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Executive Summary
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This FiveYear Development Plan (FYDPJ)gees the Fiscal Year (FY) 20 budget into a longer

term context. This context is important because tdoged States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE)studies build off the previous y@aibudget and require muliear investments. This

report presentprojections of discretionary budget authority for the Army Civil Works program

for FY11 through FY®B. Two funding scenarios are presented: A Base Plan Scenario and an
Enhanced Pl an Scenario. T h e 1Bludget and iteattyearc o n s i s
funding stream. The Enhanced Plan is derived fitoafY 10 appropriation and a growth rate

necessary to assure constant purchasing power. The base plan rangdsof8imilon in

FY11to $4.774billion in FY15. The enhanced plan ranges fr§65687 billion in FY11to $63

billion in FY15.

There are three main sections in this report:

1) Detailed Methods and Assumptions The Detailed Methods and Assumptiosection

describes in detail the two scenarios presented in thisYéae DevelopmentIBn, the Base

Plan and the Enhanced Plan. In both scenarios, activities are assumed to be assigned to the same
accounts as proposed for FY11.

2) Business Program Summass For each business program, the report discusses
accomplishments, future challges, project spotlights and the business progdnmding and
performance under the historical, base, and enhanced funding. The report describes the
performance objectives that influence each business program under the two funding scenarios.

This docunent attempts to relate performance and budgets. With base funding, the programs
cannot keep up with inflation. This creates problems with maintaining th#& pé&fformance.
Activities are eliminated or reduced to fit the budget. The enhanced budget altust

programs to maintain the status quo and to continue with improvement.

The three largestindedprograms areNavigation, Flood Bk Managementand Environment.
Navigation receives the largfgportion of fundingat 33 percent of base funding dag the five
year period. FlooRisk Managementeceives3l percent of base funding. Navigation, Flood
Risk Managementand Hydropower are facing similar circumstandesling with aging
infrastructure. The programs are undertaking risk assessmemisritize activities and manage
infrastructure.

Environment receivelsetween & and I7 percentand is broken into Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration, Environmental Stewardship, and Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program
(FUSRAP). The Aquatic Ecoggsn Program is the newest addition to Civil WoRtegram

The South Florida Everglades Ecosystem Project is the largest funded constructionrptiogect
environment programThe Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration Project is the largest
invedigation study; in the owyears fundingwill be necessary to implement study
recommendations.



3) Appendix: The appendix contains more detailed tables. Projects and projected funding
levels are listed for both the Base and Enhanced Scenarios.rojéepare broken down by
state in separate tables by Investigations, Construction, and Mississippi River and Tributaries.
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This section describes in detail the two scenarios presented in thi¥davéevelopment Plan,
the Base Plan and the Enhanced Plarboth scenarios, activities are assumed to be assigned to
the sane accounts as proposeu FY11.

Base Plan

The Base Plars based omthe President's budget for EYand formuladriven agency funding

levels for FY2 through FY5 from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). After the
budget year decisions atemplete, OMB generates eygar appropriation amounts that are
consistent with the President's overall targets for revenues, defense, homeland security, and non
security spending. As a result, the data for the Base Playearg do not represent propds

levels for the agency accounts, or programs. Rather, theeauhumbers are formutgenerated
placeholders, pending budget decisions in future years.

Under the Base Plan, each accouatild maintain the same percentage of total funding in each
of the outyears that it has in tieY 11 budget. For example the Investigations accountdsl
percent of the total in the FIY. budget, so it would b2.1 percent of the total in each eyar.
Tablel displays the total and tteanauntfor eachappropriatbnsaccount from

FY11 thru FY15 for the Base Plan

Table 1: Civil Works Base Plan AppropriationsAccounts by Fiscal Year

($ Millions)
Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Account:

Investigations 104 100 96 98 101
Construction 1,690 1,620 1,562 1,597 1,634
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 2,361 2,262 2,181 2,232 2,280
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MR&T) 240 230 222 227 232
Formerly Utilized sites Remedial Action Program

(FUSRAP) 130 125 120 123 126
Regulatory Program 193 185 178 182 187
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies (FCCE) 30 29 28 28 29
Executive Direction and Management 185 177 171 175 179
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 6 6 6 6 6
Total, Discretionary Budget Authority $4939 |$ 4734 |$ 4564 |$4,668 | S 4,774




Expenses andDffice of the Assistant Secretaryof the Army (Civil Works ),

(ASA(CW))

Expenses andSA (CW) accountsund USACE executivedirectionandmanagenent,and
Army Secretariabversight of the @il Works program U S A C EB@autivedirectioncovers

theheadquarters and division expens&leseaccouns are not allocatetb business programs.

