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INTRODUCTION

First authorized by Congress in 1948, the Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project
provides the South Florida ecosystem with flood control, regional water supply, prevention
of saltwater intrusion, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation, and navigation. In
fulfilling these objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural
environment that constitutes the Everglades and South Florida ecosystem. As a result, in
2000 Congress authorized the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) or “Plan”
to restore, preserve, and protect the South Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-
related needs of the region. CERP consists of structural and operational modifications to the
C&SF Project and will be implemented over the next 35 years. Together these components
are expected to deliver benefits to improve the ecological functioning of over 2.4 million
acres of the South Florida ecosystem, improve urban and agricultural water supply, improve
deliveries to coastal estuaries, and improve regional water quality conditions, while
maintaining the existing levels of flood protection.

GOALS AND PURPOSES OF THE PLAN

The Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000) approved the Plan contained
in the “Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement” dated April 1, 1999. As stated in Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000, “the
overarching objective of the Plan is the restoration, preservation, and protection of the South
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region, including
flood protection and water supply.” As approved by Congress, the Plan contains 68 major
components that anticipate the creation of approximately 217,000 acres of reservoirs and
wetland-based water treatment areas, wastewater reuse plants, seepage management, and the
removal of levees and canals in natural areas. These components vastly increase storage and
water supply for the natural system, as well as for urban and agricultural needs, while
continuing to fulfill the original objectives of the existing Central and Southern Florida
Project. The Plan will restore more natural flows of water, including sheetflow; improve
water quality; and establish more natural hydroperiods in the South Florida ecosystem.
Improvements to fish and wildlife habitat, including those that benefit threatened and
endangered species, are expected to occur as a result of the restoration of hydrologic
conditions. This will promote the recovery of native flora and fauna, including threatened
and endangered species.

WRDA 2000 requires that:

“The Plan shall be implemented to ensure the protection of water quality in,
the reduction of the loss of fresh water from, and the improvement of the
environment of the South Florida ecosystem and to achieve and maintain the
benefits to the natural system and human environment described in the Plan,
and required pursuant to this section, for as long as the project is authorized.”
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THE PROGRAMMATIC REGULATIONS

The Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000) required the Secretary of the
Army, with the concurrence of the Secretary of the Interior and the Governor of Florida, and
after notice and opportunity for public comment, to promulgate programmatic regulations to
ensure that the goals and purposes of the Plan are achieved and to establish the processes
necessary for implementing the Plan. The final programmatic regulations became effective
on December 12, 2003 as Title 33, Part 385 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

INTEGRATED FRAMEWORK FOR ASSURING THE GOALS AND
PURPOSES OF THE PLAN ARE ACHIEVED

Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000 and the programmatic regulations establish an integrated
framework of tools, processes, and an enforcement mechanism for ensuring that the goals
and purposes of the Plan are achieved. This framework includes tools for planning,
implementation, and evaluation; a process for developing these tools in an open public
process, with input from other Federal, State, and local agencies; and an enforcement
mechanism to ensure that the requirements of the statute are carried out. Figure 1 illustrates
this framework.

Tools

WRDA 2000 establishes the following tools for ensuring that the goals and purposes of the
Plan are achieved:

e The specific planning tool established by Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000 is the
Project Implementation Report (PIR).

e The specific implementation tools established by Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000
are Project Cooperation Agreements (PCAs) and Operating Manuals.

e The specific evaluation tool established by Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000 is the
interim goals for evaluating the restoration success of the Plan.

e In addition to the specific planning, implementation, and evaluation tools
established by Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000, the programmatic regulations establish
additional tools, including but not limited to, Project Management Plans, Program
Management Plans, Comprehensive Plan Modification Reports, the Master Implementation
Sequencing Plan (MISP), and interim targets for evaluating progress towards achieving the
other water-related needs of the region.

Processes

The programmatic regulations establish the processes for developing these tools. Consistent
with Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000, the programmatic regulations were developed after
notice and opportunity for public comment, with the concurrence of the Secretary of the
Interior and the Governor, and in consultation with the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the
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Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Secretary of Commerce, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection,
and other Federal, State, and local agencies.

Enforcement Mechanism

The specific enforcement mechanism established by Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000 is the
“Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan Assurance of Project Benefits Agreement,”
dated January 9, 2002, between the President and the Governor, under which the State will
ensure by regulation or other appropriate means, that water made available by each project in
the Plan will not be permitted for a consumptive use or otherwise made unavailable by the
State until such time as sufficient reservations of water for the restoration of the natural
system are made under State law in accordance with the PIR and consistent with the Plan.

GUIDANCE MEMORANDA

Section 385.5 of the programmatic regulations specifically requires the development of six
program-wide guidance memoranda that are consistent with the programmatic regulations
and applicable law, and establish additional procedures to achieve the goals and purposes of
the Plan. The guidance memoranda are fundamental to the integrated framework; provide
direction for using the tools for planning, implementation, and evaluation; and provide
assurances that the goals and purposes of the Plan will be achieved. Figure 1 illustrates the
interrelationship between the tools and technical guidance used to implement the tools.
Figure 1 also illustrates the interrelationship between each of the guidance memoranda as
well as with the integrated framework of tools, processes, and enforcement mechanisms.
Presenting the six guidance memoranda as one complete package also demonstrates how they
work in concert to ensure the goals and purposes of the Plan are achieved. The guidance
memoranda address numerous topics including common methods, general procedures, and
guidance to implement the Plan. The six program-wide subjects for the guidance memoranda
as set forth in the programmatic regulations are:

e Guidance Memorandum #1: Project Implementation Reports

¢ Guidance Memorandum #2: Formulation and Evaluation of Alternatives for
Project Implementation Reports

e Guidance Memorandum #3: Savings Clause Requirements

e Guidance Memorandum #4: Identifying Water Needed to Achieve the Benefits of
the Plan

¢ Guidance Memorandum #5: Operating Manuals

e Guidance Memorandum #6: Assessment Activities for Adaptive Management
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GUIDANCE MEMORANDA DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL
PROCESS

Section 385.1 of the programmatic regulations requires the Secretary of the Army to
ensure that the public understands the linkage between the processes, tools, and
enforcement mechanism and can monitor the effectiveness of this integrated framework
in assuring that the goals and purposes of the Plan are achieved by:

(i) Providing for public notice and comment in the development of planning,
implementation, and evaluation tools;

(i1) Providing notice of final action on planning, evaluation, and implementation
tools;

(ii1)) Making available to the public on a web site or by other appropriate means
final, and where appropriate, draft copies of all planning, evaluation, and implementation
tools; and

(iv) Explaining through the programmatic regulations and by other appropriate
means the process for developing the tools, the linkage between the process, tools, and
enforcement mechanism, and the means by which these elements constitute an integrated
framework for assuring that the goals and purposes of the Plan are achieved.

Section 385.5(b) of the programmatic regulations describes the special processes for the
development of the six program-wide guidance memoranda. The development process
for these guidance memoranda was initiated prior to the effective date of the
programmatic regulations in order to layout a strategy for effectively and efficiently
developing the technical work products and to elevate issues for resolution within the
prescribed time frame. The programmatic regulations require that the USACE and the
South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) develop, in consultation with the
Department of the Interior, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of
Commerce, the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Seminole Tribe of Florida,
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, and other Federal, State, and local
agencies, the six guidance memoranda for approval by the Secretary of the Army. Figure
2 illustrates the guidance memoranda development and approval process as required by
Section 385.5 of the programmatic regulations.

The USACE and the SFWMD began the development process by inviting all of the
governmental entities that would be consulting on the documents to participate on a team
responsible for developing the guidance memoranda. This interagency team was then
further divided into sub-teams responsible for preparing initial outlines and drafting the
documents. This process was designed to be open and inclusive. An initial public meeting
was held at SFWMD headquarters in West Palm Beach to invite the public to participate
in the process and present the strategy for developing the guidance. Information about the
work of the teams (meeting summaries and initial work products) was posted on the
CERP website (www.evergladesplan.org). Throughout the yearlong development process
briefings were conducted for the SFWMD Water Resources Advisory Commission and
the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force. In October 2004, an In-Progress
Review meeting was held with USACE South Atlantic Division and Headquarters and
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the Office to the Assistant Secretary of the Army to review the draft work products,
resolve issues, and request direction from USACE management.

