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Table 6.--Swnmary Comparison of Two Alternative Plans -- Continued 

Account 

C. Population distribution: 

D. Regional economic base 
and stability: 

Plan B Recommended plan 
Difference (recom­
mended plan minus 

Plan B) 

Beneficial and adverse effects by 
component evaluated in Table 
4 would be compared for the 
altemati ve plans and differ­
ences between plans noted .. 

E. Environmental conditions of 
special regional concern: 

- Continued 

Table 6.--Summary Comparison of Two Alternative Plans -- Continued 

Account 

Social Well-being Components 
(Use same component stubs 
for beneficial and adverse 
effectS as illustrated in 
Table 5. Examples follow.) 

Beneficial and Adverse 
effects: 

A. Real income distribu-
tion-----------------

Plan B Recommended plan 
Difference (recom­
mended plan minus 

Plan B) 

A. Plan is neutral in A. Plan has distribu- A. Increase distribution 
distribution of bene- tion of benefits by of real income to low 
fits by income class income class over income persons. 
over first ZO years' first ZO years of 
operation with per- operation as follows: 
centage distribution of 
benefits by class (Con'd. on next page) 
the same as percentage 
distribution of adjusted 
gross income in class, 

- Continued 

"' "' .... 

... 
"' .... 



"l"able &.--Summary Comparison of Two Alternative Plans -- Continued 

Account PlanB 

A. Real income.distribution (C0n'd.) 

. B. Life, health, and 
safety 

Income class 
(Dollars) 

Less than 3, 000---
3, 0P0-10, 000----­
More than 10,000--

B. Provide 100-year 
flood protection to 
city. 

Recommended plan 

Following table is re­
flected .under "Recom­
mended plan• 

Percentage of 
adjusted gross 
income tn· class 

11 
62 
27 

B. Provide 50-year 
flood protection to 
city. 

- Continued 

Difference (recom­
mended plan minus 

Plan B) 

Percentage 
benefits in 

class 

22 
64 
14 

B. Do not provide 100-
year flood protection 
to city; provide 50-
year flood protection 
to city. 

Table 6.--Summary Comparison of Two Alternative Plans -- Continued 

Account 

C. Educational, cultural 
and recreational oppor­
tunities: 

D. Emergency preparedness: 

Plan B 

C. Create diversity of 
recreational oppor­
tunity by provision 
of (a) 7, 500 man­
days boating, (b) 
4,000 man-days 
fishing, and (c) 
20,000 man-days 
picnicking • 

D. Plan would re­
quire using opti­
mum sustained 
yield of ground 
water resources to 
serve anticipated 
population over 
next 30 years with 
potential for over­
loading capacities of 
water resource sys­
tems. 

Recommended plan 

C. Create diversity of 
recreational oppor­
tunity by provision 
of (a) 10,000 man­
days boating, (b) 
5,000 man-days 
fishing, and (c) 
20,000 man-days 
picnicking. 

D. Provide x kilo­
watts hydroelectric 
power generating 
capacity centrally 
located in region re­
quiring importation 
of coal for conven­
tional thermal plants. 

Difference (recom­
mended plan minus 

. Plan B) 

C. + 2,500 man-days 
boating and+ 1,000 
man-days fishing. 

D. Do not require use 
of optimum suiltained 
yield of ground water 
resources; provide x 
kilowatts hydroelectric 
power generating. 
capacity. 

g; .... 

"" ... .... 



VII. COST ALLOCATION, REIMBURSEMENT, AND COST SHARING 

On the basis of the identification provided for in the system of 
accounts for beneficial and adverse effects, ari allocation of appropriate 
costs shall be made when an allocation of costs is required for purposes 
of establishing reimbursement levels, pricing policies, or cost sharing 
between the Federal Government and non-Federal public and private 
interests. All components of the national economic development and the 
environmental quality objectives shall be generally treated comparably 
in cost allocation and are entitled to their fair share of the advantages 
resulting from a plan, 

Reimbursement and cost-sharing policies shall be directed generally 
to the end that identifiable beneficiaries bear an equitable share of coi;ts 
commensurate with beneficial effects received in full cognizance of the 
objectives. Since existing cost-sharing policies are not entirely con­
sistent with the two objective app_roach to planning water arid land re­
sources, these policies will be reviewed· and needed changes will be 
recommended. 

A. Cost Allocation 

1. Introduction. The existence of joint contributions toward objectives 
and their components requires that an allocation of appropriate costs of a 
plan be made for purposes of establishing reimbursement levels, pricing 
policies, or cost sharing between the Federal Government and non-Federal 
interests. Thus; when legislative or administrative policies regarding re­
imbursement, pricing_ levels, or cost sharing apply to a proposed plan an 
allocation of appropriate costs shall be made. If such policies do not 
apply, no allocation of costs is necessary unless required for other 
administrative reasons. 

For purposes of cost allocation, only ·the costs included in the 
national economic development account will be allocated between objec­
tives and their components. Appropriate costs comprising· the allocation 
of national economic development costs to the objectives and their com­
ponents will ·be identified for purposes of applying specific reimburse­
ment and cost-sharing policies. 

Objectives and their components will generally be treated comparably 
in the cost allocation with respect to the identification of alternatives, the 
evaluation of alternatives, and the determination of incremental and/or 
separable costs. However, the national economic development objective 
serves as the baseline for cost allocation since only national economic 
development costs are allocated. 
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2. Summary of the cost allocation· inethod, The cost allocation method 
described herein is a modification and extension of the separable costs­
remaining benefits method of cost allocation which has been used to allo­
cate costs· of a multi-purpose project to purposes served by the project. 

In the two objective setting, cost allocation becom"s a .two-stage 
process involving the allocation of costs between objectives and. then the 
further allocation of costs among components of objectives, The system 
of accounts showing beneficial and adverse effects for alternative plans 
will usually provide much of the information needed in this process. 
This is particularly true for incremental and separable ·costs which may 
be determined by comparing the appropriate alternatiyes including the 
alternative of no plan. · 

Under the first stage, the method provides for the allocation of 
national economic development costs between the objectives. For cases 
when features of a plan are included. to serve the environmental quality 
objective and at the same time contribute incidentally to the national 
economic development objective, the method provides that the net in­
cremental costs of such features be allocated to the environmental 
quality objective. Case 1, attached, is an example relating to this 
circumstance. 

For cases when features of a plan are designated to serve the 
environmental quality objective at the loss of net beneficial effects 
on the components of the_ nati_onal economic development objective 
served by the plan, and for cases when the entire plan is designated 
to serve the environmental quality objective at the loss of net beneficial 
effects on national economic development, the method provides that costs 
equivalent to the net national economic development beneficial effects 
foregone be allocated to the environmental quality objective. Case 2, 
attached, is an example relating to the_ first circumstance. In the 
second circumstance, if the plan is· unjustified in terms of the national 
economic development objective, and no alternative formulation can be 
developed that is justified in terms of this objective but the plan is re­
commended in view of net contributions ·to the environmental quality 
objective. then the estimation of net national economic development 
beneficial effects foregone· should be based on the assumption that marginal 
benefits of alternative uses of resources required for the recommended 
plan are equal ·to the costs of those resources. 

Under the second stage the method provides for the further alloca­
tion of national economic development. c.ostS allocated to the two objectiv_es 
in stage 1 among the components of the objectives. In the case of the 
environmental quality objective, this would be done by allocating to each 



component of that objective a share of the national economic development 
cost based on the costs, comparably evaluated, of the alternative means 
most likely to be undertaken in the absence of the plan of obtaining the 
beneficial effects attributable to each component. In the case of the 
national economic development objective, costs would be allocated among 
the components of the objective using the separable costs-reinainfng 
benefits method of cost allocation essentially as applied in the· past. 

3. The cost: allocation method 

a. Cost allocation among objectives, When featui;es of a plan are 
included to serve the environmental quality objective or its components 
which are not economically justified, the environmental quality objective 
shall be allocated. 

Not less than the incremental national economic development costs 
net of any incidental incremental national economic development beneficial 
effects of achieving the beneficial effects attributable to the environmental 
quality objective determined by identifying on a last added basis, the 
national economic development costs and beneficial effects. of increments 
of scale of a plan intended primarily to serve such objectives. 

.When features· of a plan are des.ignated to serve the environmental 
quality. objective or its components at the loss of net beneficial effects on 
the components of the national economic development objective served by 
the plan, or when the entire plan is designated to serve the environ-. 
mental ·quality objective or its components at the loss ·of net beneficial 
effects on national economic development, costs equivalent to the net .national 
economic development beneficial effects foregone shall be allocated to the 
environmental quality objective. 