The following table displays the fundimgjocationamongbusiness programs.

Table 2: Civil Works Base PlanPrograms by Fiscd Year

(% Millions)
Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Business Program:
Navigation 1,653 1,583 1,526 1,562 1,569
Flood Risk Management (FRM) 1,545 1,481 1,428 1,460 1,468
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration 586 562 542 554 556
Environmental Stewardship 108 104 100 102 102
Formerly Utilized sites Remedial Action
(FUSR Ayp) Program 130 125 120 123 124
Hydropower 207 198 191 196 196
Recreation 280 268 259 265 266
Water Supply 4 4 4 4 4
Regulatory 193 185 178 182 187
Emergency Management 43 41 40 41 42
Executive Direction and Management 185 177 171 175 179
Army Secretarial Oversight 6 6 6 6 6
Other (Additional studies, projects, programs,
and activities, known as the "wedge") 0 0 0 0 76
Total $ 4939 |$ 4,734 |$ 4564 | $4,668 |$ 4,774

The fAwedgeo

refers

due to theucantplietiorgof budgeted pragackne | ab | e
i we d g e ollodated tmbasinesa programs; however, in a subsequent section, each business

program provides examples of how these funds could be ushdler the base plan, the

projects included inthe FY2QPr esi dent 0 s
level in the budget, but no more than capabilithe wedge is then made up of the funds that

b u d g g¢ars ano kesdiian thed e d

become available as projects and studies are complétader this plan, a wedge becomes

available only in the final year, 2015.

1C
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Table 3 shows hovhe Business Programs draw funds from the various accounts hBase
Scenario. For example, the $billion Navigation Program draw=2® million from
Investigations, $1 million from Construction, $297 billion from Operation andaintenance
(O&M), and $4 million from the Mississippi River and Tributaries account. Similar data was
used for the formulation of business program funding in eaclgeartscenario.

Table 3 FY 11 BaseBusiness Program and Account Summary

($ Millions)

s g 5 o

3|3 s 5002 o1& |E |, |4

Q S| ® =z 2 8 = e |2

2 S < = S mo| 2 2 > |8

= |3 g |7 = |

g

Business Program:
Navigation $20 $291 $1,297 $45 $1,653
Flood Risk
Management (Flood
and Coastal Damage
Reduction) $49 $848 $475 $172 $1,545
Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration $35 $530 $18 $3 $586
Environmental
Stewardship $103 $5 $108
Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action
(FUSRAP) Program $130 $130
Hydropower $21 $186 $207
Recreation $265 $15 $280
Water Supply $4 $4
Regulatory $193 $193
Emergency
Management $13 $30 $43
Executive Direction and
Management $185 $185
Assistant Secretary of
the Army (ASA Civil
Works) $6 $6
TOTAL $104 $1,690 $2,361 $240 $130 $30 $193 $185 $6 $4,939
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Enhanced Plan

For the Enhanced Plan, the overall funding levels fatIR¥rough FY15 adjust the

FY10 Appropriations overall funding level ob%45 billion (including the Assistant Secretary
and Expensesdr projected changes in the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) price index.
Consistent with the base scenaBapenses anthe Assistant Secretaagcountsarenot
allocated to the business progranifiefundingallocation ispermitted to vary from the Fi.
accountmix. However, no account receives less fundintheFY 11 Enhanced Plathan it does
in the FY11 budget.

FY 11 Appropriation Account Funding under the Enhanced Plans distributed as follows:

A The Operation and Maintenance account resdiveding above th&Y11 budget
amount to address priority maintenance. The O&M accoustvex$2.7 billion in
FY11, an increas of $300 million over the FYL1 budget amount for the O&M account.

A Investigaionsreceives$180 million in FY11, $76 million above he FYL1 budget
amount.

>\

Constructiorreceives $1 9 billion in FY11, $200million above the FY1 budget amount.