As part of the consultation process required by the programmatic regulations, a draft of
this document containing the six guidance memoranda was made available for review by
agencies and the public in November 2004. The review period for the agencies and the
public remained open until January 2005. Meetings were also held with stakeholder
groups during this period. Consultation meetings were held with the Seminole Tribe of
Florida and the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida. The USACE and the SFWMD
also consulted with the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force at their meetings
in December 2004 and January 2005. Comments were received from a number of
agencies, stakeholder groups, and individuals. These comments were posted on the CERP
web site. The USACE and SFWMD then prepared this final draft document containing
the guidance memoranda. All of the comments were reviewed and considered in the
preparation of this document. In accordance with the programmatic regulations, this
document containing the guidance memoranda was submitted to the Secretary of the
Army for approval and concurrence by the Secretary of the Interior and the Governor.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT

The guidance memoranda are fundamental to the integrated framework; provide direction
for using the tools for planning, implementation, and evaluation; and provide assurances
that the goals and purposes of the Plan will be achieved.

This document contains the six guidance memoranda and is divided into six main
sections, one for each of the guidance memorandums. Where necessary, technical details
that will assist Project Delivery Teams with using the guidance are included at the end of
that section as an attachment. This document also contains appendices that include a
glossary of terms, a list of acronyms, and a list of references.
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SECTION 1: GUIDANCE MEMORANDUM #1
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS

1.1 PURPOSE

The programmatic regulations for the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan require
that a guidance memorandum be developed “that describes the major tasks that are generally
needed to prepare a Project Implementation Report and the format and content of a Project
Implementation Report.” This guidance memorandum provides information to Project
Delivery Teams about the purpose and requirements of a Project Implementation Report and
presents an outline for the content of a Project Implementation Report.

1.2 APPLICABILITY

This guidance memorandum applies to all CERP projects. WRDA 2000 requires that a
Project Implementation Report (PIR) be prepared for each CERP project (except for pilot
projects) prior to implementation. The major tasks, PIR format, and PIR content should be
similar for all PIRs. There may be differences in the level of detail included in each PIR and
in the time necessary for completion based on specific situations. For example, the amount of
detail necessary to complete each section of the PIR, the extent of previous formulation, the
planning research activities and/or the design detail may differ from project to project.

1.3 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS

In accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000) and the
programmatic regulations (Section 385.26), a PIR is required to be completed prior to
implementing any component of CERP. The PIR is intended to bridge the gap between the
conceptual level of detail contained in the April 1999 “Final Integrated Feasibility Report
and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement,” and the detailed design necessary to
prepare plans and specifications required to proceed to construction. It should provide to
decision-makers and the public a well-organized, clear and concise documentation of the
process the Project Delivery Team followed during the planning effort. Additionally, it
provides environmental compliance information, such as Endangered Species Act
coordination, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act evaluations, and includes an integrated
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document that will fully disclose anticipated
effects associated with the implementation of the alternative plans being evaluated, including
the “no action” alternative. Section 10.3.1 of the April 1999 “Final Integrated Feasibility
Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement” provides more information
about Project Implementation Reports.

The PIR documents the planning process and all relevant assumptions and rationale for

project decision-making. All planning analyses, including economic, environmental, water
quality, flood protection, real estate, and plan formulation, conducted during the planning
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phase are documented and included in the PIR. The PIR includes a full description and
analysis of the benefits expected for each alternative plan. The PIR is also the document in
which to identify, quantify and attempt to resolve uncertainties regarding the cost or
performance of alternative plans or project components. These uncertainties are not limited
to hydrologic performance of the specific structure component, but also include uncertainties
about the expected ecosystem response to the component. In addition, the PIR documents
design activities for the selected alternative plan such as modeling, hydraulic design, real
estate, etc.

WRDA 2000 requires that Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) developed under the Plan:

“be consistent with the Plan and the programmatic regulations promulgated
under paragraph (3) [of the Act]; describe how each of the requirements stated
in paragraph (3)(B) is satisfied; comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); identify the appropriate quantity,
timing, and distribution of water dedicated and managed for the natural
system; identify the amount of water to be reserved or allocated for the natural
system necessary to implement, under State law, sub clauses (IV) and (VI) ;
comply with applicable water quality standards and applicable water quality
permitting requirements under subsection (b)(2)(A)(i1); be based on the best
available science; and include an analysis concerning the cost-effectiveness
and engineering feasibility of the project.”

All PIRs must accomplish the following:

e Provide the level of information, documentation and analysis in addition to that in
the “Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement”
dated April 1, 1999, necessary for the Federal government and the State of Florida to approve
CERP projects for authorization.

e Present the formulation, evaluation, selection, justification, and description of the
selected alternative plan.

e Document the project cost and cost-sharing requirements of the non-Federal
sponsor and the USACE, along with their responsibilities for implementation and operation
of the project.

e Link the actions proposed in the subject PIR to the overall system-wide CERP
Plan.

o Fulfill the requirements of WRDA 2000 and the programmatic regulations.

While the PIR has many aspects of a USACE feasibility study, the primary difference in
these two reports is in the steps taken to complete formulation and evaluation of the project.
Unlike a feasibility study, the PIR is based on components that have previously been
formulated to a certain level in developing the Plan and are expected to accomplish specific
Plan goals. As such, the PIR always begins with the formulation already completed in
developing the Plan. In many cases, it is envisioned that the PIR effort will focus on
optimization of the project described in the Plan. However, in some cases, formulation of
additional alternatives will be needed.
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1.4 PROGRAMMATIC REGULATIONS REQUIREMENTS
The programmatic regulations require that each Project Implementation Report:

e Be consistent with the Plan and applicable law, policy, and regulation, including
the Principles and Guidelines of the Water Resources Council, as modified by Section
601(H)(2)(A) of WRDA 2000;

¢ Be based on the best available science;

e Comply with all applicable Federal, State, and Tribal laws;

e Contain sufficient information for proceeding to final design of the project, such
as: additional plan formulation and evaluation, environmental and/or economic benefits,
engineering and design, costs, environmental impacts, real estate requirements, and the
preparation of the appropriate National Environmental Policy Act documentation;

e Contain the information necessary to determine that the activity is justified by the
environmental benefits derived by the South Florida ecosystem in accordance with Section
601(f)(2)(A) of WRDA 2000 and/or that the benefits of the project are commensurate with
costs, and that the project is cost-effective;

e Comply, in accordance with Section 601(b)(2)(A)(i1)) of WRDA 2000, with
applicable water quality standards and applicable water quality permitting requirements;

o Identify the appropriate quantity, timing, and distribution of water dedicated and
managed for the natural system;

e Identify the amount of water to be reserved or allocated for the natural system
under State law necessary to implement the provisions of sections 601(h)(4)(A)(iv) and (vi)
of WRDA 2000;

e Identify the quantity, timing, and distribution of water made available for other
water-related needs of the region;

e Determine if existing legal sources of water are to be eliminated or transferred;

e Determine that implementation of the selected alternative will not reduce levels of
service for flood protection that: (1) were in existence on the date of enactment of Section
601 of WRDA 2000; and (2) are in accordance with applicable law; and, as appropriate,
consider opportunities to provide additional flood protection;

e Include an assessment of the monetary and non-monetary benefits and costs,
optimization and justification, cost-effectiveness, and engineering feasibility of the project;

e Include a discussion of any significant changes in cost or scope of the project
from that presented in the “Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement,” dated April 1, 1999;

e Include an analysis, prepared by RECOVER of the project’s contributions
towards achieving the goals and purposes of the Plan, including, as appropriate, suggestions
for improving the performance of the alternative plans;

e Describe how the project contributes to the achievement of interim goals and
interim targets;

e Include a draft Project Operating Manual as an appendix; and

e Include, as appropriate, information necessary for the non-Federal sponsor to
address the requirements of Chapter 373 of the Florida Statutes, and other applicable
planning and reporting requirements of Florida law.
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1.5 LEVEL OF DETAIL FOR PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
REPORTS

The level of detail contained in a PIR should be commensurate with the complexity of the
project while including the information necessary to meet the specific content requirements
of WRDA 2000 and NEPA. A specific opportunity to reduce the level of detail are the
programmatic authority projects described in Section 601(c) of WRDA 2000 allows the
Army to approve projects in the Plan. These projects have a cost limitation of $25,000,000,
are generally consistent with traditional water resources projects.

