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Presenter
Presentation Notes
State up front that while this may not directly affect your studies now, unless an FY15 new start, it is our future for all GI studies.
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SMART Feasibility Study Process

Presenter
Presentation Notes
During today’s discussion we are focused on the scoping phase of the feasibility study.
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SCOPING
3-6 months

Alternatives 
Milestone
Vertical Team 
concurrence 
on array of 
alternatives

1

• Identify study 
objectives

• Define Problems & 
Opportunities

• NEPA Scoping
• Inventory & Initial 

Forecast
• Formulate 

Alternative Plans
• Evaluate alternatives 

and identify 
reasonable array

• Develop PMP and 
Review Plan

• Initiate Exemption 
Process if necessary

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ideally, will be to Alternatives Milestone closer to 3 months, rather than 6

This is a fair bit to get done in 3 months. How will you do it?
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The Alternatives Milestone
Support Four Assertions

• There is Federal Interest in the problem
• Future without project conditions are 

understood
• A representative array of distinctly different 

solutions has been formulated and will be 
evaluated 
– To ID the Tentatively Selected Plan before the next 

milestone
• The study is likely/unlikely to be compliant with 

the 3x3 rule (develop a PMP)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
USACE is the appropriate lead Fed agency to address the Fed interest

At the first milestone meeting, PDT’s will be expected to support four assertions.  First, that there is a Federal interest in the problem.; Second, that future without project conditions are understood;   Third, that a representative array of distinctly different solution has been formulated and will be evaluated  so that a tentatively selected plan can be identified prior to the next milestone meeting; and fourth, that the study will or will not be complaint within 3x3 constraints 



PLANNING SMART
BUILDING STRONG®

Before Executing the FCSA

• Feasibility study starts – and 3 year clock 
starts – when FCSA is signed
– Work with Sponsor to understand 3x3 model FCSA 

and importance of study’s first 90 days

• Sign a 3-year / $3m model FCSA
• No PMP or Review Plan before FCSA is signed
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Once the Agreement is Signed

• The PDT confirms the problems warrant 
Federal involvement
– USACE interest is consistent with our primary 

missions, consistent with Administration priorities
• Defining the scope of study is a priority

– Both USACE and the Sponsor assume some risk in 
agreeing to a general 3x3 compliant scope without a 
PMP

– Clarification on the scope must be provided within the 
first 90 days of study – the PMP

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Develop the review plan in parallel with the PMP.  

The single-phase study comes with several practical challenges for the study team.  We don’t have the benefit of a reconnaissance study that examined the problem and the Federal interest to begin giving shape to a Corps of Engineers study.  The WRRDA14 language lifted the requirement to conduct a 905b analysis, but it did not lift the need for that information to inform the scope of work for the feasibility study.  Unfortunately, no analysis can be completed for the feasibility study without a cost-share partner to foot half the bill.  Thus, we have the new policy that provides $5K for a district to sign a cost sharing agreement with the sponsor before any analysis is conducted.

So what is expected of the team?  The expectation is that the team will confirm the same things that a 905b analysis would confirm => that  the problem warrants Federal involvement, and that there is a USACE interest consistent with our primary missions, as assigned by the administration.  Beyond that, the team should identify the general scope of study that will be required to evaluate potential solutions and identify a recommended plan for Congressional authorization, and any additional Federal partners that should be invited to participate in the study or implementation of solutions.

This places some risk on the sponsor to agree to a somewhat open-ended scope of study.  On the other hand, USACE is taking the same risk, and the scope of study will be the first order of business for the initial 90 days of study.  With the 3x3x3 boundaries, a sponsor is assured that the study budget and schedule can not exceed 3 years and 3 million without their express agreement, and an approval from HQUSACE and/or the Assistant Secretary of the Army, Civil Works (ASA/CW).  The model FCSA stipulates this boundary with the caveat that the actual study budget and schedule will be established soon after the agreement is signed.
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GETTING STARTED: 
THE FIRST 90 DAYS
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What P&G Says about Scoping
• Process of identifying significant issues to be analyzed in the 

planning study
• Begin scoping as soon as the study starts
• Integrate with other early planning activities
• Include affected Fed, State, Local agencies, the public, and 

other stakeholder groups
• Refine scoping throughout study to ensure

– significant decision making factors are addressed, and 
– unneeded or extraneous analyses are avoided

• Use scoping to 
– Combine or narrow probs and opps, measures, plans, effects, etc
– so that meaningful and efficient analysis and choice among 

alternative plans can occur
• Complementary to NEPA scoping

-1983 P&G, Paragraph 1.4.8

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before we get started on some of the details, let’s look back at what the P&G had to say about scoping. It is instructive, and offers a bit of practical advice on how to proceed.