A The Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Acti®mogram(FUSRAP) accounteceives $145
million in FY11. This is $5 million above the FY1 budget amount.

A The Expenses accourgceives $19 million in FY 11, which is $.0 million above the
FY11 budget amount.

A The Regulatory Accoumnreceives $213 million in FY 11, or $0 million above the FY1
budgetamount.

A The Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies account would recsveilion, $20
million above thé=Y 11 budget amount

A MR&T receives $82 million, $4 million above the FY11 budget amount

Out-yearsAppropriation Funding under the Enhanced Péan is distributed as follows:

In the outyears, funding for each account generailyrease from the FY11 level with the GDP
price index. This igust undethreepercent per year. However, the O&M account and the
Maintenance portion of the MR&T accduncrease three percent per year in recognition of the
aging of the Civil Works capital assefss an offset, the Construction account and the
Construction portion of the MR&T accouincreaseslightly lesseachyear.

12



Table 4displays the overall totand the total for each accdun each fiscal year from FM
through FY15 under the Enhanced Plan.

Table 4: Civil Works Enhanced Plan Appropriations Accountsby Fiscal Year

($ Millions)

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Account:
Gross Domestic Product Price Index 126 127 129 132 134
Investigations 180 185 189 195 203
Construction 1,894 1,936 1,992 2,062 2,136
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 2,652 2,732 2,813 2,897 2,991
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries
(MR&T) 252 259 266 275 284
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program
(FUSRAP) 145 149 153 158 164
Regulatory Program 213 219 225 232 240
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies (FCCE) 50 51 53 55 56
Expenses 195 200 206 213 220
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 6 6 6 7 7
Total, Discretionary Budget Authority $ 5587 |$ 5737 [$5904 | $ 6,093 |$ 6,300

Table 5 displays the budgea@ssefpengrtaon fumdi mg
due to the completion of budgeted projects The fiwedgeod i s not all oca
however, in a subsequent section, each business program provides examples of how these funds
could be used. Under the emted plan, the projects included inthe FYPPIr e si dent 6 s bu
are fundedintheost e ar s at t he pr oiheextenhmssiblePieasdnote,ast vy | e v
projects complete and a higher wedge is attained in FY15, the business lines bff¢bted

wedge appear to decrease, however, the assumption is that these business lines would increase as
new projects or activities are started with this additional funding.
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Table 5: Civil Works EnhancedPlan Business Prograns by Fiscal Year

($ Millions)

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Business Program:
Navigation 2,023 2,058 2,104 2,136 2,045
Flood and Coastal Storm Damage Reduction
(FCSDR) 1,559 1,586 1,620 1,646 1,579
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration 692 704 719 731 699
Environmental Stewardship 139 143 147 152 157
Formerly Utilized sites Remedial Action
(FUSRAP) Program 145 149 153 158 164
Hydropower 260 264 270 274 263
Recreation 286 291 297 302 290
Water Supply 7 7 7 8 8
Regulatory 213 219 225 232 240
Emergency Management 62 64 66 68 70
Executive Direction and Management 195 200 206 213 220
Army Secretarial Oversight 6 6 6 7 7
Other (Ac.ic.jltlor:al studllles, projects, programs, 270 46 84 168 561
and activities, "wedge")
Total $ 5587 | $5737 | $5904 | $ 6,093 | $ 6,300

Table6 shows the distribution of EnhancBthnfunds to the Business Programs for RY For
example,m FY11, Navigation receivesZ023billion whichis $360million above the base.

14




Table 6: FY 11 EnhancedBusiness Program and Account Summary

($ Millions)

S |9 5 .

i 7 0 S 12 |z 18 [ |» 5
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5 : o ° < |

()

Business Program:
Navigation $41 $397 $1,538 $47 $2,023
Flood Risk
Management (Flood
and Coastal Damage
Reduction) $70 $844 $458  $187 $1,559
Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration $67  $608 $14 $3 $692
Environmental
Stewardship $136 $3 $139
Formerly Utilized
Sites Remedial
Action (FUSRAP)
Program $145 $145
Hydropower $45  $215 $260
Recreation $274 $12 $286
Water Supply $2 $5 $7
Regulatory $213 $213
Emergency
Management $12 $50 $62
Executive Direction
and Management $195 $195
Assistant Secretary of
the Army (ASA Civil
Works) $6 $6
TOTAL $180 $1,894 $2,652 $252 $145 $50 $213 $195 36 $5,587

Under the Base Planllf hbue ibene iimgamgEFeaecdgeébyY
Enhanced Pl an shows a Awedgeo for al/l year s.
business progran{sor is it shown in the above cresst for FY11).