Following is an example table illustrating how the national economic 
development costs allocated to the two objectives may be displayed for the 
major alternative plans. 
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Table 1.--A Display of National Economic Development Costs 
Allocated to the Two Objectives for the Major Alternative Plans 

Plan A: 
Plan. element: 

Plan B: 

1-----------------------
2---------~------------
3------~----------~----­
N-----.-------------~---.-

Plan element: . 

Plan c, 

l----------~---.---~-----

2------------------~----
3----------------------­
N-------------------~--- , 

Plan element: . 

l-------------------~---
2-----------------------
3----------------------­
N-----------------------

NED 

b. Cost allocation among components 

EQ Total 
Allocated 

(1) Of the national economic development objective. National 
economic de.velopment costs _al.located to the national economi.c development 
objective under the procedures discussed ;ibove for stage 1 shall be further 
Bllocated among components of that objective in the following manner: 

Each component of the national economic development objective 
served by a plan shall be allocated -

Not less than the separable national economic development costs 
of achieving the beneficial effects, attributable to each component determined 
under the assumption that each component is in turn omitted last from the 
plan, adjusted downward by an amount eqllivalent to the national economic 
development ~sts allocated to the environmental quality objective in the first 
stage of the cost· allocation method in cases when a desired contribution to 
such objective stems directly from the proVision of service to a national eco­
nomic development component. 
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Nor more than the lesser of the beneficial effects or the costs, 
comparably evaluated, of the· alternative means most likely to be undertaken 
in the absence of the plan of obtaining the beneficial effects attributable to 
each component. 

Remaining joint national economic development costs (the total 
national economic development costs allocated to the national economic 
development objective in stage I less the sum of the separable national 
economic development co.sts determined for each component of that objec­
tive) shall be allocated among all components in proportion to the lesser of 
beneficial effects or alternative costs less any separable· costs previously 
allocated to each comp~nent of the national economic development objective. 

In the allocation of costs among components of the national 
economic development objective, it.would be appropriate in most instances 
with respect to the two components for external economies and unemployed 
or underemployed resources, to assume that alternative national economic 
development costs would.be equal to such benefits evaluated for these com­
ponen~s and that separable national economic development costs .for these 
two components would be zero. 

(2) Of the enviro_nmental quality objective. When required for 
establishing reimbursement levels, pricing policies, or cost sharing, the 
costs allocated to the environmental quality objective in stage l will be 
further allocated among components of such objective in proportion to the 
·costs, comparably evaluated, of the alternative means most likely to be 
undertaken in the absence of the plan -of obtaining the beneficial _effects 
attributable to each component. 

Following is an example table illustrating how the national 
economic development costs allocated t_o the components of the.objectives 
may be displayed for the major alternative plans. 
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Table.2.--A Display of National Economic Development Costs 
Allocated to the two Objectives and Their Components for the 

Major Alternative Plans 

Plan A: 
Plan element 1------------

Plan elemen~: 

Plan B: 

2--------·-------------
3---~----------------­
N---------------------

Plan e.lement: 

Plan C: 

1---------------------
2---------------------
3--------------------­
N---------------------

Plan element: 
1---------,---.---------
2----------~----------
3--------------------­
N--------------------~ 

NED 

Water supply 
Flood control 
Recreation 
External eco-

Allocated to 
EQ 

Water quality 
Open and green space 
Wild rivers 
Wetlands 

nomies Arcl\eological features 
Unemployed h.bor Et cetera 

resources 
Et cetera 

Total Total 
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4. Defini lions 

a. Components. Components of the environmental quality objective 
comprise the specific beneficial contributions toward this objective in a 
particular planning setting. For purposes of cost allocation, components 
of the national economic development objective include the more traditional· 
purposes such as power, water supply, flood control, recreation, irrigation, 
etc.: and two components which encompass the categories of beneficial 
effects for external economic and beneficial effects from the use of otherwise 
unemployed or underemployed labor resources. 

b. Alternatives. The costs of selected alternative means of obtaining 
the contributions to component of an objective provide a limit on the costs 
to be allocated to an objective or component of an objective. The costs of 
selected alternative means of obtaining the contributions to one or more 
objectives or components are also determined to identify the incremental 
costs for the environmental quality objective or its components and the 
separable costs for the components of the national econ.omic deve.lopment 
objective. 

A range of possible alternatives to meet needs and problems, including 
types of measures and alternatives capable of application by various levels of 
government and by nongovernn,iental interes.ts, should be considered. The 
alternative means of obtaining the relevant contributions to the objectives to 
be selected for the above determinations should be those which would be 
physically displaced or economically precluded by the proposed plan and 
those which would likely be undertaken in the absence of the proposed plan. 

The alternative means selected for the above determinations which 
would likely be physically displaced or economically precluded with im­
plement'!tion of the proposed plan, or incr!!ments thereto, will be evaluated 
on a comparable basis with the proposed pian with respect. to their benefiCial 

. and adverse effects on the objectives, including the treatment of national 
economic development costs and the discount rate used in the evaluation. 

Taxes foregone on Federal alternatives and taxes paid on non­
Federal alternatives will be excluded from such evaluations for the national 
economic development objective, 

c. Incremental costs. For purposes of cost allocation, incremental costs 
are defined as the national economic. development costs of including features 
in a plan intended primarily to serve the environmental quality objective. 
Such incremental couts will be determined under the assumption that such. 
objective is served in turn last. Gross incremental costs for the environ­
mental quality objective are the total incremental costs of features .included 
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in a plan primarily for that objective. Net incremental costs represent the 
gross incremental cost for the environmental quaiity objective less any 
incidental incremental national econ·omic development beneficial effects that 
accrue as a result of including features in a plan for such objective. 

d. ·Separable costs. Separable costs are defined as the difference 
between the national economic development costs of a plan and th:e national 
economic development costs of the plan with each component.of the national 
economic development objective in turn omitted, ·adjusted downward by an 
amount equivalent to the national economic development costs allocated to the 
environmental quality objective in the first stage of the cost allocation. 
method in cases when a desired contribution to such objective stems directly 
from the provisions of service to a national economic development component. 

e. Remaining joint costs. Remaining joint costs are defined below as 
they apply to stage 2 of the cost allocation method described herein. 

·For allocation of costs among components of the national economic 
development objective, remaining joint costs are defined ·as the difference 
between the total national economic development costs allocated to the ;.,ational 
economic development objective in the first stage of the cost allocation method 
and the sum of the separable costs determined for the components of the na­
tional economic development objective. 

5. Application of the cost allocation method. The cost allocation method 
described herein shall be applied to· all multiobjective reservoir projects or 
plans. In the case of other types o.f projects or plans where currently some 
variation of the separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation 
is used, or another procedure to allocate project eccinomic costs among project 
purposes is used; national economic development coats allocated to the na­
tional economic development ob)ective under stage 1 of the method described 
herein, may continue to be allocated among ·components of the national eco­
nomic development objective following those procedures • 

6. Review of cost allocations. Cost allocations will be reviewed to the extent 
appropriate when new contributions are made to objectives or their contri- · 
butions cease, or when there is a material change in the level of contributions 
made toward the objectives and their components served by a·project or plan. 
A revised cost allocation or a modification of the existing allocation will be 
made if, as the result of such review, it appears that a significant inequity· 
may result if the existing allocation is not revised or modified. Due considera­
tion will be given, in the event of a revision or modification of an existing 
allocation, to the relative periods of time over which contributions are made 
to the various objectives and their components. 
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The standards followed for the existing allocation will generally be 
followed in the revised allocation. 

In the case of minor modifications, such as the withdrawal of water for 
municipal water supply from existing storage space, costs may be assigned 
to the new component in proportion to some comparl\ble measure of use such 
as storage capacity, or on the basis of the value of the contributions made. 
If contributions to the new component result in a reduction in the contribu­
tions made to an existing reimbursable component, the cost assigned to the 
new component should be no less than the loss in revenues for the existing 
component. 

7. Case examples. Attached to this section are two case examples illustrating 
the use of the cost allocation method described herein. 

B. Reimbursement and Cost Sharing 

I. General. Current reimbursement and cost-sharing policies are being re­
view~eir entirety. The basis for reimbursement and cost sharing now 
required, the need for adjustment of these policies, the need for new reim­
bursement and cost-sharing policies for the environmental quality objective 
and its components or entirely new approaches and appropriate repayment 
arrangements and interest rates for repayment are being reviewed. Until 
this comprehensive review is completed and approved, all current reim­
bursement ·and cost-sharing policies are considered to be in full force,and 
effect. 
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ILLUSTRATION OF COST ALLOCATION METHOD 

Case !.--Incremental scale included in plan intended primarily to serve 
environme.ntal quality objective. 

