regarding ability of applicant
to obtain discharge permit for proposed fa-
dnty (Applicant’s responsibllity).

B. Required comments or approvel of rele-
v‘m State, loenl and Federal agencies (in-
cluding compliance with “clearinghouse re-
quirements” of OMB Circular A-05 (Corps
plans contaln the required comments) .

9. An environmental assessment unless the
Regional Administrator determines, at the
request of the applicant that there is insuffi-
clont data avallable to prepare such assess-
ment, provided that the environmental ns-
sesyment must then be submitted to the
Regional Administrator at or prior to the
time of submission of plans and specifica-
tions for the bullding and erection of a treat-
ment works.

10. Statement regarding the applicant’s
financial, logal, Institutionsl, snd mansgorial
capabilities to Insure the construction, oper-
stion and maintenance of the treatment
works (Applicant’s responsibility).

11, Statement regarding compliance with
other applicable Federal statutory and regu-
latory requirements (see 40 CFR Part 30,
Subpart C) (Applicant’s responsibiiity),

12, Statement compliance with
title VI of Civil mgxm Act of 1964 (Appll-
cant's responsibllity). -

13, Statement regarding applicant’s pro-

operation and maintenance program
(Corps plans propose some O&M procedures,
but the preparation of the statement is
clearly an applicant’s responalblility).

14. Proposed subagreements, or An explana-
tion of the Intended method of awarding
subagreements for performance of any sub-
stantial portion of the project work (Appli-
cant's responsibility) .

t Sounce: 40 CFR 35, Subpart E, "Grant for
Construction of Treatment Works—Federal
water Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972."
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APPENDIX B.—Conlrolling uses requiring absence of tozic constituenis

Constituents Controlling use(s)

Toxie effects

Publie Water Supply.. Amnn trioxide (s exceedingly toxio to most animals. It ix camulative In the

ssues of many organisms,

In arsenate form, it is an antimetabolite, react-

wms proteins and enxymes. It is a possible carcinogen [n water.
um forms I nsblu precipitate or chelate with essentisl mluboum

ynthetie
p«mul
of eadmium Lo {nsure that cumu
ts are not a problem. e effects with tine
nfum mbina with cell membranes, affecting ﬁr

?xy It may cause tell mcmbruu ruptures. Cadminm may also
heart disease, lnd possibl,

Copw is ug:ﬂy

l!ne. .nd mercury, bm fanota lymmio
Fresh water fish are also s
nl‘enmdlndlu-hn.\bocmld

h ristng temperatures snd dec:
trstion, Complex eyanides are formed with mumm tine that ere
mueh more toxic than the

ix a considerable
However, it Is a cumulative putm
animals when 0.

with cellular

15 mg/l was
branes

e 10 dm seed vhuu. and luvertebmatos. It is mod-
mommals. synerumg‘kl:y with codmium,

uite piible to i

q N copper pot

o8, are exuemcly lo'ze. Toxlcity
conce-

salts,
dl’mlhl various forms of ead
Chronle lead

oceurred in
from soft water, can comblne

obstrueting the passage of nutrients and can

mem!
enmt buuthu of the cell embrane

compounds
&nﬂ.s‘re forms of animals, This methy
munlﬂrdwuncxunuhultnnuo-mmln

are abis 10 entér the food chaln of aquatlc
tmereury can be
UAns

!mmla cells of the brain causing tremors and ulcers,
umnmm utnﬂulidnmmdlu n:nmury alw s

Public water supply .. Chlorinated
.y rwldly to

Pesticides and
other syn-

hmmurbommwtmn ulnmnmll n hi
to preciude human consum| sdd

1 M) o

{t can produce nhd-hmby

H chromo-
m nnmmn o( towu oan slum increaso toxieity, Bhnlm b
will wcumnm ¥ m .4 :

ethylmercury
mv puimn Ommpbmvluluh drolzye
h‘?rmm products. c.r‘unm-
hily toxie to munmlund . Ohlorinated
mh Javels