15
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NAVIGATION

The navigation program is responsible for providing safe, reliable, efficient and environmentally
sustainable waterborne transportatsystems for the movement of commercial goods and for

national security needs. The program seeks to meet this responsibility through a combination of
capital improvements and the operation and maintenance of existing infrastructure projects. The
navigatonpr ogram i s vital to tWe pandcoemtdsofecAmemii
overseas international trade moves through its pbinesn at i ond6s mari ne transp
(MTS) encompasses a network of navigable channels, waterways and infrastradthaged

by theUSACE, as well as publiclyand privatelyowned vessels, marine terminatgermodal

connections, shipyards and repair facilities. The MTS consists of approximately 12,000 miles of
inland and intracoastal waterwaygproximately350 coasal, Great Lakes and inland harbors;

and channel projectoomprising 13,000 milesnaintained byJSACE

FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT

Through both structural and natructural measures, the Flood Risk Management Program
serves as a vehicle to reduce the riskuman safety and property from riverine and coastal
flooding. Upon completion, and with the exception of reservoirs, most of the federally
constructed infrastructure has been transferred d@ederal, cosshare sponsor to operate and
maintain.

In implementing the Flood Risk Management Program, the Corps has demonstrated its

commitment to lead the nation away from the mindset of controlling floods to a more

comprehensive approach of managing the risks associated with floods and coastal storms. This
shifti n perspective acknowledges the complexitie
commitment to the partnerships necessary to apply effective flood plain and coastal flood risk
management practices.

ENVIRONMENT

The Environmental Program includigsee sukprograms: Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration,
Environmental Stewardship artigde Formerly Uilized Sites Remediation Action Progrargach
of these sulprogramshasseparate goals and objectives and performareasunes

ENVIRONMENTAL : AQUATIC ECOSY STEM RESTORATION (AER)

The Armyés mission in the area of aquatic eco
to a more natural condition in ecosystems whose structures, functions and dynamic processes

have become degraded. The emphasis iestonation of nationalkyor regionallysignificant

habitat where the solution primarily involves modifying the hydrology and geomorphology.
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ENVIRONMENTAL: ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP

The environmental stewardship program focuses on the management, abmsenvd
preservatiorof natural resources on 11.5 million acres of land and water at 456 multipurpose
USACE projects Among other environmental activities, program personnel monitor water
guality atUSACEdams and operate fish hatcheries in cooperatitnstate wildlife agencies.
The program includes compliance measures to ensurd 8#€CE projects meet federal, state
and local environmental requirements; prevention; and conservation.

ENVIRONMENTAL: FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIATION
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (FUSRAP)

Under the FUSRARJSACE cleans up former Manhattan Project and Atomic Energy
Commission sites, making use of expertise gained in cleaning up former military sites and
civilian hazardous waste sites under the Environmental Protection AgepesfuBud program.

HYDROPOWER

USACEs 6 mul ti purpose authorities provide hydroe
projects built for navigation and flood controlSACE s the largest ownewperator of

hydroelectric power plants in the United Stated ane of the largest in the worldSACE

operates 35generating units at 75 multipurpose reservoirs, mostly in the Pacific Northwest;

t hey account for about 24 percent of Americabd
of t he c o lecricgeyedasng tapatity. llts hgdroelectric plants produce né&érly

billion kilowatt-hours each yeér sufficient to serve about 75 million households equal to 288

cities the size of Washington, DC. Hydropower is a renewable source of energy and ene of th

least environmentally disruptive sources of electric power, producing none of the airborne

emissions that contribute to acid rain or the greenhouse effect.

RECREATION

USACEIs an important provider of outdoor recreatiarnich is arancillary benefit ofts flood
risk managemerdnd navigation project&lSACEAGrecreation program provideuality outdoor
public recreation experiencesaccordance with its thrggart mission: 1yerve the needs of
present and future generatip23 contribute to the qual of American life and 3)manag and
consere natural resources consistent with ecosystem management principles.