1.6 IN-PROGRESS REVIEWS AND OTHER MEETINGS

As required by applicable Corps of Engineers regulations, policies, and procedures, In-
Progress Review (IPR) meetings with Corps Headquarters (HQ) and the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works will be held periodically during the
development of the PIR. The primary objective of IPR is to discuss and resolve policy issues
to ensure that the PIR progresses in an orderly manner and that preparation of the final PIR is
not delayed. An IPR may be held at any time during the PIR process to provide an update of
findings and progress, identify potential problems (technical/policy), and document
decisions. In addition, in accordance with USACE policy and procedures, checkpoint
meetings such as the Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) and the Alternative Formulation
Briefing (AFB) will be held at key decision points during the development of the PIR.
Documentation from these meetings will be made available to the public.

1.7 COORDINATION WITH RECOVER

RECOVER (REestoration COordination and VERrification) is a system-wide program
element of CERP implementation. The role of RECOVER is to organize and apply scientific
and technical information in ways that are most effective in supporting the objectives of
CERP, and to ensure that the system-wide goals and purposes of the Plan are achieved.
RECOVER has three primary missions:

e Assessment - to physically measure (through monitoring) and interpret actual
responses in the natural and human systems as CERP projects are implemented.

e Evaluation - to work with the project delivery teams to evaluate (through predictive
modeling) and maximize the contribution made by each project to the system-wide
performance of CERP.

e Planning and Integration - to identify potential improvements in the design and
operation of the CERP, consistent with the CERP objectives, and to strive for
consensus regarding scientific and technical aspects of CERP.

RECOVER provides assistance to the Project Delivery Team in accomplishing specific
activities for the Project Implementation Report. These activities ensure that projects are
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analyzed from a system-wide perspective. The Project Delivery Team will coordinate with
RECOVER on the following activities:

e Future Without CERP Baseline — RECOVER maintains and periodically updates
the system-wide Future Without CERP Baseline. RECOVER will provide the Project
Delivery Team with the latest version of the Future Without CERP Baseline for the
Project Implementation Report.

e Project-Level Performance Measures — RECOVER has developed a set of system-
wide performance measures for CERP that are used for the evaluation of alternative
plans. RECOVER will review project-level performance measures developed by the
Project Delivery Team to ensure that the project-level performance measures are
consistent with the system-wide performance measures that RECOVER has
developed.

e Evaluation of Alternatives — RECOVER will evaluate alternative plans developed
by the Project Delivery Team from a system-wide perspective using the system-wide
performance measures. RECOVER will prepare a report to be included in the PIR, in
accordance with the programmatic regulations.

e Project Monitoring Plans — RECOVER has developed a system-wide Monitoring
and Assessment Plan (MAP) as part of the adaptive management program for CERP.
The MAP provides a systematic way to monitor and assess how well CERP as a
whole is achieving the benefits of the Plan. RECOVER will review the project
monitoring plan developed by the Project Delivery Team to ensure that it is consistent
with the MAP and does not duplicate system-wide monitoring activities.

1.8 PLAN SELECTION

Following the formulation and evaluation of alternative plans for the PIR, a tentatively
selected plan will be identified. The tentatively selected plan will then be evaluated as the
“next-added increment” in accordance with the programmatic regulations See Guidance
Memorandum #2 for more information on formulation and evaluation and the next-added-
increment analysis. In accordance with HQUSACE policies, an Alternative Formulation
Briefing (AFB) will be held to obtain approval of the tentatively selected plan as the selected
alternative plan for the Project Implementation Report. The selected alternative plan is
synonymous with the “Preferred Alternative” or the “Preferred Plan” in the NEPA
regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508).

1.9 REAL ESTATE CONSIDERATIONS

1.9.1 Lands Already Acquired for the Project

The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) and others have been acquiring
lands needed for CERP implementation in advance of completion of a PIR, based on the
April 1999 “Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement”. Under current USACE policy, the fair market value of lands, regardless of when
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they are acquired, is used in plan formulation, in determining project costs, and for crediting
local sponsors. Due to extremely high rate of appreciation of real estate values in south
Florida, application of this policy for lands already acquired by the SFWMD will result in
higher project costs. Moreover, the SFWMD has agreed to only request credit for the actual
cost of the land needed for a project instead of what the land is worth at the time of a Project
Cooperation Agreement signing. Consequently, the Project Delivery Team should use actual
acquisition costs in plan formulation, cost estimating, and crediting, subject to those costs
being reasonable, allocable, and allowable.

1.9.2 Cost of Real Estate As Percentage of Project Cost: Individual
Projects

Current USACE policy for environmental restoration projects has a guideline that real estate
costs for environmental restoration projects should not exceed 25 percent of total project
costs in order to ensure that individual projects are not focusing on achieving restoration or
enhancement solely through land purchase. CERP as a whole meets this policy, with real
estate costs of approximately $2 billion for the $8 billion plan presented in the April 1999
“Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.”
However, individual CERP projects can vary widely in land costs as a percentage of total
project costs. Individual CERP projects are exempted from the USACE guideline stipulating
that real estate costs for ecosystem restoration projects should not exceed 25 percent of total
project costs.

1.9.3 Estates Required for CERP Projects

For all lands determined to be required for CERP Projects, the interests required for
implementation generally will be fee simple, based on assumptions that all or a significant
portion of the rights in the land will be required for project purposes. Although fee
acquisition should be the standard estate for CERP projects, lesser estates such as easements
may be considered, as appropriate, if the benefits of the project can still be achieved with the
lesser estate. The PIR should provide the rationale for such lesser estates.

To verify the appropriateness of fee simple acquisition, the Project Implementation Report
must include the following analysis and the conclusions must be reflected in the appropriate
report sections. The level of detail required for the analysis will vary depending on the
project feature involved.

Determine the Rights that Are Required to Construct and Perform Operation,
Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation, And Replacement (OMRR&R) for the Project:

e Identify the affirmative rights on the land that are required to implement the
project.

e In addition to affirmative rights that may be required, identify restrictions on use
(restrictive covenants) by the fee owner that are required so as not to interfere with project
purposes and outputs.
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e Identify the length of time that the affirmative rights or restrictive covenants are
needed for the project.

e Determine whether constructed project features may need to be modified over
time due to uncertainties in science, formulation, or design (adaptive management).

e Determine whether project land, or portions thereof, will be open for public use
(either active or passive uses).

Other Factors to be Considered-

Compare the cost/value of specific types of easements to fee value.
Assess potential for severance damages from fee acquisition.
Determine whether public owners have legal capability to convey fee.
Assess  stewardship/OMRR&R  considerations regarding the risk and
consequences of encroachment on project land by adjacent owners; the risk and
consequences of violation of easement terms by fee owners; and monitoring and enforcement
capabilities of Sponsor.

e Assess negative perception by public of private benefits or gain due to landowner
reservations where easements are selected.

e Assess whether State Marketable Title Act requires re-recording of easement
instruments.

1.10 CREDITING OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR CONSTRUCTION

The SFWMD plans to accelerate implementation of certain projects of the Plan under a
program called “Acceler8.” WRDA 2000 makes no provision for a credit for any work the
non-Federal sponsor constructs in advance of project authorization. Therefore, credit for
construction accomplished by the SFWMD in advance of project authorization requires
Congressional authorization. Accordingly, each PIR should include a recommendation that
Congress provide credit for work done by the non-Federal sponsor that the Secretary of the
Army determines to be necessary, integral to the plan, technically sound, environmentally
acceptable, and of a reasonable cost.