Phenoxy cides are sabjec)
non In.ndl. but thelr decomposition in water

rmesorka

tesare

Phenots taint the taste and odor o(drlb:;klm wimu in nr{; minute quanti

Ues. Freah water fish are affected
toxleation

from in

Seleniam poses n special
trangmitted through the m
ullon in plants is possible, -8 mg/. 1

ptoms In nnlmnls. As umnuo.‘w

Ifeation

uon 'Ill lrguco Now

being anything
to parulysis to au;
mNnm for mammals in that It Is very eusll;
lolbe milk. Biological magnifi-
on o(th- piants will
urn in solu

l"y

gruing an ture
hlolo:\eﬂly mucnﬂy fum

most eonumon

wm reactions in humuns lud

Public water suppiy . . u ln hl;bly toxie 1o plnmn and mammals,

Public water supply It Is aocum
and fresh and ma-

dno wqgustio
habitat.

coelenterates and mollusks. V. small amonnts o

uncmwuowoym It has also produced toxie results In plants

Apprnpix C

CONSBTITUENTS REQUINING CONSIDERATION

Constituent

Phosphorus a8 total P e

O1ls And Brefses. .. cvecevmeeenane S
Fecal coliform organisms. . ...... T S
Suspended SOUdS. . eecnearens AT
DISSOIVEd OXYRED. . e cm e mccmmcmnme e

Effiuent level

BOD level less than 6 ms/l BOD lavel equal
to or less than dissolved oxygen level.\

The level which assures protection and prop-
agation of a balanced, indigenous popule-
tion of shelifish, fish, and wildlife In or on
the water into which discharge Is made.

Less than 15 color units,

Less than 4 mg/1 total.

Less than 0.5 mg/1.

Less than 8 mg/1.

Less than 50 micrograms/liter entering &
iake; or 100 micrograms/liter entering &
flowing stream.

Trace.!

Less than 200/100 ml,

Less than 5 mg/l.

Greater than 5 mg/l.

1 Detectable only with the most refined Instruments.
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ArpENDIX D
CONSTITUENTS WHICH MAY REQUIRE CONSIDERATION

Surfactants

Fecal streptococel.
Tastes and odors.
Floatables
Settleable sollds. ...
Volatile solids
Gamma  radiation

Eftuent level
Inactivate, but present at trace levels.
Trace}
Inactivated, but present at trace levels.
None offensive.

Trace!

Alpha radiation. ... ... ... s e e Less than one pico curie/liter.

Beta rAdIAtION. o ce e e N3RS >

Turbidity
Chemical oxygen demand
pH

Carbon AIOXIde. e crcncrencnnn A INAL &
Sulfates
Calcium
Chlorides
Sodium
Mapgnesium
Fluorides

Aluminum
Blearbonates

MANGATIONG  crcornssaoassenes e b

.................... e ——

Less than 100 pico curies/liter.

Less than five Jackson units.

Less than 10 mg/l.

Between 6.0 and 8.5,

Less than 100 to 130 mg/1 when pH is be-
tween 6.0 and 7.0,

Less than 25 mg/1.
Less than 100 mg/l.

Varies from 1.7 mg/1 at 10* C to .8 mg/1 at
30" C.
Less than 1 mg/1.

Less than plus or minus 50 mg/1 variation

over amblent concentrations.

Les than 0.05 mg/1.

! Detectable only with the most refined instruments,

APPENDIX F

ELEMENTS OF COSTS FOR ESTIMATING
WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEMS

1. Capital costs. a. Contract Construction
Costs Including contractor overhead and
profit of all system components including:

(1) Systems for collection, treatment and
dsposal wastewater.

(2) Modifications required for existing
facilities.

(8) Components for treatment and dis-
posal of residunl wastes, including convey-
ance to disposal sites.

(4) Components for storage and recycling
[ wastewater including land disposal.

(6) Integral flow and waste reduction
TEASUres,

(6) Pretreatment facllities for Industrial
nstes (private costs).