USACEadministers £54recreation sites at 2projects on 12 million acres of lanfuring
fiscal year 200, 10percentof theU.S. populéion visited aUSACE project at least oncelhese
visitors spent $18illion pursuing their favorite outdoor recreat activity, supporting some
350,000 fullk andparttime jobs

REGULAT ION OF WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS

In accordance with the Rivers and Blars Act of 189 (Sec. 10) and the Clean Water Act of
1972 (Sec. 404), as amended, the Army Civil Works Regulatory Program regulates the discharge
of dredged and fill material int0.S.waters, including wetland&lSACE implements many of
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its oversight rgzonsibilities by means of a permit proceBsroughout the permit evaluation
process, th&JSACE @mplieswith the National Environmental Policy Act and other applicable
environmental and historic preservation lalmsaddition to federal statutedd SACE must also
consider the views of other federal, tribal, state and local governments and agencies; interest
groups 8 well aghe general public when renderiitgfinal permit decisions.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

ThroughoutJSACE history,the United Statelas réied on the civil works program for help in

times of national disaster. Emergency management continues to be an important part of the civil
works progranthatsupports the Department of Homeland Security in carrying out the National
Responsé&ramework. Itdoes this byroviding emergency support e areas of public works

and engineeringand by conducting emergency response and recovery activities under authority
of Public Law 8499. USACEresponds to more than 30 presidential disaster declarations in a
typical year, and its higidtrained workforce is prepared to deal with both maade and natural
disasters.

Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, Wilma and Ophelia caused significant damage to the flood and
hurricane protection projects along the Gulf Coast and Sidhtic states. Hurricane Katrina
alone resulted in federal costs of approximately $125 billiohdnisiana, Mississippi and
Alabama USACE costs to repair and upgrade the New Orleans Hurricane and Storm Damage
Risk Reduction System (HSDRRS) will bepaoximately $14 billionMajor damage to the

storm protection system in the New Orleans area inclodedopping of 4&ections of levees
andthe failure of threédloodwalls alongLake Pontchartrain andcinity.

Coupled with its repair efforts, USACH.diedways to improve hurricane protection in the

vicinity of Lake Pontchartrain. USACE commissioned a Hurricane Protection Decision

Chronology (HPDC) shortly after Hurricane Katrina in order to collect, record and analyze

project memoranda, reports amdated documentation. This material was used to better

understand how complex social and political decisi@king processes contributed to the

HSDRRS and how those processes might be improved. Subsequently, a report provided an
explanatio® as opposed toneevaluatiod of t he way in which USACEs?®
organization, legislation, financial and other factors influenced decisions that led to the HSDRRS
protective structures in place when Hurricane Katrina struck.

The HPDC focus on project decistamakingcomplemented the engineering forensics

investigations conducted by the Interagency Performance Evaluation Task Force and other
institutions. The HPDCOS purpose is to make p
data, and it demonstrated timat single individual, agency, organization or decision was solely
responsible for the development of the HSDRRS over the course ofyiesabbistory. USACE

is committed to open, transparent communication with the American public regarding the

0l essammedd in the aftermath of Hurricane Kat:

USACEnnot onlycontribuesto domestic emergency management efftnisalso plays a major
role on the international stage through its participation ircithemilitary emergency
preparedness program. Inpgort ofthe Department of Defense (), USACE shares

emergency management knowledge and expertise with U.S. Allies and partners in the former
Soviet Republics and Eastern Europbkis valuable program brings together key leaders and
builds relationshipamongnations in direct support of the National Defense Strategy.
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WATER STORAGE FOR WATER SUPPLY

Conscientiousnanagement of the nationds water supply

and lessening the impact of droughdSACEhas an important relin ensuring that homes,
businesses and farmsationwide have enough water to meet their neé#fSACE has the

authority for water supplin connection with construction, operation and modification of federal
navigation flood damage reduction; and mutirpose projects

EXECUTIVE DIRECTION AND MANAGEMENT (ED&M)