1.11 EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW

The programmatic regulations require that draft pilot project technical data reports and draft
assessment reports for the adaptive management program be externally peer reviewed. For
some PIRs, external peer review may be beneficial due to technical complexity or public
concerns (e.g. aquifer storage and recovery). In those cases, a decision about conducting
external peer review will be made at the Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM), so that external
peer review can be accomplished in a timely manner. Regardless of whether external peer
review is conducted, each PIR will undergo independent technical review, in accordance with
USACE regulations and policy.
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1.12 FEATURES TO IMPROVE WATER QUALITY

Section 528(e)(2) of WRDA 1996 (P.L 104-303) provides that the non-Federal share of the
costs of features for water quality improvement will be 100 percent unless: the Secretary of
the Army determines that a project feature to improve water quality is essential to Everglades
restoration, then the cost share for the feature will be 50 percent, provided it is not part of the
Everglades Construction Project. Subsequent to the passage of WRDA 1996, the USACE
adopted guidance for implementing Section 528(¢e)(2) of WRDA 1996 (Water Quality Policy
for South Florida Ecosystem Restoration, 7 November 1997, CECW-AG by the Director of
Civil Works). This policy states that in order to qualify for Federal cost sharing, CERP
features providing water quality improvement must be designated as (1) water reclamation or
(2) water reuse projects. For the purpose of this USACE policy, water reclamation is defined
as diverting water formerly discharged to tide or otherwise disposed to increase the volume
of water available for the Everglades ecosystem restoration and water reuse is defined as
modifying the use of water from its present function (e.g., flood control) in a current location
to a preferred function (e.g., hydrologic restoration) in a preferred location. The April 1999
“Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement”
describes how this policy was applied to the projects in the Plan.

For the purpose of analyzing Federal participation in water quality features of a project, the
future without condition must be developed based on the assumption that non-Federal
interests will meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act and State water quality
standards. The Project Delivery Team should ensure that any features necessary to improve
water quality are included in the PIR in a manner consistent with the cost sharing provisions
of WRDA 1996 and WRDA 2000.

1.13 PROJECT MONITORING PLAN

RECOVER has developed a system-wide Monitoring and Assessment Plan (MAP) that is an
integral part of the adaptive management program for CERP. The MAP provides a
systematic way to monitor key indicators throughout the South Florida ecosystem to assess
how well implemented CERP projects together are performing and how well the benefits of
the Plan are being achieved, including the achievement of the interim goals and interim
targets. The MAP provides information for periodic assessment reports that are required by
the programmatic regulations as part of the adaptive management program. Consequently,
project monitoring plans should not duplicate system-wide monitoring activities that are
being conducted for the MAP or duplicate elements of adaptive management program.
Accordingly, the project monitoring plan for the PIR should only include activities that are
necessary to:

(i.) comply with reasonable regulatory requirements (e.g. water quality standards,
Endangered Species Act); and/or

(ii.)verify that the project is functioning properly and, as needed, assess project

contributions to achieving benefits of the Plan.
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1.14 REGIONAL MODELING ANALYSES

In addition, a number of other system-wide base conditions are needed for the formulation
and evaluation process or for other required analyses. Table 1-1 describes the various
baseline conditions that are needed for the PIR. Table 1-2 summarizes the various analyses
for the PIR.

If the baseline conditions need to be updated, information is available from Federal, State,
and local agencies and tribal governments. National and State environmental and health
standards and regulations, including requirements outlined in Chapter 373 Florida Statutes,
should be considered, as appropriate.

Any updating of the existing conditions inventory will be focused by the goals, planning
objectives and constraints, and performance measures. The existing conditions include
compiling information on significant environmental resource attributes (ecological, cultural,
and aesthetic), land use, population, water demand, and operations of the C&SF Project
system. The information collected serves two broad purposes: 1) To adequately describe the
problems and opportunities at the project and system level; and 2) To provide enough
information to characterize the significant effects and differences between the alternative
plans.

1.15 DETERMINING HYDROLOGIC CONNECTIONS AND SPATIAL
EXTENT OF PROJECT EFFECTS

Attachment 1-A provides a guide for Project Delivery Teams to use in: determining whether
a project is hydrologically separate from the regional water management system; selecting
the model used to perform evaluations; and identifying the spatial extent of the effects of a
project.
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Table 1-1: Baseline Conditions for PIRs

Condition Assumptions Applications
Pre-CERP Baseline e (Conditions on date of enactment of WRDA 2000 Savings Clause analyses (see GM #3)
Future Without CERP e 2050 conditions and demands “Without condition” for formulation
Baseline e 2050 non-CERP activities and evaluation of alternatives (see GM
e No CERP projects #2)
NEPA Analysis Baseline e Actual conditions at initiation of PIR NEPA analysis
Next-Added Increment e 2050 conditions and demands “Without condition” for NAI analysis
(NAI) Baseline® e 2050 non-CERP activities (see GM #2)
[}

Authorized CERP projects with approved operating
plans at (20xx)

“No action” alternative

Identification of water for other water-
related needs (see GM #4)

Existing Conditions PIR
Baseline'

(20xx) conditions and demands

Authorized CERP projects with approved operating
plans at (20xx)

Non-CERP activities with approved operating plans
at (20xx)

Determine baseline water availability
(see GM #2)
Identify State 373.1501 requirements”

Note: 20xx refers to the scheduled date of the AFB for the PIR.

'This model condition must be operationally “optimized.”
*Use 20xx unless State determines that additional modeling is required.

Guidance Memorandum #1
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Table 1-2: Summary of Analyses for PIRs

Analysis

“Without
Condition”

“With
Condition”

Screening Analyses

Determining if Pre-CERP Existing Conditions PIR
Pre-CERP Baseline Baseline

Baseline Water is

Still Available

Savings Clause Pre-CERP Existing Conditions PIR
Screening of Baseline Baseline

Alternative Plans

Formulation and Evaluation

Formulation and | Future Without Future Without CERP
Evaluation of CERP Baseline Baseline + alternative
Alternative Plans plan + rest of the Plan
Next-Added NAI Baseline NAI Baseline +
Increment tentatively selected plan
Analysis

Savings Clause Analyses

No Intervening Pre-CERP Initial Operating
Non-CERP Baseline Regime
Activities

Intervening Non- | Existing Initial Operating
CERP Activities | Conditions PIR Regime

Baseline
Operating Manuals

Project Operating | N/A Initial Operating
Manual Regime

Identification of Water

Identification of | Existing Initial Operating

Water for the Conditions PIR Regime

Natural System Baseline

“Condition A” Existing Initial Operating

for identifying Conditions PIR Regime

water for other Baseline

water-related

needs

“Condition B” NAI Baseline NAI Baseline + selected
for identifying alternative plan

water for other
water-related
needs

Guidance Memorandum #1
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MAJOR PIR ACTIVITIES

There are three major groups of activities to prepare the PIR — develop base conditions and
models; plan formulation and evaluation; and design selected plan. These categories are
illustrated in Figure 1-1 and are described in the following paragraphs. Attachment 1-B
provides more detailed information on these activities.

1.16.1 Develop Base Conditions and Models

1. Review the information provided in the Plan regarding the project’s: purpose, cost,
benefits, and contributions to achieving the goals and purposes of the Plan.

2. Conduct NEPA scoping to identify additional problems, opportunities, constraints,
and other issues related to the project. Scoping should explore the problems and opportunities
(at the local, regional, and system level), as well as describing any agency or public
workshops that were held to gather additional information on the problems and opportunities.
Scoping will reveal any new issues or opportunities or lead to gathering new data and
information.

3. Revise the above information if needed, by developing additional problems and
opportunities, project goals, and planning objectives and constraints. Confirm that all
additional goals, objectives, opportunities and constraints contribute to achieving the Plan’s
goals and purposes.

4. Obtain the Pre-CERP Baseline, the Future Without CERP Baseline and the with
CERP condition provided by RECOVER. Develop the NEPA Analysis Baseline, and the
Existing Conditions PIR Baseline.

5. Update the cost of the project described in the Plan based on new information.

6. Develop project performance measures and targets, including the tools to measure
changes in performance of alternative plans. The conceptual ecological models developed for
the South Florida ecosystem should guide the selection of the ecological performance
measures; other ecological and hydrologic performance measures should be applied as
needed.

7. Conduct appropriate screening analyses to determine if the project as described in the
Plan will still achieve the benefits of the project as described in the Plan in a cost-effective
manner. Rough order of magnitude costs should be used in the analysis.

8. Conduct a Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) meeting with Headquarters (HQ) and
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works [OASA (CW)] to determine
whether plan formulation should focus on optimization and detailed design of the project
described in the Plan, or if additional alternative plans should be formulated. The extent of
additional plan formulation will be based on whether the project as described in the Plan will
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still achieve the benefits of the project as described in the Plan in a cost-effective manner.
Rough order of magnitude costs should be presented for the alternatives.