Start early, and use interactions with sponsor and resource agencies as a means to begin bounding the required analyses.  Changes will occur as you conduct work and learn more about your planning decision needs.  Planning and NEPA are compatible if you consider impact differences in formulation and evaluation.

The revised PR&G do not contain a concise paragraph similar to the 83 P&G scoping discussion.  Corps implementation guidance will determine how the PR&G is incorporated into our planning guidance, policies and procedures.  It’s premature to speculate on what that will look like.  Here’s a short summary of what appears in the PR&G. Several statements are sprinkled throughout the P&R that are consistent with the idea that studies should be scoped in relation to complexities, risks, and views of sponsors, agencies and the public.  The Guidelines have a section that describes “Levels of Analysis” and provides dollar thresholds to distinguish different levels.  Projects >$20M would undergo a standard analysis; less than that would have a scaled analysis or be excluded, if the cost is low enough.
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CRITICAL THINKING
• Think of a phased approach - discuss the challenging 

questions as the study progresses:
– What work is required to get to the Alternatives Milestone? 

The TSP Milestone? Beyond that?
– What combination of analyses are required to characterize the 

problem, ID solutions, & compare them to ID a TSP?
– What additional analyses are required to confidently define the 

TSP cost, impact, and benefits?

• Relative values early, absolute values later
• The level of detail should increase through each stage.
• Uncertainty on 3x3 rule compliance will lessen as the study 

moves forward.
– Lay out the path to completion as it is currently understood

Presenter
Presentation Notes
During the initial phase of study, the pdt will need to determine whether the study can be completed within 3 years and for $3 million or less.  This is a challenge, and the answer will be uncertain, so there will be an opportunity to revisit the budget and schedule at later milestones. 

Initially, a pdt is expected to lay out the path to completion, as it is understood now.  What combination of analyses will be required to characterize the problem, identify solutions, and compare them so that a TSP can be identified?  What additional analysis is required to appropriately define this recommended TSP and its cost, impact, and benefits?  The PDT is expected to approach the study with these distinct phase of work in mind.  What work is required to get the the first milestone, the Alternatives milestone?  This is the work to characterize the problem and identify distinctively different solutions.  What work is required to get to the second milestone?  This is the work that allows comparison of the costs, benefits, and impacts of the array of solutions so that one may be distinguished from the others as the “best” way to proceed.  Then. what work is required to define the costs, benefits, and impacts with sufficient confidence that Congress can set an authorized cost, that the HQ, ASA, and OMB will understand benefit estimates,, and that resource agencies and USACE can negotiate appropriate mitigation requirements/costs?  This is the work to get to the civil works review board (CWRB) and final draft of the feasibility report.

It is helpful for teams to view these phases of the study as distinctly different requirements.  The level of detail required for each phase can be significantly different.  One tenet of SMART planning, and a necessary requirement to meet schedule and budget constraints, is to limit the detail of analysis to only that level that is necessary to answer the immediate planning question.  In other words, the level of detail to formulate plans is less than is necessary to compare them, and the comparison detail is less than is required for describing costs, benefits, and impacts in the final report.  This is why the pdt’s are asked to complete a decision management plan (DMP) and a risk register for each phase of study. 
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Focus Shifts Through the Process

Focus on alternatives 
evaluation to identify a 
tentative plan for more 
detailed design

Focus on scaling the 
measures and features 
for the recommended 
plan/LPP 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This should be a familiar graphic to you all, and we’re not going to keep it up for long. We just want to make the following points.

The blue ribbon shows that we are focused on relative differences between alternatives early in the process, then absolute values for the TSP later in the process.  So when we estimate costs, benefits, and impacts, the early focus is on the aspects of plans that make a relative difference in these metrics.  Then later, we want to estimate these metrics with a reasonable amount of confidence, as we report out to the public, the sponsor, Congress, and resource agencies.

The feasibility study process, and the new milestones, are different to emphasize the importance of:
Making a decision, having a clear plan for the next decision – and moving the study forward;
Critical thinking throughout the study – understanding and communicating areas of uncertainty;
Acknowledging the constraints we have -- a target completion within 3 years and $3 million.