The ExpenseAccountprovides for Executive Direction and Management (ED&M) of the Civil
Works Progranpursuant to policy guidance and oversight by the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Civil Works). This is accomplishethroughcommand and control, policy and guidance
development, program management, national coordination, and quality assirancipal
activities includecorporate leadershigfrategic planningnd performance measurement.
Performance measurement is accomplistredughperformance assessment metrics,
construction leading/lagging indicators, afticiency stulies. Pogram managemerg
accomplishedhroughvarious levels of review such Bsoject Review Board (PRB) Reviews,
Directorate Management Reviews (DMRs), andn@@mnd Management Reviews (CMRS).
ED&M alsoallows fornational coordination and collaboration with other agencies, States, local
governments, andon-governmental organizations.
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Key Statistics

x Operates and maintai@%,000 miles
of navigable channels

x Responsibléor 926 deep and
shallow draft harbors 41 states.

x Operate and maintai2vl lock
chambers at 195 sites

x There is2.2 billion tons ofdomestic
and foreigncommerce carried
annuallyon inland waterways.

Accomplishments

A

Programoperaésand méantains diverse navigation resources including: channels and locks
on inland and intracoastal waterways, commercially important ports and channels; refuge
harbors to protect vessels from storms; st harbors to meet community needs; locks,
and smaller harbors among other assets

Program provides numerous activities such as basic maintenance for older and/or smaller
commercial locks and harborgnstruction of dredged material placement siteigation
dredging,and construction of beneficiake sites for dredged material

Future Challenges

> > >

Achieving the Administratods goal of doubling exports in
Providing a reliable and resilient navigation system with limited funding and staff.

Meeting the changing world shipping fleet needs to accommodate the wider and deeper ships
being constructed. The Panama Canal is undergoing construction of new locks and

deepenig of its channels to be able to accommodate vessels up to 1,200 feet long, 160 feet
wide, and have drafts up 50 feet deep by 2014 (vessels using the Panama Canal are currently
limited to 965 feet long, 106 feet wide, and maximum drafts of 39.5 feet).wilhis

significantly change the vessel fleet calling on east and Gulf coast ports.

Maintaining an inland navigation infrastructure that is on average over 50 years old with
growing rehabilitation and maintenance needs.

Depletion of the Inland Waterways BtuFund (IWTF). Outlays exceeded revenues between
2002 and 2008, and the IWTF is essentially depleted. Funding for inland and intracoastal
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waterways construction and rehabilitation is provided just in time and annual appropriations
are limited to annudWTF revenues of approximately $8® million.

Balancing environmental values (turtles, nesting birds, turbidity, sea grasses, fish spawning,
etc) with dredging and dredged material placement responsibilities.
Obtaining/Constructing/Financing new dredgedterial placement sites, and finding storage
capabilities to hold dredged material from channel maintenance.

Implementing a system that consistently evaluates asset quality and deficiencies across
projects in various regions to assist in making betteureg decisions.

Creating a cosg¢ffective model to show the relative performance increase from marginal
increases in program resources.

Establishing a baseline of the physical condition of USACE Navigation assets.

> > > > >

Program History and Performance

The Navigation busineggogramsuppors the following strategic plan goals, objes and
perf ormance measures. The programbdés strategi
Goal 1 and Goal 3.

Strategic Objective 1.3 Reduce backlog of uncompleted, scheduled work on budgeted
construction projects.

Strategic Objective 1.3.1 Deliver project benefits as quickly as possible within available
resources.

Strategic Objective 3.1 Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of existing USACE water
resource projects.

Strategic Objective 3.2 Address the operation and maintenance (O&M) backlog.

Performance Measures

Three categories of program performance measures support thegabts/and objectives.

Many of these Navigation measures were modified or added in 2007; these are noted below.
Historical and future performance data for the new measures will be reported as it is collected
and developed.

1) Customer Service Measures

x Channel availability , high-use projects (coastal ports and harborsjshown in table
below) Percent of time that high commeretehffic navigation channels are available to
commercial users.

X Segment Availability (inland waterways) (shown in table belowNumber of instances
where mechanical driven failure or shoaling results in the closure of all or part of a high
or moderate commercial use segment for over 24 hdlsa closures in excess of 1
week.
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x Channel availability, high-use projects (inland watervays). Added in 2007 Percent
of time that all Inland Waterways segments with high commercial activity are available
when customers want to use them.

x Percent of high use segmdedis200¥.iPertentdfgood o s
high commercial use genents with sufficient preventative maintenance to achieve a
good service levelHigh use segments are the upper and lower Mississippi River, lllinois
Waterway, Ohio River, Tennessee River, and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway.