1.16.2 Plan Formulation and Evaluation

1. If it is determined that the PIR effort should continue with optimization and detailed
design of the project described in the Plan, then the Project Delivery Team should develop
alternative design configurations to optimize the project described in the Plan. Optimization
is conducted to enhance design, size and/or configuration of the project and to achieve
outputs required for the system in a cost-effective manner. The Project Delivery Team will:

a. Evaluate and compare using appropriate performance measures.

b. Determine which of the alternative plans are considered cost-effective, based
on a comparison of the selected hydrologic and ecologic outputs and their costs.

c. Retain only cost-effective alternatives for further analysis by eliminating
alternative plans that are not cost-effective.

d. Conduct NEPA evaluation on the Next-Added Increment Baseline (i.e. no-

action alternative) and all alternatives developed.

2. If additional alternative plans need to be developed, formulate additional alternatives
by developing management measures at different scales or sites to meet the project’s goals
and purposes. The Project Delivery Team will:

a. Evaluate and compare alternatives using appropriate performance measures.

b. Determine which of the alternative plans are considered cost-effective, based
on a comparison of the selected hydrologic and ecologic outputs and alternative plans
costs.

c. Retain only cost-effective plans for further analysis to demonstrate the

efficiency (cost per unit of output) for successively larger (greater output) cost-effective
plans. Based on this analysis, describe why some alternative plans were eliminated and
identify the alternative plans retained.

d. Conduct NEPA evaluation on the Next-Added Increment Baseline (i.e. no-
action alternative) and all alternatives formulated.

3. Identify a tentatively selected plan based on the evaluation and comparison analyses
that identifies the plan with the greatest net system-wide benefits produced by a project (as
measured by appropriate outputs).

4. Conduct next-added increment analyses on the tentatively selected plan to determine
the level of output or benefits that can be achieved in absence of unauthorized or unapproved

CERP projects. See Guidance Memorandum #2.

5. Hold an Alternative Formulation Briefing (AFB) to obtain approval of the tentatively
selected plan as the selected alternative plan.

1.16.3 Design Selected Plan

1. Complete design analyses on the selected alternative plan including:
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a. Engineering design
b. Real estate information
c. M-CACES cost estimate

2. Complete additional analyses on the selected alternative plan to comply with Federal
and State laws. These include:

a. Determining if there has been an elimination or transfer of existing legal
sources of water. See Guidance Memorandum #3.
b. Confirming that the level of service for flood protection in existence on the

date of enactment of WRDA 2000 and in accordance with applicable law will not be
reduced by implementation of the project. See Guidance Memorandum #3.

c. Identifying the appropriate quantity, timing, and distribution of beneficial
water for the natural system; the amount of water to be reserved or allocated for the
natural system; and the quantity, timing, and distribution of water for other water-related
needs See Guidance Memorandum #4.

d. Describing the project’s contribution to the achievement of the interim goals
and interim targets.
e. Determining compliance with applicable water quality standards and

permitting requirements.

3. Compare the selected alternative plan’s costs to the component’s cost described in the
Plan (or Section 902 cost limit for the initially authorized projects in WRDA 2000) to
determine if there are any issues related to increases in cost, excluding inflation. If a cost
issue exists, an IPR meeting with HQ and OASA(CW) will be held to resolve the issue.

4. Develop the draft Project Operating Manual. See Guidance Memorandum #5.
5. Develop the project monitoring plan.

6. Develop an implementation schedule for the project. Compare the project’s schedule
and costs to the Master Implementation Sequencing Plan. Based on this comparison,
adjustments to the project’s scheduling or the Master Implementation Sequencing Plan may
be necessary.

7. Determine the cost sharing between the USACE and non-Federal sponsor.

1.17 FORMAT AND CONTENT OF PIRS

The activities conducted for the Project Implementation Report (PIR) and the results of those
activities will be documented in the PIR. Attachment 1-C provides an outline for the content
of the PIR. The PIR must contain the detail necessary to satisfy Federal statutory
requirements (e.g., NEPA), USACE regulations (e.g., USACE Engineering Regulation (ER)
1105-2-100 Guidance for Conducting Civil Works Planning Studies), CERP specific
guidance (e.g., programmatic regulations), and State Laws (e.g. Section 373.1501). The
information pertaining to these requirements should be included in the body of the main
report or within the appropriate Annex. The Annexes of the PIR are considered an integral
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part of the main report and should always accompany the main report since they contain
detailed information necessary to satisfy these requirements. The Appendices include
detailed technical information that may not be required by all readers and is not considered
part of the main report.

The format for a PIR is standard for all CERP projects. The format is designed to facilitate
the documentation of information, processes and decisions as they occur in the planning
process, and includes guidelines that are specific to formulating and evaluating CERP
projects (e.g., performance measures, system benefits and next added increment). Since the
PIR is an integrated document, the format also provides technical information necessary to
fulfill NEPA requirements.

The PIR should be prepared using the fonts, margins and spacing designated in the approved
CERP Master Program Management Plan (MPMP) and USACE standards. If the MPMP is
revised during development of the PIR, the MPMP standards in place at the initiation of the
planning process should be used. The use of pictures, maps and graphics is encouraged
throughout the document to provide visual depictions of pertinent information. In addition, to
facilitate clear and concise explanation of data, information should be displayed in tabular
format whenever possible.
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ATTACHMENT 1-A
DETERMINING HYDROLOGIC CONNECTIONS AND SPATIAL
EXTENT OF PROJECT EFFECTS

This attachment provides a guide for Project Delivery Teams to use in: determining whether
a project is hydrologically separate from the regional water management system; selecting
the model used to perform evaluations; and identifying the spatial extent of the effects of a
project.

DETERMINE WHETHER THE PROJECT IS HYDROLOGICALLY
SEPARATE.

During plan formulation and evaluation, the Project Delivery Team should determine
whether the project is hydrologically connected to, or separate from, the regional water
management system. Most of the components that comprise the Plan are hydrologically
connected. For these projects, a hydrologic connection (i.e., surface water flow via canal
discharges, sheet flow, groundwater flow, etc) exists between the components through the
regional water management system (i.e., the C& SF Project and associated secondary and
tertiary water conveyance structures). Hydrologic connections between projects and the
regional water management system may also be created by seepage or groundwater flow. The
synergistic effect of the components due to hydrologic connectedness was recognized during
the initial formulation of Plan alternatives.

However, some components of the Plan are hydrologically separate from the regional water
management system. Projects may be hydrologically separate for several reasons, including:

e The project does not have hydrologic connections to the regional water management
system;

e The project is too small in scope to meaningfully affect the quantity of water
available in the regional water management system, with the result that project effects can
not be discerned with the regional modeling tools; and,

e The project does not involve substantial hydrologic alterations.

While a project may be hydrologically separate from the regional water management system,
it may have effects outside of the intended footprint or basin. Guidance for determining the
spatial extent of project effects is found later in this attachment. Additionally, the section on
determining the spatial extent of project effects in this attachment provides guidance to the
Project Delivery Team if they discover that the project results in a change to the boundary
condition in the sub-regional model. When this occurs, the project can no longer be
considered to be hydrologically separate.
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SELECT THE MODEL TO USE TO PERFORM THE EVALUATIONS.

The type of model used is dependent upon the expected effects of the project. For those
projects that will result in system-wide effects, and system-wide benefits and quantifications
of water are required, a regional-scale computer model, such as the South Florida Water
Management Model, should be used. However, if the project area is not covered by a
regional-scale model, or if a project component is too small to be modeled by a regional scale
model or is hydrologically separate from the regional water management system, sub-
regional models can be used.

It is also important to identify potential regional system effects from projects that fall outside
the domain of the current system-wide hydrologic model or projects that use only local
project-scale models. If the project-scale modeling predicts changes to hydrology
components used as boundary conditions in the system-wide model (inflows, outflow or
stages), the system-wide model should be applied with the updated boundary conditions to
determine the upstream or downstream effects on the water management system and natural
areas. Examples include: a project in the Kissimmee Chain of Lakes area outside of the
boundary of the system-wide hydrologic model that increases or decreases inflows to Lake
Okeechobee, or a project in the Caloosahatchee Basin that reduces the amount of outflow
that can be sent from Lake Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee River. These changes in Lake
Okeechobee flows should be analyzed with the system-wide model to determine potential
system-wide effects.