The Milestones at the end of each phase are not a check-box and do not necessarily represent a single meeting or point in time – they are decisions made as the PDT moves from signing an FCSA to the Chief’s recommendation of a plan to address a water resources problem. 
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Gather Existing Info
• Gather as much available data and info as you can find

– Maps and GIS layers
– Prior Corps studies
– Work or studies by others

• Sponsor and consultants
• Academic studies or research
• Other stakeholder groups

– Raw data sets
– Operating records
– Historical accounts or photography

• Evaluate for relevance, uncertainties, gaps
• Don’t discount it simply for age or original purpose
• How can it be used, and how can it be augmented
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Use the Available Communication and 
Decision Making Tools

• Hold a Charette or Workshop in Scoping phase: Ensure 
distinctly different viewpoints are represented
– Invite the Sponsor, Fed and State resource agencies, the 

vertical & horizontal team, stakeholders and the public to 
participate and share their views 

– Or, collect different views as you see fit
• Use Available Tools for Documenting and Managing the 

Study:
– Decision Management Plan
– Risk Register 
– PMP Template
– Decision Log
– Report Synopsis

Tools Available on the 
Planning Community 
Toolbox AND 
http://www.iwrmsuite.us/

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The most expedient way to understand a problem and begin formulating a representative array of distinctly different solutions is to hold a charette or a workshop in which distinctly different viewpoints are represented.  This means that the sponsor, state and federal resource agencies, the public, the vertical team, and other informed stakeholder groups should be invited to share their views.  The pdt can collect these views in whatever manner they see fit, but a single charette may be the most expedient.  However the pdt chooses to obtain input from the various perspectives, the requirement is that the team be able to adequately describe the problem, future without conditions, and a representative array of distinctly different alternatives at the first milestone meeting.
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Confirm Federal Interest
• Three Potential Outcomes:

– There is no Federal interest. Congress and the Administration 
have determined the problem is best left to local interests. 

• The Study will be terminated under the terms of the FCSA.
– Problems and potential solutions are entirely consistent with 

USACE missions, as assigned by Congress and Administration 
priorities. 

• Federal interest is documented and the Study continues.
– Problem has Federal interest, but solutions require 

implementation under multiple Fed authorities and agencies, 
including USACE.

• Other Federal partners need to be identified early and brought into 
the study process

• The PMP must clearly identify each Federal agency role/mission, 
including USACE

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In one path, there is no Federal interest.  The problem is one that Congress and the Administration have determined is best left to state and local interests..  In the second path, the problem and potential solutions are entirely consistent with USACE missions, as assigned by Congress and administration priorities.  In the third path, the problem has Federal interest, but solutions would require implementation under multiple Federal authorities assigned to  a mix of agencies, with USACE being but one partner.  In the latter case, other Federal partners need to be identified early and brought into the study process.  Any attempt to use the USACE budget to implement solutions that are more appropriate for other Federal agency missions will be met with frustration.  That is a disservice to our non-federal sponsors.
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Define the Future Without Project 
Condition

• State a set of assumptions of what future 
without project conditions will exist.
– Always uncertain
– Include authorized USACE actions
– Also assess the likelihood of actions by other, 

including their financial and legal authority to act

• Incorporate impacts of these assumptions into 
the PMP scope and DMP

• Assess the impacts in the Risk Register

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Future without project conditions are a persistent challenge, because the future actions of Federal agencies and other stakeholders is uncertain.  A common assumption is that authorized USACE projects are assumed to be in place under future conditions.  Actions by other entities are not as easily assumed, so coordination with the vertical team is required.  PDT’s should assess the likelihood of action by others ( including the financing and legal authority to act) and state a set of assumptions of what future without project conditions will exist.  The impacts of these assumptions should be incorporated into the scope of work and decision management plans.  The impacts of these assumptions should then be assessed in the planning risk registers.
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Formulate Alternatives
• Identify plans that are “Significantly Differentiated” (from P&G)

• If sponsor or others have a preferred alternative, what are 
some distinctly different approaches to meeting the 
objectives?