A. Project Data 

NED Objective: 
Beneficial effects: 

FC-----------------
Recreation----------
Power--------------

Total-----------

Adverse effects: 
Project construction 

and OM&R.--------­
Net beneficial effects--.--

EQ objective: 
Beneficial and adverse 

effects----------------

NED Plan A Recommended Plan B 

$50 $50 
20 30 
30 40 

$100 $120 

50 90 
50 30 

1--------------- I. Meet State water 
quality standards 
over 100-mile 
stre2ll!. 

2. 3,000 acres flat 2. 3,500 acres flat 
water. 

3. Inundate 10 
miles free 
flowing 
-stre2ll!. 

149 

water. 
3. Inundate ·11 miles 

free flowing 
stream. 



B. Allocation of NED Costs Between Objectives 

l. Incremental NED costs and incidental incremental NED benefits associated 
with incremental scale included in Plan B intended to serve the environmental 
quality objective (reservoir capacity for downstream low flow augmentation): 

NED Recom- Differ-
Plan A mended ence 

Plan B 

NED objective: 
Benefits------------------ $100 $120 $20 
Costs--------------------- so 90 40 
Net benefits--------------- so 30 -20 

Thus: 
Net incremental NED costs = $20 

2. Allocation of NED costs of Plan B: 

Total NED costs of Plan B--------------------------- $90 
Less net incremental NED costs of Plan B (allocated 

to EQ objective)-------------------------------- -20 
Allocation of NED. costs of Plan B to NED objective----- $70 
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C. Allocation of NED Costs Among Components of the NED Objectives 

1. Separable NED costs for NED components: 

Plan B Plan B 
Plan B with with 

FC recrea-
omitted ti on 

omitted 

Total NED costs $90 $80 $8S 

Flood control---------------------------------------------­
Recreation-----------------------------------------------­
Power----------------------------------------------------

Total---------------------------------------------

2. Remaining joint NED costs of NED objective: 

Total NED costs allocated to NED objective~------------­
Less total separable NED costs for NED components------

Remaining jol,nt NED costs of NED objective~------------

3. NED cost allocation table for Plan B. for·NED components: 

NED components 
FC Recreation Power 

1. Benefits---------------- $SO $30 $40 
2. Alternative NED costs--- 20 so 30 
3. Benefits limited--------- 20 30 30 
4. Separable NED costs---~ 10 5 2S 
5, Remaining benefits------ 10 2S 5 

Per.cent distribution----- 25 6_3 12 
6. Remaining joint NED 

costs--------'---------- 7 19 4 
7. Total allocated NED 

costs-------------~---- 17 24 29 
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Plan B 
with 

power 
omitted 

$6S 

Separable 
NED costs 

$10 
s 
~ 

$40 

$70 

~ 

$30 

Total 

$120 
100 
80 
40. 

40 
100 

30 

70 



Case 2.--lncrement of scale in plan operated to serve environmental 
quality objective. 

A. Project Data: 

NED objective: 
Beneficial effects: 

Recommended plan 
with service to EQ 

objective deleted 
Recommended 

.Plan C 

FC------------------- $50 $50 
Recreation------------ 30 20 
Power---------------- ____ 4.:.;0;__ ______ =.30::_ __ _ 

Total------------- $120 $100 

Adverse effects: 
Project construction 

and OM&R----------­
Net beneficial effects-------

EQ objective: 
Beneficial and adverse 

effects------------------

90 80 
30 20 

1--------------- 1. Meets State water 
quality standards 
over 100 miles 
stream. 

2, 3, 500 acres flat 2. 3, 000 acres flat 
water. 

3. Inundate 11 
miles free 

water. 
3. Inundate 10 miles 

free flowing 
stream. flowing stream. 

152 

B. Allocation of NED Costs ·Between Objectives 

1. Incremental NED costs and incidental incremental NED benefits associate!i 
with feature included in recommended plan operated to serve the environ­
mental quality objective (reservoir capacity for downstream low flow aug­
mentation): 

NED objective: 
·Benefits--------.---------­
Costs--------------------

Net benefits--------------

Recommended 
plan with 

service to EQ 
objective 
deleted 

$120 
90 

$ 30 

Recommended 
Plan C Difference 

$100 
80 

$ 20 

-$20 
-10 

-$10 

NOTE: In .this case example it has been assumed that in the absence. of pro­
viding service to the EQ objective the power and recreation components would 
be scaled within the plan to maximize net NED benefits. As shown above, 
additiona,1 incremental ·NED costs for specific power and recreation facilities 
to maximize these net benefits is assumed to be $10 under an alternative operat­
ing plan where no provision is .made for low flow releases.· Incremental NED 
benefits for power and recreation is assumed to be $20 under such an alterna-
tive operating arrangement. . 

A further Implied assumption in this case example is that it is more efficient 
to forego power and recreation net benefits than it would be to add additional 
capacity in the reservoir to make low flow releases beyond that which maximizes 
power and recreation net NED benefits. This may frequently be the case, i.e., 
to increase reservoir capacity beyond that assumed for either alternative 
operating arrangements would be very costly due to, for example, major road, 
railroad, or bridge relocations, 

In this situation where the. recommended plan does not represent the 
inclusion of increments of scale for the EQ objective to a plan which has been 
scaled to maximize net NED benefits, but rather because of efficiency considera­
tions involves a tradeoff between net NED benefits and contributions to \he EQ 
objective, the concept of net incremental costs has to be viewed in terms of 
net NED benefits foregone. 
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Thus: 
Net incremental NED costs = $10 

2. Allocation of !'IED costs of Plan C: 

Total NED costs of Plan C-------------------------­
Less net incremental NED costs of Plan C (allocated 

to EQ objective)---------------------------~-----

Allocation of NED costs of Plan C to NED objective----
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$80 

$70 

c. Allocation of NED 'Costs Among ·components of NED Objective 

1. !'; 4~•,.able NED costs for NED componentR: 

Plan C Plan C 
Plan C with with 

FC recrea-
omitted ti on 

omitted 

Total NED costs---------- $80 $70 $75 

Flood control---------------------------------------------­
Recreation------------------------------~----------------­

Power--------------------------------------------~-·-----

Total--------------------------------------------~ 

2. Remaining joint NED costs of NED objective: 

Total NED costs allocated to NED objective-------------­
Less total separable NED costs for NED components------

Remaining joint NED costs of NED objective-------------

3. NED cost allocation table for Plan C for NED components: 

1. ·Benefits---------------
2. Alternative NED costs--
3. Benefits limited--------
4. Separable NED costs----
5. Remaining benefits----­

Percent distribution----
6. Remaining joint NED 

costs-----------------
7. Total allocated NED 

costs-----------------

FC 

$50 
30 
30 
10 
20 
50 

18 

28 

NED components 
Recreation . Power 

$20 $30 
40 25 
20 25 

5 20 
15 5 
38 12 

13 4 

18 24 

155 

Plan C 
with 

power 
omitted 

$60 

Separable 
NED costs 

$10 
5 

..1Q 

$35 

$70 
-35 

$35 

Total 

$100 
95 
75 
35 
40 

100 

35 

70 



.VIII. NATIONAL PROGRAM FOR FEDERAL AND 
FEDERALLY ASSISTED ACTIVITIES 

A. Introduction 

With .an ideally developed system of planning in which national 
priorities and budget constraints we.·e integrated with local and regional 
priorities, the approaches in the principles and standards would result 
in a national program of the appropriate emphasis and size. In the 
ideally developed system, there would be no· necessity for a second 
round where national priorities and budget constraints are imposed on 
plans dev.eloped according t<> other priorities. 

Since we are far from the ideal system of planning, an interim 
approach is described below. 

Up to this point, these standards have l:>een concerned with alternative 
plans for projects, States, regions, or river basins. The evaluation, 
systematic display, and comparison of alternative ·plans provide an 
indication of the priorities given the various objectives in selecting a 
recommended plan whether for proJects, States, regions, or river 
basins. Such plans include both Federal and non-Federal. activities ·and 
are of concern to all levels of government •. 