Typically, hydrologic data (e.g., rainfall, surface and groundwater elevations, flow, etc.) are
used in a hydrologic model to simulate the project’s hydrologic, hydraulic, environmental
and economic effects. Other statistical tools may also be used to evaluate project effects.

The Project Delivery Team should use the same model to evaluate alternative plans, calculate
benefits, quantify water, and develop operating criteria used in the preparation of Operating
Manuals. If multiple models are required such as a site-specific model and regional model,
the Project Delivery Team should use the consistent boundary conditions. Selected models
should also meet the following criteria:

e Simulate major components of the hydrologic cycle in South Florida including
rainfall, evapotranspiration, infiltration, overland and ground water flow and their
interactions, canal flow, canal-ground water seepage, levee seepage, and ground water

pumping.
e Incorporate current or proposed water management operational procedures, regulation

schedules, and control structures, consumptive use demands, land use, and current or
proposed operational rules, consistent with the existing conditions baseline.

e Simulate effects of implementing water shortage policies on urban and agricultural
water uses, and natural systems.
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e Utilize a spatial resolution that is appropriate for the size of the project and expected
effects.

e Reflect potential hydrologic and ecologic effects resulting from the project consistent
with the agreed upon performance measures for the project.

e Utilize time steps that permit the evaluation of changes in timing, which is
particularly important for analyses required in Guidance Memorandum #3 and Guidance
Memorandum #4.

e Affirm the State and Federal assurance requirements pertaining to existing legal
sources (users), level of service for flood protection, and existing legal users.

e Incorporate boundary conditions from the regional scale model.

e The time series of data (beginning with the date of the first data point through the date
of the last data point) that comprises the full range of known conditions constitutes the
period-of-record for undertaking this analysis. The longest historic period available
(currently 36 years) of daily simulated values are recommended for the analysis. If a shorter
period is used, the full range of hydrologic conditions must be represented including inter-
and intra- annual variations due to droughts, periods of high and low water levels and natural
fluctuations. An appropriate period-of-record will include natural fluctuations in rainfall and
water levels, including droughts and periods of high water levels. Uncertainty about the
adequacy of the data for compiling an appropriate period-of-record should be reflected in
project documents. All simulations considered should use the same period of climatic record.

IDENTIFY AND DESCRIBE THE SPATIAL EXTENT OF THE
EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT.

The Project Delivery Team is responsible for identifying the spatial extent of project effects
for quantifying benefits of the project, performing savings clause evaluations, and
quantifying water made available by the project within that geographical boundary. This
should be done for all projects regardless of whether the project is hydrologically separate
from the regional water management system. Even though they may not affect the regional
system, hydrologically separate projects may have effects outside of the intended footprint or
basin in which they reside.

Projects may result in changes in water availability for the natural system and other water-
related needs in two general ways:

1. System-wide effects
Hydrologic effects that occur outside of the watershed or basin in which the
project is located through the storage, management, treatment, and delivery of
water via the regional water management system.
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2. Project-level effects
Hydrologic effects that occur within the watershed or basin in which the project is
located (e.g., natural areas, wetlands, salinity control) or within the features of
project components (e.g., reservoirs, storm water treatment areas, wellfield
recharge distribution canal).

The Project Delivery Team should identify benefits, perform savings clause analyses, and
quantify water made available by the project on both a system-wide (or regional, if
applicable) and project-level scale.

Projects may affect the spatial distribution of water on a system-wide level by causing a
change in stage, duration of stage, timing, or flow volume in water delivered to, retained in,
or discharged from the natural system or delivered for other water-related needs via hydraulic
connection to the system-wide water management system. An example of a system-wide
effect is a project that is designed to retain water in Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge
(WCA 1) to meet hydrologic targets, which may then result in a change in stage, duration of
stage, or flow in Lake Okeechobee, WCA 2A, WCA 3A, and Everglades National Park. Such
effects on the system-wide spatial distribution of water may be small in magnitude; however,
it is important to remember that these small changes in stage in the natural system represent
large total volumes of water. Regardless of magnitude, system-wide effects due to hydrologic
changes are inherent in the hydraulic interconnectedness of many of the components of
CERP and should be reflected in the evaluation of system-wide effects of the project using a
system-wide hydrologic model (e.g., SFWMM).

The second type of effect on the spatial distribution of water by projects for the natural
system or for other water-related needs is the change in spatial and temporal distribution of
water availability in the immediate vicinity of the project as a result of the design and
operation of project features. Examples of project-level effects resulting from a project
include management measures such as diversion of flow from one stream or canal reach to
another to restore a target hydrologic regime or the construction of spreader swales to change
a canal (point-source) discharge to a more diffuse flow across a natural area boundary. In
these cases, a transect along a boundary can be used to measure changes in spatial
distribution, and the average annual flow across the transect at an appropriate spatial
resolution should be reported.

Determining the spatial extent of project effects is done by first identifying the basins or
watershed where the project is located and where other structural or operational changes
occur. These are the basins in which the Project Delivery Team should look for project-level
effects. Next, the boundary fluxes for those basins or watersheds are compared against the
without project simulation. If the boundary fluxes did not change, the Project Delivery Team
can assume that areas or regions outside of the basin in which the project resides are not
affected and do not need to be analyzed. However, if changes in the boundary fluxes were
observed, the Project Delivery Team must then progressively evaluate the boundary fluxes
for the adjacent basins or watersheds until they reach one where the fluxes remain constant.
Modeling results should be evaluated to look for project effects in each basin or watershed in
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which the Project Delivery Team identified boundary flux changes. These are potential areas
in which the CERP project may produce effects.

If the Project Delivery Team uses a sub-regional model, the same boundary flux method
should be employed with one additional step. If the boundary fluxes at the boundary of the
model change, these changes should be fed back into the regional model to determine how
far the changes propagate throughout the regional system. This is also an indication that the
project is hydrologically connected to the regional water management system and has
system-wide effects.
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ATTACHMENT 1-B
OVERVIEW OF MAJOR PIR ACTIVITIES

This attachment provides more detailed information about the major activities that are to be
conducted and documentation that is needed to complete a Project Implementation Report
(PIR). The three major categories of activities are: develop base conditions and models; plan
formulation and evaluation; and design selected plan. This content will be documented
within the PIR as outlined in Attachment 1-C.

|. DEVELOP BASE CONDITIONS AND MODELS

Each component or project of the Plan has previously been formulated to a certain level and
the component or project has been developed to accomplish specific CERP goals. As such,
formulation in the PIR always begins with the formulation already completed in developing
the Plan. The Project Delivery Team should extract the information from the Plan documents
and continue the formulation and evaluation necessary to complete the Project
Implementation Report. In most cases, it is envisioned that this process will entail
optimization of the component detailed in the Plan. However, in some cases, additional
formulation may be needed.

A. Project Purpose and Need

State the purpose, background, and contextual setting of the project as
described in the Plan, and describe how this individual project is linked to the
system by providing system-wide, regional and project area and benefit
descriptions. This information will be found in the Plan or other previous
studies and will be compiled, summarized and updated, if necessary.

1. Purpose and Background

CERP Overview - Provide a brief overview of the Plan. Explain how this project fits into
the Plan and helps achieve system-wide goals and purposes. Include a description of project
authorization, if applicable.

Project Purpose - Explain CERP goals and purposes that apply to this project and the
project-specific objectives as described in the “Final Integrated Feasibility Report and
Programmatic Environment Impact Statement” dated April 1, 1999, or subsequent Plan
documents, and if necessary, explain any changes in the project’s scope since the completion
of the Plan.

CERP Partnership and Cooperating Agencies - Describe the USACE and non-Federal

sponsor partnership for this project. Explain the roles of cooperating agencies and other
stakeholders.
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Relationship to Other USACE/Non-Federal Sponsor Efforts, Studies, Documents, and
Projects - Describe other ongoing and completed efforts or research that pertains to this
project or the CERP component.

2. Project Need and Setting

Pre-CERP Conditions - Describe the conditions in the South Florida ecosystem that existed
prior to implementation of CERP. This information should be available in the Plan
documents.

Project Area - Describe the location and boundaries of the project area, and explain in
general terms the resource concerns in the project area.

B. Identify Problems and Opportunities, Objectives and
Constraints, and Evaluation Criteria

In this section of the PIR, identify the issues and concerns of the area and
provide a description of the coordination and involvement that was included
to accomplish the scoping of problems and opportunities; identify the
objectives and constraints, and performance measures for the project.