• Focus on different mixes of measures in different locations 
instead of focusing on incremental scales of same measures 
(however, a distinctly different scale can be a distinctly 
different alternative)

• Don’t forget non-structural and no-action
• Use this early formulation to identify how data can be used 

to characterize differences in costs, benefits, impacts (this 
also helps/bounds the inventory and forecast scope)

• Screen the array before the Alternatives Milestone
• There will be flexibility to refine after the Alternatives 

Milestone
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DEVELOPING THE PMP
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Scope to an Appropriate
Level of Detail for each Milestone

• Focus the detail of analysis:
– To the level that is necessary to answer the immediate 

planning question
– The LoD necessary to formulate plans is less than is 

necessary to compare them
– The comparison detail is less than required for 

describing costs, benefits and impacts in the final 
report

• Support the LoD for each phase of study by 
completing a Decision Management Plan and Risk 
Register

Fous on 
alternatives 
evaluation to 
identify a tentative 
plan for more 
detailed design

Focus on scaling 
the measures and 
features for the 
recommended 
plan/LPP 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Concerns about level of detail and PMP tasks
A common concern arises around level of detail in PMP tasks, particularly for later phases of the feasibility study.  Traditional practice within the agency has been to define tasks all the way to completion of the study.  That left us two courses of action, generally.  Either we adjusted the course of action to fit the need as we defined it through the unfolding study, or we blindly followed the task list, whether the unfolding study determined it was needed or not.  The latter is the most common, because it was one way to keep commitments we agreed to in our FCSA with the sponsor.  Our current view is that we will adjust details in the scope of analyses/study to fit the needs identified as we complete initial analyses.  We know that our feasibility studies will require work by engineers, biologists, economists, real estate staff, archeologists, etc, but we are uncertain of the balance in level of effort during each phase of study.  What this tells us is that we should write our scopes of work to lay out the baseline level of work required from each member of the team and some assumptions about the work that will be required, given an assumed number of alternatives of a certain type.  These early assumptions will then be revisited at each milestone in order to assess the actual balance of analysis that is required from each discipline in order to reach the next milestone, and subsequent milestones.  This may sound frustratingly fuzzy, but it is the reality of our study needs.  We need analysis from all of our team members, but we only need increased detail from those disciplines that are most critical to making the next planning decision.  The focus is on “the differences that make a difference”.  During early formulation for the alternatives milestone, and evaluation for the TSP, we need to understand relative differences in cost, benefit, and impacts.  It is primarily in the final report and CWRB milestone that we need to have greater confidence in absolute measures of costs, benefits, and impacts.
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How Do You Do This?
Use DMP’s to Build the PMP

• Think about multiple DMPs simultaneously
– Develop an outline of bullets for DMPs to CWRB 

• Focus PDT on what is required for the near-term 
decisions….
– Think about needs for the initial array of alternatives first
– Do not be distracted by only trying to ID risk considerations 

for the final recommendation and report

• …While maintaining awareness of later stages
– Establish a placeholder for concerns (risks) that the PDT 

believes may arise later in the Risk Register and later phase 
DMPs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
during the early phase of study, a team needs to establish an expected budget and schedule for sponsors and the vertical team.  To do so, the team should consider each phase of study, from start to completion and begin to get a sense of what will be required to successfully move through each phase.  In other words, the DMPs for each phase should be considered simultaneously.  The details of later phases of the feasibility study will still be undefined, but the team can begin scoping out the level of detail that will come later from the detail that is required now, in the early phases of study.

How do you do this?
A better question may be “why would you do this?”  Sometimes, in order to limit your thinking to what is required now, you need a placeholder for the concerns (risks) that you believe will arise later.  The tendency of most teams is to think in terms of the risks associated with the final report and the final recommendation.  We need teams to think about the here and now, before they get to the final recommendation.  To do so, many teams have indicated that they need a place holder – somewhere they can park those future concerns while they consider the now concern.  This is the practical reason to think about multiple DMPs simultaneously.  If you are thinking about  the analyses to get to the initial array of alternatives, you do not need to be distracted by the risks associated with the final plan selection.  However, discussions with resources agencies, the sponsor or the vertical team can keep pulling you back to risks in that final recommendation.  If so, you should start developing a bulleted outline for that later-phase DMP so that you have a place to put those concerns.  You don’t need to solve that now, but at least you have a place to capture the need/concern so that you can return your focus to the scope of work that is required for your current phase of work and planning decision. 
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Uncertainty in Models 
and Existing Data

• The use of models will be a critical issue
– Can simpler tools be used for early screening?
– Do complex tools reduce uncertainty sufficiently to 

warrant time and expense?
– Document the use of models in the review plan and 

comply with model approval process (EC 1105-2-412)
• Decision to collect additional field data are also a key 

scoping issue
– Objectively evaluate existing knowledge
– How would add’l data reduce uncertainty and support 

decision making?
• Balance resources vs. decision needs across study 

elements
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Balance the Level of Detail in the PMP
• Adjust the course of action to fit the needs as defined 

through the unfolding story
– Do not simply follow a list of tasks 
– Keep an eye on decision needs
– address uncertainty in the balance of effort by PDT members 

during each phase of study 
• Write scopes of work to lay out the baseline level of work 

required from each PDT member
– Include assumptions about the work that will be required
– Revisit the assumptions at each milestone & assess the balance 

of analysis required for the next milestones
• Focus on the differences that make a difference