In formulating a national program of Federal and federally assisted 
·activities for water and land resources, national priorities m11st be 
established among recommended project,· State, region, or river basin 
plans. The system of accounts for beneficial and adverse effects for 
recommended plans, together with other criteria such as available budget 
reso11rces, national policy toward enVironmental quality, or regional 
development or social well-being and public and private investment 
alternat;,ve.s, will proVide information needed for formuluting a national 
program. 

The Council will develop and put into operation a national programing 
system to support decisions as to long-range priorities for water and 
land resource activities. While the elements of such a system already 
exist in the member departments, what is needed is a common system 
to bring the information together and to insure that future field planning 
studies are consonant with the national system. 

It is essential that the planning process not only articulate the full 
range of choice. available for meeting any given level of needs, but that 
it also provide information which wo.uld be a basis for determining the 
order in which needs are to be fulfilled. Criteria for such selections 
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should flow from the decisions made in regard to the priorities ~aaigned 
to the objectives. 

Clea,rly, a choice exists as to which of the objectives are to be 
emphasized. However, having assigned priorities to these respective 
objectiyea, these decisions must then be related to the instruments 
available for policy implementation-the moat i!'l'!portant being the annual 
budget within which national priorities are reflected for all Federal 
and federally assisted activities. 

The appropriation of funds to implement a particular plan represents 
the termination of one planning cycle and the initiation of another. For 
this reason, priorities established in the planning process may be 
reinforced or altered by subsequent budgeting decisfons. Different 
types of priority decisions are required in each level of planning. 
Priority decisions in formulating plans for projects are responsive to 
the kinds and quantities of project outputs expected. In formulating 
plans for regions or river basins, priorities are established among 
alternative courses of ·action. In formulating national .programs, priorities 
may be assigned among the various river basin plans which are in 
competition for the same limited funds. 

B. Priorities In Plan ·Formulation 

Formulation of plans for projects can be viewed as the process of 
selecting specific measures for meeting identified problems and needs. 
Since combinations of individual measures generate· different effects in 
a geographic area and since a multitude of such combinations is possible, 
formulation of plans for projects requires that priorities be established 
not only in regard·to the objectives which are to be emphasized in each 
alternative formulation, but also in regard to which of the alternative 
formulations are to be recommended. Therefore, it should be clear 
that priorities are necessarily established, either. explicitly or implicitly, 
during the process of formulating project plans. 

A plan for a region or river basin is a sequence of actions or meaaurl!s 
which upon implementation will result in meeting the problem.a and lieeda 
for water and land resource development •. The project level of planning 
accords priorities and subsequently selects (assigns a priority to) that 
formulation which makes the most beneficial contribution to those 
objectives considered to be most important. However, it is not until 
regional or river basin level _of planning is undertaken that the resulting 
projects are accorded a priority in terms of their time phasing or 
sequence of implementation. 
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The problems and needs for water and land resource development 
vary among the different regions of the Nation,. a rriajor reason for this 
variance being the economic, social, and environmental conditions 
uniquely associated with different geographic areas. It is for this 
reason-that water and land resource plans are formulated for .and apply 
to well-defined geographic areas, either river basins or other designated 
regions. 

Recognizing the existence of budget constraints, a choice must be 
made as to whether or not each plan is to progress toward completion 
at the same rate or whether plans for some regions are to progress at 
accelerated rates •. Whatever the choice, it represents a priority decision 
in formulating a national program. 

Since plans are directed toward meeting problems and needs in 
designated geographic areas, choosing priorities among regional or 
river basin plans reflects in practical terms, the assignment of 
priorities to geographic areas. Therefore, in the budgetary sense, 
national program formulation is the allocation of a multiyear budget 
among geographic areas. 

C. Establishing Priorities 

The President and the Congress, through·t.he authorization, budgetary, 
and appropriation process, are ultimately responsible for assigning 
priorities for implementation of Federal activities. At an earlier stage, 
however, the Water Resources Council has certain responsibilities with 
regard to priorities. These standards amplify upon those responsibilities 
by requiring member agencies to formulate long-range national and 
regional programs for water and land resource activities. 

1 •. Project plans. To assure that adequate data are available for 
subsequent steps in the process of national programing for water and 
land resource activities, it is essential in the process of formulating plans 
for a project that sufficient information with respect to the contributions 
that alternative plans make to the objectives be clearly developed and 
reported. 

z. Basin plans. With respect to basin or regional plans, it is necessary 
to establish priorities among the various activities in a plan and to present 
a clear statement of their most effective sequence of implementation, 
Many basin plans have contained early action programs which single out 
the projects for more immediate needs. However, the criteria for this 
choice generally a.re not related to national priorities for water and 
land resource activities. 
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Under existing procedures, priorities for Federal and federally 
assisted activities are usually established by agency recommendations 
to the President and by specification in the.President's annual budget 
messages to the Congress, Public review of these priorities is generally 
limited to testimony before the various congressional subcommittees 
which are considering the budget requests for a particular agency. 

Since the priorities set forth in the Federal budget are usually 
limited to actions to be undertaken within an ensuing fiscal year, State 
and local planning groups are. forced to make highly uncertain projections 
in regard to the future activities of Federal water and. land programs. 
These standards provide that river basin commissions and entities 
designated by the Water Resources Council to perform the functions of a 
river basin commission reconimend long-range schedules of priorities for 
the collection and analysis of basic data and for the investigation, planning, 
and construction of projects. State members of river basin commissions 
have a responsibility to participate in establishing the long-range schedule 
of priorities, These standards require that each Federal agency that is 
a member of a river basin commission or entity performing the functions 
of a commission participate in the preparation of such a long-range"· 
schedule of priorities. Such a schedule is to reflect prio.rities to be 
accorded to previously authorized projects, as well as those recommended 
for authorization during each 5-year period in the schedule. The 
recommended schedule of priorities should accompany all requests for 
congressional authorization and funding. A copy of the schedule should 
also be forwarded to the Governors of the appropriate States for review 
and comment. 

3. National programs. The single most perplexing problem in water and 
land resource programing is the integration of regional and river basin 
plans into a national program of Fed.eral and federally assisted activities 
for the management and use of the Nation's water and land resources. In 
order that the Council may make a continuing ';.tudy of the relation of 
regional or river basin plans to the requirements of larger region.a of the 
Nation and to the Nation as a whole, these standards require that each 
member of the Council prepare a 5-year ·national program of water and 
land resource activities for submissfon through the Council to the 
President. The 5-year program is to include an identification of 
priority activities for collection and analysis of basic data and for the 
investigations, planning, and construction of projects which are to be 
initiated ·in each region during the period. The amount ·of program funds 
to be allocated to a particular·regian or basin is not to be based upon a 
rigid mathematical formula but, consi~tent with the level of funds 
prospectively available, upon an assessment of the relative needs for 
water resource activities in the respective regions. The national program 
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and its regional allocations is to be continually reviewed and modified 
periodically to reflect the changing needs for water resource activities. 

Ix. COORDINATION AND REVIEW OF 
PLANNING STUDIES 

A. Introduction 

The success of water and related land resources planning depends on. 
meaningful participation of interests concerned with each objective at 
each step in the planning process; The leaders for water and related 
land resource planning have the challenging responsibility of achieving 
such participation while managing effective planning studies and facilitating 
decisionmaking. This ·responsibility will require an aggressive program 
to involve all concerned interests in identifying an area's problems and 
needs, in planning alternative solutions, and in decisions as to action. 

Federal planning and participation fo planning will be carried out on 
a coordinated basis from the earliest consideration of planning needs and 
priorities through initiation of an investigation or survey and the entire 
process of planning and review. When warranted, joint Federal agency­
State planning for regions or river. basins will be arranged by the Council. 
Full advantage is to be taken of existing field qrganizations and arrange­
ments for coordination, such as river basin commissions, other regional 
agencies or commissions, Federal-State interagency committees, interstate 
bodies, and State and local agencies. When any Federal agency initiates 
an investigation, it shall follow the Water Resources Council's standards 
for appropriate coordination and considerati;,n of problems of mutual 
concern with other Federal agencies and with interested regional, State, 
and local public age.ncies and private interests. · 

B. National Program of Planning Studies 

The Water Resources Council will prepare and keep up to date a 
national program of water and related land resource planning studies. 
This ·program will include a long-range schedule of priorities for: 

1. Framework studies and assessments (Level A); 

2.. Regional or river basins plans (Level B); and 

3. hnplementation studies (Level C). 
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1. Framework studies and assessments. In accordance with section 102. 
of the Water Resources Planning Act, the Council will maintain a continuous 
study of water requirements and the adequacy of water supplies tQ meet 
them. The Council will publish periodically an assessment of the Nation's 
water and land resources, and will publish as needed framework studies 
and assessments for the major regions of the country. 