(7) Storage or control measures for control
of domestic wastes and combined sewer
werflows,

(8) Any Interim facllities needed while
twre permanent facilities are deferred or
under construction plus incremental opera-
tion and maintenance costs of the temporary
facliities compared with costs of the old
facilities,

(9) Dismantling and restoring the sites
of abandoned plants.

(10) Incidental components such as offices,
malntenance shops, laboratories, instru-
mentation and control facilities, chemical

lorage and conveyance facllitfes, site prep-
irstion and landscaping,

b. Costs for detalled engineering and de-
sign services, fleld exploration studles, and
engineering services during construction.

c. Costs for legal and administrative serv-
ices nssoclated with Implementation of the
facilities plan.

d. Costs of all lands, Including capitalized
costs of leased lands (including publicly
owned lands), rights-of-way, and easements
based on appralsed market values, and in-
cluding relocation and inconvenience pay-
ments.

¢. Startup costs such as operator training,

f. Interest foregone during facliities con-
struction. In cases where capital expendi-
tures can be expected to be fairly uniform
during the construction period, this cost may
be calculated as

IX%P4C
where:
I = Interest (discount) rate,
P=the construction period in years, and
C = the total capital expenditures;

in cases in which expenditures will not be
uniform, or when the construction period
will be greater than three years, this cost
shall be calculated on a year-by-year basis,

g.-Contingency allowances as appropriate
to the level of complexity and detall used.

2, Operation and maintenance (including
replacement) costs, a. Ongoing operation and
maintenance costs for all collection, storage,
treatment (including pretreatment), dis-
posal and recycling facilities and integral
flow and waste reduction measures, Annual
costs shall be divided between fixed annual
costs and costs which would be dependent
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on the annual quantity of wastewater col-
lected and treated.

(1) Labor costs including provisions for
operational, general maintenance, and ad-
ministrative personnel.

(2) Chemical costs.

(3) Materials costs including ftems re-
quired for general maintenance and sube
stances which must be replaced periodically
such as activated carbon and filter media.

(4) Transportation costs for conveyance
of sludges and other materials for ultimate
disposal.

(5) Power costs.

(6) Incidental costs such as allowance
pald to local governments for land removed
from the tax rolls.

b. Short-term operation and malintenance
costs associated with upgrading of existing
facilities or development of interim facili-
ties.

©. Costs of periodic replacement of equip-
ment and equipment parts.

d. Costs for a continuing program for per-
sonnel tralning necessary for new entries
and to maintain the proficlency of existing
staff, Inciuding operator certification, man-
agement tralning, and other speclalized
tralning as needed.

8. Salvage value. a. Land for treatment
works, Including land used as part of the
treatment process or for ultimate disposal
of residues, shall be assumed to have a sal-
vage value at the end of the p! period
equal to its prevalling market value at the
time of the analysis. Rights-of-way and
easements shall be considered to have a sal-
vage value not greater than the prevalling
market value at the time of the analysis,

b. Permanent structures will be assumed
to have a salvage value at the end of the
planning period. If those structures can be
expected to continue to be used as planned,
salvage value will be based on the remaining
service life of the structure based on a
straight line depreciation over the assumed
service life of the structure,

¢. The same approach for determining sal-
vage value will apply to process and auxiliary
equioment that will have & usablo value at
the end of the planning period.

d. When the anticipated useful iife of a
facility is less than 20 years (for analysis of
interim facilities), salvage value can be
claimed for equipment where it can be
clearly demonstrated that a specific market
or reuse opoortunity exists.

4. Revenue produced. Net revenue (total
revenue minus associated costs) anticipated
to be accrued from plan imolementation will
be evalusted and credited as negative costs
(benefits) to the plan. Examples are revenue
from recovered wastewater constituents and
revenue from processed sludge or other re-
sidual wastes from the treatment and pre-
treatment facllities. In addition to normal
monetary costs assoclated with wastewnter
reuse, these may be external costs for dim-
inution (consumptive use) by evaporation
or evapotransoiration of a prior water use
or supply. These monetary external costs
should be included in the analysls.
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