Note: Problems and opportunities, as well as planning objectives and
constraints, should already be defined in the Plan. PIRs should only address
those objectives and constraints, plus additional issues that came out of
scoping with public, agency, and stakeholder involvement. Use of a table to
depict this information is advised. Discuss the development of additional
objectives beyond those described in the Plan.

1. Identification of Problems and Opportunities

Existing Information from the Plan - Discuss the problems and opportunities as described
in the Plan documents.

Scoping Problems and Opportunities - Describe the scoping process used to explore the
problems and opportunities (at the local, regional, and system level), as well as any agency or
public workshops that were held to gather additional information for the problems and
opportunities. Describe the range of problems and opportunities that were explored for this
PIR. Explain why issues were either eliminated or retained for consideration in this PIR.

Additional Information Collected - Explain how scoping identified any new issues or
opportunities. Explain how they were refined or changed, if applicable. Describe any new
data or information collected by the Project Delivery Team to fill in any data gaps for the
identification of the problems and opportunities, such as other types and sources of
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background and existing information available, pertinent documents, reports or articles the
Project Delivery Team reviewed.

Problem and Opportunity Statements - List the problem and opportunity statements for
the PIR.

2. ldentification of Planning Objectives and Constraints

Planning Objectives and Constraints from the Plan - Discuss the planning objectives and
constraints described in the Plan.

Scoping Objectives and Constraints - Describe the scoping process used to explore the
planning objectives and constraints at the local, regional, and system level. Explain how the
objectives and constraints link to resolution of a problem or achievement of an opportunity.
Show how objectives lead to achievement of project goals. Show how the project planning
objectives and constraints relate to system-wide performance measures. Explain why issues
were either eliminated or retained for consideration in the PIR.

Identify the Project Goals - Based on the Plan’s goals and problem and opportunity
statements described earlier, state the project goal(s) to be achieved.

Planning Objectives and Constraints - List the planning objectives and constraints adopted
for the PIR.

3. Development of Project Evaluation Criteria

Description of Evaluation Criteria Selection Process - Explain the process for developing
the project performance measures, including the tools used to calculate the results. Include a
description of other evaluation criteria the Project Delivery Team plans to use to evaluate
alternative plan performance. Differentiate between quantitative, measurable performance
measures and targets, and qualitative evaluation criteria.

Relationship to Planning Objectives and Constraints - Provide a display (e.g., table or
chart) that shows the relationship between each performance measure and evaluation
criterion, and the planning objectives and constraints for this project.

Relationship to CERP System-Wide Performance Measures - Provide a display (e.g.,
table) that shows the relationship between system-wide performance measures developed by
REstoration COordination and VERification (RECOVER) and any project performance
measures developed by the Project Delivery Team. This should include a summary of any
coordination that was conducted with RECOVER.

Relationship to Interim Goals and Interim Targets - Describe any linkages between
project performance measures and the interim goals and interim targets.
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4. Choosing Evaluation Methods and Models

Investigation of Evaluation Methods and Models - Briefly explain the process the Project
Delivery Team followed to research and investigate viable methods and models to evaluate
alternative plan benefits. List the models and methodologies considered by the team and
discuss selection criteria.

Overview of Selected Methods/Models - Describe the evaluation methodology selected for
the PIR, and reasons for its selection. Include a discussion of its relationship to the system
and project-level performance measures. Furthermore, describe the benefits that will be
measured for this PIR and explain how the benefits relate back to the planning objectives,
and problems and opportunities.

C. Existing and Future Without Conditions of the Area

In this section of the PIR, the Project Delivery Team will describe: 1) the
existing conditions (NEPA Analysis Baseline and Existing Conditions PIR
Baseline); 2) forecasted conditions in the future if CERP is not implemented
at all (Future Without CERP Baseline); 3) the forecasted conditions in the
future if all of the Plan is implemented; and 4) the forecasted conditions in the
future, if no further CERP projects are approved (Next-Added Increment
Baseline). Provide information that allows the reader to visualize the
surroundings that are part of the project area, as well as the regional and
system-wide area.

Existing Conditions - Describe the general existing conditions of the project area, region,
and system (NEPA Analysis Baseline and Existing Conditions PIR Baseline). Note the
difference between the NEPA Analysis Baseline and the Existing Conditions PIR Baseline
(see Table 1-1). Include a discussion of resource usage and demands. Describe the CERP
projects that have been authorized with approved operating plans and the non-CERP
activities with approved operating plans. Effective use of maps, tables, graphs, charts, and
pictures is important.

Overview of Without CERP Baseline - Describe the system-wide conditions at the end of
the period of analysis without implementation of any of the projects of the Plan. This
information is available from RECOVER.

Overview of With CERP Condition - Describe the system-wide conditions at the end of the
period of analysis assuming implementation of all of the projects of the Plan. This
information is available from RECOVER.

Overview of Next-Added Increment Baseline - Describe the local, regional, and system-
wide conditions at the end of the period of analysis (and several points along the way),
assuming CERP projects already authorized are in place, but no other CERP projects are
implemented. Forecast and summarize resources. This summary should depict the general
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state of resource conditions, usage, and demand. Use maps and graphics to help whenever
possible.

Availability of Baseline Water - Describe the availability of Pre-CERP Baseline water for
the natural system.

Consideration of Existing Water Reservations — Describe any existing reservations of
water made under State law either for CERP or for non-CERP activities.

Comparison of Significant Resources in the Existing and Future Without Conditions -
Describe and quantify, as appropriate, the current and future resources without the proposed
project in place. Show how the existing state of significant resources compares to the state of
significant resources at several points throughout and at the end of the period of analysis. A
table is recommended to compare resources (which may include hydrology; water
management; physical landscape; water resources; water supply; flooding; navigation; water
quality; natural environmental; threatened and endangered species; essential fish habitat;
socio-economic setting; land uses; cultural/historical resources; climate/weather; air quality;
noise; recreation; aesthetics; hazardous, toxic and radioactive wastes; and transportation and
other infrastructure).

[I. PLAN FORMULATION AND EVALUATION

A. Plan Formulation

Determine whether plan formulation should focus on continuing with detailed
design of the alternative described in the Plan (optimization) or if additional
plans should be formulated. Formulation and evaluation procedures are
discussed in Guidance Memorandum #2.

1. Optimizing the Alternative Defined in the Plan

The Project Delivery Team will describe the development of design alternatives to optimize
the project described in the Plan. Such optimization alternatives might include incremental
changes in component size, configuration, or specific location.
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2. Formulation of Additional Plans

When additional alternatives need to be formulated to meet the planning
objectives, describe the process the Project Delivery Team followed when
developing management measures and alternative plans. This section should
describe the process for generating the alternatives for achieving the planning
objectives and performance measure targets that were established earlier in
the planning process. Identify the screening criteria used in order to eliminate
management measures and alternative plans at this point in the planning
process. Describe how the screening criteria were applied and clearly
describe why those screening criteria were appropriate to use at this point in
the process. Be sure to discuss any and all iterations of screening and
selection. A flowchart may be useful.

Alternative Plan Described in Comprehensive Plan - Describe the project that was
included in the Plan. Also, explain how well the project does (or does not) achieve the
benefits of the project as described in the Plan based on current conditions. Describe any new
or changed circumstances; conditions or other considerations that may affect project
performance. For example: project conditions and objectives may have changed since the
Plan was approved; new scientific research may have provided new information regarding
project goals, objectives or feasibility; or adaptive management activities may indicate new
or changed needs.

Development of Management Measures - Document the ideas developed for operational,
structural, and non-structural measures (include a list of all three types of management
measures) to meet the planning objectives and constraints and CERP goals and purposes.
Describe the information used, and who was involved (e.g. stakeholder/team involvement,
public input).

Development of Screening Criteria - Describe the screening criteria developed based on
performance measures and project objectives and constraints, and include what information
was used, how values were set for each screening criteria and who was involved (e.g.
stakeholder/team involvement, public input). Describe how system-wide performance
measure targets were considered in screening criteria development. Describe the application
of the screening criteria and provide lists of management measures or features eliminated and
management measures or features retained for further consideration.