The reports on framework studies and assessments will be prepared 
by the regional entities designated by the Council. The Council shall 
review such reports as to the adeq.uacy of water supplies to meet 
requirements in the region; the relation of the regional programs to the 
larger regions of the Nation; the adequacy of administrative and statutory 
means for coordination among Federal. agencies; the adequacy .of existing 
policy and programs to meet such requirements; and other regional and 
national problems in the conservation, development, and utilization of 
water and land resources as the Council may determine. 

Framework studies and assessments will be included in the periodic 
national assessment reports and as appropriate may be transmitted 
separately by the Council to the Congress. 

2., Regional or river basin plans. As part of its comprehensive planning 
responsibilities, each river basin commission is directed under the 
Water Resources Planning Act to recommend long-range schedules of 
priorities for the collection and analyses of basic data and for investigation, 
planning, and construction of projects. Where commissions have 
adopted such long-range schedules, the Council and Federal de.partments 
and agencies shall use the commissions' recommendations in establishing 
priorities for regional or river basin plans. Planning leaders shall be 
provided by or designated by river basin commissions in their respective 
areas. 

Where a river basin commission has not been established under 
title II of the Water Resources Planning Act, .the Council may designate 
some other regional entity to perform the function of a river basin commis­
sion in recommending priorities for plans, Planning leaders shall be 
provided by or designated by the Council in these areas. 

For regional or river basin plans, the Council will have prepared 
and will submit budgets with suitable statements of justifications for 
consideration in establishing the President's budget. These statl!ments 
will outline a brief plan of study, including arrangements for study 
coordination and management. 
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When a budget for a regional or river basin plan has been approved, 
the Council will prepare terms of reference for the plan, provide or 
designate the planning manager, and prepare the coordination arrange­
ments, including designation of participating Federal agencies and 
·states. The planning manager shall submit a detailed plan prepared 
in accordance with the .Council's Handbook for Regional or River Basin 
Plans .for review and approval of the Council. The planning manager will 
be responsible for the efficient management of the plan and for organizing 
the study so that all concerned interests may participate in the planning 
process. When the components _of the objectives of the regional or river 
basin plan have been identified, as provided ~n section V, Plan Formulation, 
'the planning manager will prepare a statement of the specified componeiits-
of the oojectives and the probable effects of the plan on such objectives. 
A copy of this statement will be sent to the Water Resources Council and 
to the Council on Environmental Quality as a preliminary report under 
section lOZ(Z)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1960. 

The planning manager will submit completed reports of regional or 
river basin planning studies to the Water Resources Council for review. 
Copies shall be fut·nished to the Council on Environmental Qua!ity. 

The procedure for processing of reports from _river basin commissions 
is presented below •. For reports of studies in other areas, the Council 
will prepare its review report which may include modifications of the 
plan and after clearance with the Office of Management and Budget will 
transmit its report and the plan to the Congres_s for appropriate action. 

a. River basin c-ommission plan reports. These reports will be 
submitted· to the Water Resources Council for review in accordance with 
the Water Resources Planning Act. Copies will be furnished to the 
Council on Environmental Quality. The Water Resources Council will 
prepare a report of its review which may include revision of plans for 
Federal projects included in the commission's plan. 

The Council will review each plan prepared by a river basin 
commission with special regard to: 

l. The efficacy of such. plan in achieving optimum use of the water and 
land resources in the area involved; 

2. The effect of the plan on the achievement of other programs for the 
development of ag-ricultliral, urban, e1,lei:-gy, industrial, recreational, 
fish and wildlife, and other resources of the Nation; and 

3. The contributions which such plan will make in achieving the Nation's 
economic and social goals. 

The Council will formulate such recommendations as it deems desirable 
in the national interest and transmit them, togeth~r with the plan or 
revision of the river basin commission plan, and the views, comments, 
and recommendations with respect to_ such plan or revision submitted by 
any Federal agency, Governor, interstate commission, or U.S. section of 
an international commission, to the President for his review and trans­
mittal to the Congress with his recommendations in regard to authorization 
of Federal projects. 

b. Coordinated State plans. Federal agencies administering programs 
of Federal assistance· to States and other public bodies shall report to 
the Council on pending applications the information required to carry 
out the Council's responsibility for coordination of Federal assistance 
programs and other Federal programs under the Water Resources Planning 
Act. 

In carrying out its coordination function, the ·council will encourage 
State planning agencies to submit a program for planning vvater and 
land resources which shows how Federal assistance from various sources 
is to be use·d with resources from State and other public bodies to 
accomplish State objectives. The Council will. coordinate such State 
program proposals with proposed Federal planning to avoid d_uplication 
and to facilitate effective use of planning resources. · 

When a State program for use of Federal assistance has been 
approved by the Council, Federal agencies will be guided by the State 
program in approving applications for grants and other Federal assistance. 

Copies of reports resulting from federally assisted planning shall be 
distributed for information by the Federal agency responsible for the 
program to the Water Resources Council, to the appropriate river basin 
commission, and to designated offices in member agencies. The Council 
will include a distribution list in its Handbook for Coordination of Planning 
Studies and Reports. These reports will be used for information in 
preparing the national planning program. 

c. Handbook for regional and river basin plans. The Councll will 
issue and keep up to date a Handbook for Regional or River Basin Plans. 
This handbook will set forth procedures for preparing_work plans, 
establishing study management, preparing budgets, and the application 
of principles and standards in regional or river basin plans. 
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3. Implementation studies 

a. Council coordination. To facilitate the coordination of water 
and land resources ,planning studies among the agencies represented 
on the Water Resources Council, the Federal agencies, on or before 
July 1 of each year, will exchange, through the Council, lists of 
implementation "studies which are under consideration as proposed new 
planning starts for the fall budget submissions. The lists will include 
information concerning the type of study, study-name, purpose, 
location, estimated duration, and a preliminary estimate of total cost. 
Information will be included on the relation of the proposed implementation 
study to priorities established by the Council on the basis of recommen­
dations by river basin commissions or other regional entities and to 
State planning programs. On.the basis of this information and the 
information on applications for federally.assisted programs, the Council 
will prepare its recoi:nmendations, for "administrative use only, 11 as to 
a national program of implementation studies that should be considered 
for initiation in the succeeding fiscal year. 

Each Federal agency will (on an "administrative use only" basis) 
keep the Council informed of action on implementation studies included 
in the Council's recommended national. program during the budgetary 
and appropriation process. When the appropriations have been approved, 
each Federal agency will advise the Water Re.sources Council which 
implementation studies have been funded, the assignment of study 
management, and any special coordination arrangements. 

b~ Field coordination of implementation studies. River basin 
commissions established under the Water Resources Planning Act 
serve as· the principal agency for the field level coordination of Federal, 
State, interstate, local, and non-governmental planning efforts for the 
development of water and land resources in their areas of responsibility. 
Procedures tc. accomplish this will be developed by the commissions 
consistent with the Water Resources. Planning Act and applicable rules, 
regulations, and guidelines of the Water Resources Council. 

Where a river basin commission has not been established under 
title II of the Water Resources Planning Act, other entities may be 
requested by the Water Resources Council to coordinate planning studies. 

The following are the minimum procedures for field level coordination 
and shall apply in those regions where a river basin commission has not 
been established, and may be used or adapted for use by a commission in 
the area where one has been established: 
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(l~ Initiation of implementation studies. When any implementation 
study has been funded, the field office responsible for its· initiation will 
inform the corresponding field offices of the other Federal departments 
and agencies, river basin commissions, States, and concerned local 
agencies of this action. This written communication will request a 
statement, within a specifi~d period of time, as to what interests they 
may have in the proposed study, what pertinent data they may ha.,:e or 
know about that can be made available, and what preliminary comments 
and suggestions on these subjects they may care to make. 

(Z) Coordination during studies. When the components of the 
objec~ives for an implementation study have been identified, as provided 
in section V. Plan Formulation, the planning orga~ization will prepare 
a public statement of the specified components of the oDjectives and 
probably effects of the plan on such components. A copy of this statement 
will be sent to the Water Resources Council and to the Council on 
Environmental Quality for a preliminary report under section lOZ(Z)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

As the plan which is to be incorporated in the report is being 
formulated, the head of the field office responsible for the report Will 
periodically communicate and arrange for mutually desired conferences 
with the corresponding field offices of Federal departments or agencies, 
river basin commissions, St.ates, and concerned local agencies which 
have indicated an interest~ The purpose of these communications and 
conferences are to determine what pertinent data are in existence, to 
arrange schedules for obtaining assistance and for obtaining additional 
data without duplication, to interchange information, to discuss the 
proposed plan and report, and .to identify areas where there· may be 
complementary or competitive effects. 