– Only obtain increased detail from disciplines most critical to 
making the next planning decision
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Developing the PMP
Envisioning the CWRB and Final Report

Scope post-ADM analysis that: 
• Produces a credible benefit estimate
• Measures project impacts and is sufficient to 

develop appropriate mitigation requirements 
and costs

• Defines the project with sufficient confidence 
so that Congress can set an authorized cost

Focus on alternatives 
evaluation to identify a 
tentative plan for more 
detailed design

Focus on scaling the 
measures and features 
for the recommended 
plan/LPP 
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WRAPPING UP…..
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Establish a Budget and Schedule
• Consider each stage of study from start to 

completion
– Begin with a sense of what decisions will be required to 

successfully move through each stage
– Use DMPs to document those concurrent 

considerations from start to finish

• Update and provide more detail on the next stage 
as you progress from one phase to the next

• The PMP should be regularly updated with 
additional detail on future stages
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Summary 

• Critical thinking is required throughout
• Seek early input (internal and external)
• Use the Decision Management Plans and Risk 

Registers to support scoping and PMP 
development

• PDT and vertical team adaptability and 
productivity is key.  

• Decisions must be made by the PDT each day 
within the first 3 months to effectively complete 
deliverables

• Understand and communicate your uncertainties 
and the related risks

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another placeholder
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KEY PRODUCTS
• REPORT SUMMARY
• RISK REGISTER
• DECISION MANAGEMENT PLAN
• DECISION LOG

USEFUL TOOLS
• PICTURES & INFO BOXES
• PROJECT PLACEMAT
• SIMPLE GRAPHICS
• LOCAL-NATIONAL LINKS

MUST HAVES
• COMMITED TEAM
• CLEAR SCOPES
• VERTICAL ALIGNMENT
• A GOOD STORY (hint it’s not just following the ER)

ALTERNATIVES MILESTONE
Agree on problems, opportunities, future without project 
conditions and a focused array of alternatives.

Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) MILESTONE
Identify the TSP, secure sponsor support to proceed, receive 
vertical endorsement of the TSP and release of the draft 
report for public comment and technical and policy reviews.

CIVIL WORKS REVIEW BOARD MILESTONE
Report signed by District & Division Commanders & sent to 
HQ;  The Civil Works Review Board endorses the tentatively 
recommended plan for State and Agency review.

CHIEF’S REPORT
District prepares a draft – refines with Division & RIT; Key 
document that is the basis for what Congress will authorize.

Every milestone has five stages: 1) Team Analysis and District Quality Control – 2) Package Submittal – 3) In-
Progress Review – 4) The Milestone  – 5) MFR to Document Completion

VERTICAL ALIGNMENT THROUGH FREQUENT IN-PROGRESS REVIEWS

Reader Friendly, 
Compliant

and Meaningful 
Reports

AGENCY DECISION MILESTONE
Corporate agreement on the TSP after public comment and 
reviews; results in approval to proceed with feasibility design.

SMART Teams build 
smart plans

Buy into the new 
planning approach

Writing as you go is 
always easier and less 

stressful than writing at 
the end of a deadline

Use technology to help 
your team

36 Months = 1,095 days 
from FCSA execution to 
signing Chief’s Report; 
removing weekends, 

holidays, & Chief’s 
Review leaves a team 
with 693 work days to 

produce a report

SMART PLANNING MILESTONES: REQUIREMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUCCESS

26

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Developed by MVD – Greg Miller et al.
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Support is Available

• For technical issues/questions, coordinate with 
RTS’s, PCX’s, labs, and other centers of expertise

• For policy issues, coordinate with MSC and PCX 
staff

• HQ RIT teams are available to coordinate HQ input
• HQ PCOP staff are available to support with 

SMART Planning concepts and strategy
• Tools Available on the Planning Community 

Toolbox AND http://www.iwrmsuite.us/

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Placeholder slide.  How will this differ for FY15 studies?  Any message for other non-FY15 studies to include?
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Questions?
Type questions in the chat box – send to Everybody.
We will answer as many as time allows.
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