Organizing Measures into Alternative Plans - Document the process of organizing, linking
and combining management measures to create alternative plans. List the alternative plans
formulated and show how each alternative plan performs with respect to the screening
criteria applied at this point. Identify the screening criteria applied and explain how the
Project Delivery Team used them to determine which alternatives would be eliminated and
which would be retained for further consideration. A table format may be useful. Be sure to
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document the relationship of each alternative plan to the planning objectives and constraints,
and consideration of CERP system-wide performance measure targets.

Alternative Plans Eliminated from Further Evaluation - List the alternative plans
eliminated from further analysis. Explain the reasoning for elimination using screening
criteria results.

Alternative Plans Retained for Further Evaluation - Describe the alternative plans

retained for further consideration in the planning effort. Provide screening criteria results and
interpretation.

B. Evaluation of Alternative Plans

In this section, document the evaluation of the changes each alternative plan
would make when compared to the Future Without CERP Baseline. It is this
difference between the Future Without CERP Baseline and the future with
each alternative plan that defines the outputs or benefits of the alternative
plan. See Guidance Memorandum #2 for specific information about the
evaluation process.

Describe in sufficient detail how the changes in future with conditions are related to project
objectives. This is not an absolute comparison. It is likely that each alternative plan will have
differing levels of success for each objective and performance measure. It is important to
reflect those differences, since that will aid the selection of the final alternative plan from the
group of likely candidates.

Describe the process by which alternative plans were evaluated, making sure to discuss any
and all iterations. A table may be an effective way to display this information.

Overview of Future Conditions with Each Alternative Plan - Concisely describe the
general conditions of the project area, region, and system in the future with each alternative
plan in place. This summary should depict the overall state of the resource conditions, usage
and demands that are predicted and likely for the period of analysis for this project. Use of
maps and pictures is encouraged to assist in describing the future with conditions for each
alternative.

Comparison of Significant Resources (Alternative Plans vs. Future-Without CERP
Baseline) - Describe and quantify, as appropriate, the different future with and without
conditions for significant resources. Furthermore, show how the state of significant resources
in each alternative plan compares to the state of significant resources in the future without
condition. Table format is recommended for reflecting this comparison across resources (e.g.
hydrology; water management; physical landscape; water resources; water supply; flooding;
navigation; water quality; natural environmental; threatened and endangered species;
essential fish habitat; socio-economic setting; land uses; cultural/historical resources;
climate/weather; air quality; noise; recreation; aesthetics; hazardous; toxic and radioactive
wastes; transportation and other infrastructure; cumulative impacts; unavoidable adverse
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effects; relationship between short term uses and long term productivity; irreversible or
irretrievable commitments of resources; and benefits associated with alternative plans).
RECOVER will prepare an evaluation of the alternative’s contribution towards achieving the
system-wide goals and purposes of CERP, including, as appropriate, suggestions for
improving the performance of he selected alternative plan. The RECOVER evaluation will
be included in the PIR as required by the programmatic regulations.

Savings Clause Considerations - While the required Savings Clause analysis will be
conducted on the selected alternative plan, the Project Delivery Team should consider any
major potential Savings Clause issues that have been identified for each alternative plan
evaluated at this point. Guidance Memorandum #3 provides details on the Savings Clause
analyses.

C. Comparison of Alternative Plans

In this section, describe the outcome of comparing all of the alternative plans to
each other to identify the differences among the alternative plans. Describe the
relationships between outputs and the alternative plan costs. Conduct cost-
effectiveness and incremental cost analysis, as appropriate.

1. Alternative Plan Comparison

Alternative Plan Achievement of Objectives - Describe each alternative plan’s degree of
achievement of planning objectives and performance targets (table is recommended). Include
sufficient detail to show differences in performance between alternative plans. If
performance measures are too coarse to show differences, the Project Delivery Team should
document this and describe other potential performance measures or methods of determining
differences between plans.

Alternative Plan Effects - Compare benefits and achievement of evaluation performance
measures for alternative plans. Identify the resources (if any) that may be adversely affected.
Explain how various benefits relate to the quality of the intended project outcome. Document
if trade-offs occur in the attainment of one or more planning objectives. Discuss the
consequences of trade-offs and relative importance of each objective affected.

Alternative Plan Contributions Towards Achievement of Interim Goals and Interim
Targets - Describe and compare how each alternative plan contributes to the achievement of
the interim goals and interim targets.

Significance of Ecosystem Outputs - Describe the significance, from a planning
perspective, of ecosystem outputs each alternative plan would produce. Along with other
evaluation techniques, this information will help determine whether the proposed project is
worth the cost, and whether a particular alternative should be recommended. Significance
should be described in terms of institutional, public and/or technical importance. Basis for
such significance includes: (1) acknowledgment of output importance in laws, policies and
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adopted plans; (2) volunteer or financial support or cultural veneration of a resource by a
segment of the general population; (3) scarcity, limiting nature to survival/recovery of
species, connectivity, recoverability, declining status or downward trend, and biodiversity of
the ecosystem outputs.

Alternative Plan Comparison - Based on the information presented previously, describe the
process for elimination of certain alternative plans (if any) from further comparison and list
the alternative plans retained for further consideration. Include a discussion of the four
Principles and Guidelines Criteria (completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability)
and the degree to which each alternative plan satisfied them. A table may be useful for this
purpose. Discuss alternative plans that were eliminated based on this analysis.

Costs of Alternative Plans - Provide the construction cost estimates of each plan feature, as
well as other costs associated with implementation, operation and maintenance of each

alternative plan.

2. Cost-Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analyses of Alternative Plans

Overview of Cost-Effectiveness Analysis - Determine which of the alternative plans are
considered cost-effective, based on a comparison of the ecological outputs (or surrogates, if
necessary) they provide and their costs. Only cost-effective alternative plans should be
retained for further analysis. Based on this analysis, describe why some alternative plans
were eliminated and identify the alternative plans retained.

Incremental Cost Analyses of Alternative Plans - In cases where additional alternative
plans other than the optimized component from the Plan have been developed, an
Incremental Cost Analysis (ICA) is necessary to evaluate each alternative plan. Calculate
incremental costs and incremental outputs for the cost-effective alternative plans to
determine that they are “best buy” alternatives (e.g., greatest return of ecological outputs or
surrogates if necessary for a given level of investment). The ICA will be necessary to
demonstrate the efficiency (cost per unit of output) for successively larger (greater output)
cost-effective plans. If all of the alternative plans yield identical outputs, cost-effectiveness
analysis (which identifies the least cost alternative plan) will be the critical procedure. The
ICA would be limited in this case to demonstrating the efficiency of the single “best buy”
alternative plan.

3. Trade-Off Analysis

Describe any trade-offs that are being evaluated among the benefits associated with the
planning objectives (and performance measures).

4. Risk and Uncertainty Analysis

Level of Risk and Uncertainty - Determine the level of risk or uncertainty that is associated
with any factor of an alternative plan (e.g., structural integrity, land suitability, and ecological
return). In addition, identify any uncertainties associated with assumptions made during the
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planning process, predictions of future conditions, models and methodologies employed, cost
estimates, etc. The uncertainty analysis should be as quantitative as feasible. A tabular format
may be helpful. It is important for decision makers to know where the sources of greatest
uncertainty lie. Describe any risks foreseeable to the achievement of project goals if
assumptions or predictions are inaccurate, or if structural or operational problems arise.

Sensitivity Analysis - If the findings of the risk and uncertainty analysis indicate a
significant level of risk or uncertainty associated with parameters of certain alternative plans,
a sensitivity analysis should be performed. A sensitivity analysis will help decision makers
estimate the magnitude of the effect on plan performance that a change of a given parameter
would make. If, for example, a slight change in ecological relationships would result in a
huge difference in project performance, the Project Delivery Team should document this fact.

D. Plan Selection Process

Explain how the selected alternative plan was selected from the final array of
alternative plans. Explain the results of cost effectiveness/ incremental cost
analyses (CE/ICA) and other significant conclusions resulting from
comparison of the final array of alternative plans. Describe selection criteria
used and how they reflect the planning objectives and performance measure
targets. Explain how selection criteria were applied. In addition, provide
information on project implementation; including costs, general schedule, and
Federal and non-Federal sponsor responsibilities.

Integration of Planning Objectives and Performance Measures - Explain the information
used