(3) Field review of reports. When the report by the responsible 
field office has been completed. It will _be submitted prior to official 
transmission to higher authority to the other interested field offices of 
Federal departments and agencies, river basin commission, States, and 
concerned local agencies for review and comment. Reports will be 
revised as may be necessary to reflect mutually acceptable changes. 
Suggests on which agreement is not reach and which are not otherwise 
resolved will be recorded in the field office comments. 

c. Review of Federal implementation study reports. The following 
types of final reports will be referred by the responsible agency head to 
the heads of other departments or agencies in Washington, D. C., and 
States for review and comment and to the Water Resources Council 
office for ·information: and the Council on Environmental Quality in 
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accordance with section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy 
Act: 

1. Reports required to be submitted to other departments or agencies a 
and States in accordance with existing law; 

2. Reports prior to project authorization in which other agencies have 
participated, have an interest, or on which the originating agency 
desires com-ments or views; and 

3. Reports following project authorization when, in the opinion of the 
head of the responsible agency, the comments or views of other 
departments or age;ncies are necessary or desirable prior to initiation 
of construction activities. 

The Water Resources Council will review and comment on reports 
of implementation studies in areas covered by regional or river basin 
plans. The Council wi.11 also review repprts that contain innovations 
in planning procedures or·cost-sharing arrangements, or which have 
unresolved evaluation or coordination problems. Federally assisted 
studies that are submitted for Congressional approval shall be reviewed 
in the same manner. The Council's comments shall be included when 
reports on implementation studies are transmitted to the Congress. 

Copies of final reports or plans not subject to headquarters review 
in accordance with the foregoing shall be furnished for information 
purposes to (a) the heads of other concerned Federal departments or 
agencies, (b) the Governor of the State (s) in which the project is 
located, (c) the Water Resources Council, and (d) the Council on 
Environmental Quality. 

Reports of plans requiring congressional approval for project 
authorization shall be forwarded to the Office of Management and Budget 
for clearance before transmittal to the Congress. Copies of the reports 
will be forwarded to the Office of Management and Budget by the re­
spcinsible department or agency head, together with copies of comments 
received from the Water Resources Council, other concerned Federal 
departments or agencies, and States. The responsible agency shall 
also determine that all statutory requirements have been met and that 
there is no apparent conflict with other water and land resource projects 
or programs. 
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d. Handbook for Coordination of Implementation Studies and Reports. 
The Water Resources Council has prepared and will keep up to date a 
Handbook for Coordination of Implementation Studies and Reports for the 
use of agencies represented on the Council and others concerned with 
implementation studies of water and land resources. The handbook will 
provide a summary of coordination policies, a description of agency 
areas of interest and responsibility, designation of agency offices and 
representativ~s which are to receive information regarding planning 
activities, and reports for review. 

C. Notification of planning clearinghouse. 

The designated field office of Federal departments or agencies 
responsible for federally assisted programs shall inform potential 
applicants for assistance in planning water and land resource dev~lopment 
projects of the need for them to notify the planning and development 
clearinghouse of the State(s) and the region, or, if applicable, the 
metropolitan area clearinghouse of their intention to apply for assistance 
(Bureau of the Budget Circular A-95 and· Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act of 1968). 

Applicants for project assistance are to include with their applications: 

1. Comments made by or through clearinghouses, along with a 
statement that such comments have been considered prior to submission 
of the application; or 

2. A statement that the procedures for informing clearinghouses of an 
intention to apply have been followed and that no comments have been 
received. 

The responsible field offices of Federal departments or agencies are 
responsible for establishing working relations with the appropriate 
clearinghouses. The clearinghouses shall be notified when the agency 
initiates planning activities and a conference arranged to ·discuss 
coordination needs and arrangements. At such conferences, arrangements 
should be made to obtain available and pertinent base data, statistics, or 
other information from the clearinghouse. The need and arrangements 
for further consultation to assure coordination should also be discussed 
and agreed on. 

Approved 

Richard Nixon 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
PREPARED PURSUANT TO THE 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969 

PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS 
FOR PLANNING WATER AND RELATED LAND RESOURCES 

I. SUMMARY 

1. Purpose. The prini:iplee and standards are established for planning 
the use of the water and related land resources of the United States to 
achieve objectives, determined cooperatively, through the coordinated 
actions of the Federal, State, and local government; private enter­
prise and organizations; and individuals. 

Plane for the use of the Nation's water and land resources would be 
directed to improvement of the quality of life through contributions to 
the objectives of national economic development and environmental 
quality. 

The beneficial and adverse effects of alternative plane on each of 
these objectives will be displayed in separate accounts with a third and 
fourth.account for effects on regional development·&nd social well­
being, 

2. Background. The Water Resources Council began its review of 
principles and standards for planning wat~r and related land resources 
in 1968 to carry out one of the important Congressional mandates of 
Public Law 89-80, the Water Resources Planning, Act. 

In 1969, after a preliminary report of a Special Task .Force had 
been prepared, the Council.held 10 public hearings to solicit the views, 
reconune.ndations and conunents of the public on the preliminary report. 
The Task Force's preliminary report was also widely dis.cussed and 
reviewed during late 1969 and 1970 at various meetings and seminars 
and by numerous organizations and indivi.duale both within and outside 
of the Federal Government. In addition, the proposals contained in the 
preliminary report were subjected to extensive analytical testing dur­
ing this period. 

After careful consideration of the final reconunendatione of the 
Speciai Task Force submitted in August 1970, the Council published 
proposed "Principles and Standards for Planning Wat~r and Related 
Land Resources" along with a separate draft Environmental State­
ment on the proposed Principles and Standards in the "Federal 
Register" on December 21, 1971, (36 F, R. 24144) for a period of 
public review and i:onunent, conunencing on December 21," 1971, and 
terminating March 31, 1972. Notice was also given that as part of 
the review, a public hearing· would be held at the National Museum of 
History and Technology in Washington, D. C., March ZO and 21, 197Z. 
Reaction to the notice and publication of the Council's proposals 
prompted the Council to announce and hold additional public hearings 
in San Francisco, California, March 13 and 14, 197Z, and St. Louie, 
Missouri, March 15 and 16, 1972. ·· These were announced in the 
"Federal Register," February 5, 1972, Vol. 37, No. 25. 

The Council received 11, 832 conunente on 23 issues from 4, 782 
respondents during the 100-day period of public review, and prepared 
a 320~page "Sununary/Analysie of the Public Response ••• 11 for 
distribution to the public and all respondents. 

The Council considered all the issues and various alternatives 
raie.ed by the public and Federal and State agencies and f;,rwarded its 
reconunendatione to the President, July 24, 1973. On August 3, 1973, 
President Nixon wrote Chairman Rogers C. B. Morton approving the 
new principles and standards for planning water and related land re­
sources, as reconunended in Chairman Morton's letter of July 24, 1973. 

The Council's "Principles and Standards" will supersede the present 
criteria, "Policies, Standards and Procedures in the Formulation, 
Evaluativu, <lild Review of Plans for Use and Development of Water 
and Related Land Resources" approved by the President May 15, 1962, 
printed and conunonly known as Senate Document No. 97, 87th Congress, 
2d session, together with Supplement No. 1, thereto, June 4, 1964, 
"Evaluation Standards for Primary Outdoor Recreation Benefits," and 
the amendment of December 24, 1968, covering the discount rate. 

The pUblic record for the period De£ember Zl, 1971, to March 31, 
1972, including letters of conunent and written and oral testimony, 
can be inspected during the hours of 8:15 a. m. to 4:15 p. m., 
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Monday through Friday, excepting national holidays, at the head­
quarters of the Water Resources Council, Photostat or sitnilar 
copies may be obtained at a cost of $. 50 per page by writing the 
Water Resou.rces Council. Indicate the name of the person pre­
senting the statement desired and page numbers as provided in 
Appendix II of the Council's "Summary/Analysis. 11 

The following pertinent documents can be purchased from the 
National Technical Information Service, U, S. Department of Commerce, 
5Z85 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia ZZ151. Prepayment is 
required. 

P.roposed Practices for Economic Analysis of River Basin Projects, 
May 1958, (!'Green Book"). Order# PB-Z09 180, $5.Z5, 

Policies, Standards, and Procedures in the Formulation, Evalua­
tion, and Review of Plans for Use and Development of Water and Related 
Land Resources, May Z9, 196Z. ("S, D. 97"), Order# PB-Z09 184, 
$3.00. 

Report to the Water Resources Council by the Special Task Force, 
Procedures for Evaluation of Water and Related Land Resource Pro-
jects, June 1969. ("Blue Book"). Order# PB-Z09 171, $8. 75. · 

Summary: Federal Agency Technical Comments on the Special 
Task Force Report Entitled "Procedures for Evaluation of Water and . 
Related Land Resource Projects," July 1970, ("T. F. Report" -
Vol, I), Order # PB-Z09 l 7Z, $3. 00, 

Summary and Index: Public Respo.nse to the Special Task Force 
Report .<lntitled "Procedures for Evaluation of Water and Related Land 
Resource Projects," July 1970. ("T. F, Report," Vol. II), Order 
# PB-Z09 173, $3; 00. 

Report to the Water Resources Council by the Special Task Force: 
Findings and Recommendations, July 1970. ("T. F, Report," Vol. lli), 
Order # PB-Z09 174, $3, 00. 

Report to the Water Resources Council ])Y the Special Task Force: 
Principles for Planning Water and Land Resources, July 1970, 
("T; F, Report," Vol, IV), Order # PB-209 175, $3. 00. 
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Report to the Water Resources Council by the Special Task force: 
Standards for Planning Water and Land Resources, July 1970. l\T• F, 

. Report," Vol, V), Order # PB-Z09 176, $3. 00. 

Report to the Water Resources Council by the Special Task For.ce: 
A Summary Analysis of Nineteen Tests of Proposed Evaluation Pro­
cedures on Selected Water and Land Resource Projects, July 1970. 
("T, F. Report," Vol, VI), Order fl PB-209 177, $3,00, · 1 

Federal Register - Water Resources Council, Proposed Principles 
and Standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources, .Volume 
36, Number Z45, December Zl, 1971, (Proposed) Order# PB-Z09 
187, $3.00. 

3, Objectives, Planning for the use of water and land resources would 
be conducted to reflect society's preferences for attainment of the ob-
jectives defined below: · 

a, To enhance national economic development by increasing the 
value of the Nation's output of goods and services and itnproving 
national economic efficiency, 

b. To enhance the quality of the environment by the management, 
conservation, preservation, creation, restoration, or iri'lprovement of 
the quality of certain natural or cultural resources and ecological 
systems. 

Components of .these objectives refer to types of outputs and en­
vironmental conditions that are being sought as contributions to these 
objectives, 

4, Effects on objectives. For each alternative plan there will be a 
complete display or accounting of relevant beneficial and adverse 
effects on national economic development and environmental quality 
objectives, 

Beneficial and adverse effects are measured in monetary terms for 
the national economic development objective, 

Other beneficial or adverse effects are measured in nonmonetary 
terms for components of the environmental quality objective, Esti­
mating these benefic:ial and adverse effects is undertaken in order to 
measure the net changes with respect to particular objectives that are 
gep.erated by alternative plans. 
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Thus, there are beneficial and adverse effects for·national economic 
·development and environmental quality.objectives. These would be 
measured in monetary or quantitative units or qualitative terms appro­
priate to'a particular effect. The objectives are not mutually exclusive 
with respect to beneficial or adverse effects, and final decisions as 
to the •election. of the recommended plan would be made by considering 
the differences among alternative plans as to all their effects. 

a. National economic development. Beneficial effects to the na­
tional economic development objective would include all effects on 
national output regardless of the reason a.plan may be formulated. 
These beneficial effects include the value of increased outputs of goods 
and 8ervices, the value of output resulting from external economies. 
National economic development adverse effects are resources required 
for or dieplaced by a plan, and loBSes in output resulting from external 
diseconomie.s. 

b. Environmental quality. The beneficial and adverse effects of the 
proposed plan on the environmental characteristics of an area under 
study or elsewhere in the Nation.would be evaluated. Environmental 
effects will be displayed in terms of relevant physical and ecological 
criteria or dimensions,· including the appropriate qualitative aspects. 
Such an evaluation would include the effects of the proposed plan on 
(a) open and green spaces, .wild and scenic river·s, lakes, beaches, 
shores, mountains and wilderne~s areas, estuaries, and other areas 
of natural beauty; (b) archeological, historical, biological, and 
geological resources and selected ecological systems; (c) the quality of 
water, land_, and air resources; and (d) irreversible commitments of 
reaources to futur:e uaea. 

Effects under the environmental quality account are expressed in 
varioua quanUtative units or in quali!=ative terms. In some instances, 
the effect& can be expre88ed in terms of meeting legally established 
atandarda. · 

5, Other beneficial and adverse effects. For each alternative plan the 
beneficial and adverse effects on regional development and social well­
bei.Dg will be displayed where appropriate in the system of public in­
formation accounts. 
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a. Regional develownent. The beneficial and adverse effects of a 
proposed plan on relevant planning regions (States, river basins or 
~omm~~es) Would be displayed in a regional development acco:.Ut, 
including income effects and effects on other components of regional 
development including (1) the number and types of jobs resulting from 
a plan in the region; (Z) the effects of the plan on population distribu­
tion wi~ the regio".1 and among regions; (3) the effe'cts of the plan on 
the regional economic base and economic stability; and (4) the effect 
of the plr.n on environmental quality in the regio.n under consideration. 

. ~ecause of measurement problems, a complete display of benefi­
cial and a?verse effects for all components_ in the regional development 
account will not be made for a plan.unless directed by a Department 
Secretary or a head of an independent agency. 

b. Social well-being. The beneficial and adverse effects of a pro­
posed plan on the social well-being account will be displayed, including 
the effects of a plan on the real income of classes or groups that are 
relevant to the evaluation of the plan; effects of the plan on life, health, 
and safety; effects of the plan on educational, cultural, and recrea­
tional opportunity; effects of the plan on reserve capacities and flexi­
bilities in water resource systems and protection against interruption 
of the now of essential goods and services at times 'of national disaster 
or critical needs; and effects of a plan on other relevant social factors. 

6. System of accounts. A system of public information accounts 
would be established that display!! beneficial and adverse effects of 
each plan to the objective8 and beneficial and adverse effects on 
regional development and social well~being,·and provides a basis for 
comparing alternative plans. The display of beneficial and adverse 
effects would be prepared in such manner that the different levels of 
achievement to the components of each objective could br readily dis­
cerned and compared indicating the tradeoffs:among alternative plans. 
The system of accounts will display the beneficial and adverse effects 
in th!O' region under consideration in relatic>n to other parts of the Nation. 

1. The planning process. Plans will _be directed to improvements in 
the quality of life by :meeting current and projected needs and problems · 
as identified by the desires of people in such a: manner that improved 
contributions are made to society's preferences for national economic 
development. and environmental quality. Plans for water and land re­
sou;rces will focus upon the specified components of the objectives 
desired for the designated region, river basin, State, or local 
planning setting. 

6 



The planning process would include the following major steps: 

(1) Specify components of the objectives relevant to. j:he planning 
setting; 

(Z) Evaluate resource capabilities and expected economic and 
environmental conditions without a'!y plan; 

(3) Formulate alternative plans to achieve varying levels of con• 
tributiona to the specified components of the objectives; 

(4) Analyze the differences among the alternative plans which 
reflect different emphases among the specified components of the 
objectives; 

(5) Review and reconsider if necessary the specified components 
· for the planning setting and formulate additional alternative plans as 

appropriate; and 

(6) Select a recommended plan based upon an evaluation of the 
tradeoffs among the alternative plans. 

Essential to this process is the formulation of alternative plans to 
achieve varying levels of contributions to the objectives. and th.e active 
participation of all interests. 

During the planning process one alternative plan will be formulated 
in which optimum contributions are made to t;,.e national economic de­
velopment objective. Additionally; during the planning process at least 
one alternative plan will be formulated which emphasizes the contri-

. butions to the environmental quality objective. Other alternative plans 
reflecting significant phys~cal, technological, legal or public policy 
constraints or reflecting significant tradeoffs between the national 
economic development and environmental quality objectives may be 
formulated. 

Four tests would be applied in the formulation of any given alter­
native plan: 

(1) The acceptability of the alternative plan to the public and 
compatibility with institutional constraints; 

7 

(Z) The effectiveness of the alternative plan in meeting component 
needs of the objectives; 

(3) The efficiency of the .plan in m~eting component needs of the ' 
obj,ctives and a 4emonstration that the plan represents the least-coat 
means of achieving such component needs; and 

(4) The completeness of the plan in accounting for all investment! 
and ;other required inputs. or ac.tions. · 

As alternative plans are developed and subjected to these .teats, 
the basic steps h\ the planning process may be reiterated as necessa y 
with each iteration more detailed than the last. 

Each alternative plan screened.for final consideration should be 
"justified" in the sense that in the judgment of the planning organiza "on 
the total beneficial effects to all objectives exceed the total adverse 
effects to all objectives, · · 

From its analysis of alternative plans the planning organization 
will,select a recoi:nmended plan. The plan selected will reflect the 
importance attached to different objectives and the extent to which 
different objectives can be achieved by carrying out the plan. 

The recommended plan should be formulated so that beneficial an 
adverse effects toward objectives reflect, to the best of. current unde -
standing and knowledge, the priorities and preferences ex.Pressed by 
the public at all levels to be affected by the plan. 

A recommended plan must have net national economic developme 
benefits unless the deficiency in net benefits for the national economi 
development objective is the result of benefits foregone or additional 
costs incurred to serve the environmental objective. · ln such cases, 
a plan with a less than unity benefit-cost balance may be recommend d 
as long as the net deficit does not exceed the benefits foregone and th 
additional costs incurred for the environmental objective. A Depart­
mental Secretary or head of an indepen.dent agency may make an 
exception to the net benefits rule if he determines that circumstances 
unique to the plan formulation process warrant such exception. 
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In addition to the recommended plan with supporting analysis, 
other significant alternative plans embodying different priorities among 
the desired objectives would be presented in the planning report. In­
cluded with the presentation of alternative plans would be an analysis 
of the tradeoffs among them. The tradeoffs would be set forth in 
explicit terms, induding the basis for choosing the recommended 
plan from among the alternative plans. 

8. Cost allocation and reimbursement. When necessary to establish 
reimbursement or cost-sharing policies an allocation of appropriate 
costs would be made among the objectives and among components of 
the objectives in such a manner to insure that all objectives and 
components are treated comparably and receive their fair share of the 
advantages from an objective plan. 

Reimbursement and cost-sharing policies would be directed g~n­
erally to the end that identifiable beneficiaries bear an equitable share 
of costs commensurate with benefits received in full cognizance of the 
objectives. Since existing cost-sharing policies are not entirely con­
sistent with the two objective approach to planning water and land 
resources, these policies will be reviewed and needed changes will 
be recommended. 

9. The discount rate. The discount rate will be established in accord­
ance with the concept that the Government's investment decisions are 
related to the· cost of Federal borrowing. 

The interest rate to be used in plan formulation and evaluation 
shall be based upon the estimated average cost of Federal borrowing 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury taking into considera­
tion the average yield during the twelve months preceding his deter­
mination on· interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States 
wlth remaining periods to maturity comparable. to a 50-year period of 
investment. The rate shall be raised or lowered by no more than or 
less than one-half percentage point for.any year. When· the average 
cost of Federal borrowing as determined by the Secretary of the· 
Treasury exceeds the established discount rate by more than O. ZS 
percentage points, the rate shall be raised O. 5 percentage points. 
When the average cost is less than the established rate by more than 
o. ZS percentage points, the rate shall be lowered Q. 5 percentage points. 
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The Water Resources Council shall determine, as of July 1, the 
discount rate to be used during the fiscal year. 

The discount rate to be used in plan formulation and evaluation 
during the remainder of the fiscal year 1974 shall be 6-7 /8 percent. 

10. National program development. The Council will formulate a 
national program for Federal and federally assisted water and land 
resource activities, including a long-range schedule of priorities 
among plans for projects, States, regions, and river basins. 

11. Water and land planning activities covered. The principles and 
standards would apply to Federal participation with river basin 
commissions, States, and others in the preparation, formiil.ation, 
evaluation, review, revision, and transmission to the Congress of 
plans for States, regions, and river basins; and for planning of 
Federal and certain federally assisted water and land resource pro­
grams and projects as listed in the standards by the Water Re.sources 
Council. 

ll. EVALUATION 

(Environmental Impact, Unavoidable Adverse Environmental 
Effects, and Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resources) 

The evaluation system and .system of public information accounts 
provide for the full and systematic display of effects, including those 
which are generally regarded as favorable or beneficial, those which 
are generally regarded as unfavorable or adverse, and those for which 
preferences differ and may be considered either beneficial or adverse 
depending upon the value judgments of those expressing the perference. 
The effects of an alternative plan on tb.e environmental characteristics 
of an area under study or elsewhere in the Nation would be evaluated 
for each alternative plan formulated. Thus, environmental effects · 
would be displayed for each· alte.rnative plan. whether formulated to 
achieve optimum contributions to the national economic development 
objective, or formulated to emphasize contributions to the environ­
mental quality objective. Environmental effects would also be.· 
displayed for alternative plans formulated to reflect various levels of 
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contributions to the national economic development or environmental 
quality objectives. The display of environmental effec~s and the 
effects on the other objectives for all alternative plans formula.ted 
would provide information which should facilitate planning decisions 
and reduce conflict over such decisions. 

The principles and standards conform fully with the intent 
and the· spirit of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.by 
providing for full and systematic evaluation and display of .environ­
mental effects for all alternative plans. 

III.· FORMULATION 

(Alternatives and· the Relationship Between Short-Term· Uses of 
the Environment and Enhancement of Long~Term Productivity) 

The explicit consideration of the environmental quality objective 
in formulating plans for the use of the Nation's water and land resources 
provides opportunity for consideTation of significant enhancement of the 
quality of the enviromnent. Rather than simply displaying environ­
mental impacts the planning process established in the principles and 
standards would require that plans be directed to meeting current and 
projected needs and problems as identified by the desires of people in 
such a manner that improved contributions are made to society's 
preferences for national economic development or enviromnental 
quality. ilnpacts on regional development and social well-being are 
also considered where appropriate. At the outset and throughout the 
planning process responsible planning organizations would consult 
appropriate· Federal, regional, State, and local groups. to ascertain 
the components of the objectives that are significantly related to the 
use and m~agement of the water and land resources in the planning 
setting. The identification of the specific, components ·of objectives 
to be considered explicitly in plan formulation will necessarily in-
volve an appraisal of future economic, environmental and social 
conditions expected without the plan as compared with those desired 
hy people for the planning area. 

The principles and standards will be applied at all levels of plan­
ning as defined hy the Water Resources Council. At the broadest 
ievel of planning, that is, framework studies and assessments, 
specification of·the components of the environmental quality objective 
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would be directed toward the alternative choices that should be con­
sidered and e'valuated in the study responsive to the needs and 
aspirations of the people. These alternative choices :t-elate to 
various views of the desires of people in the mix of objectives to be 
served in planning for the use of the Nation's water and land resources 
and reflect.the alternative parameters and assumptions upon which 
the planning is based, including but not neces1Sarily linlited .to alterna­
tive assumptions regarding the levels of future economic and population 
growth and environmental quality. 

At the next more detailed level of planning defined hy the Water 
Resources Council, that is, regional or river basin planning, speci­
fications of the components of the environmental quality objective 
would generally be concerned with alternative courses of action that 
should be considered and evaluated in planning for the use of water and 
land resources of an entire region or river basin as this is the level·of 
consideration of alternatives at which the enviromnental issues and 
tradeoffs are most likely to be relevant to decisionrnaking. 

At the most detailed level of planning defined by the Water Resources 
Council, that is, implementation studies, specification of the components 
of the environmental quality objective will generally be concerned with 
groups of interr·elated or individual plan elements where enviromnental 
issues and tra·•eoffs are likely to be significant in the decisionrnaking 
process. 

The success of water and land resources planning will depend on 
meaningful participation of interests concerned with each objective at 
each step in the planning process. Under. the principles .and standards 
when the objectives of a framework study or assessment or regional 
or river basiii.. plan. have been identified the study leader responsible 
for the manage~ent of the study will prepare a statement of the 
specified components of the objectives and the probable effects of the 
plan on such objectives. A copy of the statement will be sent to the 
Water Resources Council and to the Council on Environmental Quality 
as a preliminary report under section 102(2)(C) of the National En­
vironmental Policy Act of 1969. The study manager will submit 
completed reports of framework studies and assessments and regional 
or river basin planning studies to the Water Resources Council for 
review. Copies of such reports shall be furni.shed to the Council on 
Environmental Quality. 
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It is concluded that promulgation of the P:i:inciples and Standards 
for Planning Water and Related Land Resources will further the 
purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
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