2) Asset Management Measure
x Perent of inland waterways projects exceedeglities condition index (FCI) standard
Added in2007. This measure assesses agency performance in meeting the goals of the
President's Re&roperty Asset Management Initiative.

3) Program Efficiency Measures(Added in 2007)
x Percent of reports recommending projects reflecting watershed principles. Percent of
Chiefdés reports recommending projects for
watershed principles in the recommended plan.

x Average annuabenefits (present value) attributaldePreconstruction Engineering and
Design (PED) worlcompleted ircurrentFY.

x  Averageannualbenefits (presentalue) realized by construction projects completed in
FY.

x High-return investments (inland waterway®erent of funding taehabilitate construct
or expand projects that is allocated to highurn investments.

x Percent change in funds required to complete all programmed work.

x Total O&M funds expended per segment-toite averaged over a fivgear period,
including rehabilitations

x Cost per tonOperation and maintenance cost per ton of cargo shipped through a port.
The following table presents a summary of the program funding and performance. Performance

information provided in the table is incomplete d&ese the applicable data systems which will
be used to collect the data are being deployed.
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Table 1: Navigation Performance for O&M Projects

Fiscal Year 2002 | 2003' | 2004 | 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Appropriation
($ Millions) NA NA NA | $1,692 [ $1,796 | $1,926 | $2,009 | $1,900 | $1,766

Inland Waterway
Segment Availability
- Hours not
Available (000 hours) 11 14 13 27 22 27 43 28 27

Channel availability,
high-use projects®
(Center half of
channel) NA NA NA 38% 35% 32% 30% NA NA

Note 1: The navigation business line was realigned in FY2003; annual appropriations prior to FY2004
cannot be directly compared to the appropriations in the years following the realignment.

Note 2: Values for top 59 coastal and Great Lakes navigation projects based on tonnage. All projects
included carry more than 10 million tons.

The following High Priority Performance Goal also supports the above goals andvasjecti

High Priority Peformance Goal (HPPG)Responding to the President's challenge to deliver a
government that works well and is transparent, all Federal agencies have developed High Priority
Performance Goals that will be regularly reviewed for progress and reportindarfserce

results to the public via the PERFORMANCE.gov website. Each of the USACE Business Lines
has developed HPPGs related to the business line mission area. The Commercial Navigation
HPPG Goal is to help facilitate commercial navigation by providaig,seliable, highly cost
effective, and environmentalsustainable waterborne transportation systems. The Inland
Navigation Priority Goal measure looks at segment availabiliie number of instances where
mechanically driven failure or shoaling résun the closure of all or part of a high or moderate
commercial use segment anywhere in the nation for a defined period of time, e.g., preventable
closures that last longer than 24 hours and those that last longer than one week. The measure
only includes: (1) failures on the main chamber of a lock, rather than an auxiliary chamber; and
(2) shoaling due to inadequate dredging (i.e., not closures due to low water levels from droughts,
or high water levels from floods). Progress on the Navigation HPREpasted quarterly to

OMB.
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Table 2 Navigation High Priority Performance Goal for Inland and Intracoastal
Navigation O&M Projects

Fiscal Year 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Appropriation
($ Millions) NA NA NA $ $501 $491 $523 $660 $886 NA

Target- Instances of
Lock Closures due
to Mechanical
Failures Lasting
Longer than 24
Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 37 38

Actual Instances of
Lock Closures due
to Mechanical
Failures Lasting
Longer than 24
Hours 45 45 36 19 33 38 42 37 61 NA
Total Hours for Lock
Closures due to
Mechanical Failures
Lasting Longer than
24 Hours 13,448 | 12,575 | 9,265 5,029 9,817 9,317 | 16,033 | 11,096 | 19,562 NA
Target- Instances of
Lock Closures due
to Mechanical
Failures Lasting
Longer than 7 Days NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 19 21
Actual Instances of
Lock Closures due
to Mechanical
Failures Lasting
Longer than 7 Days 25 27 19 13 21 18 28 19 37 NA
Total Hours for Lock
Closures due to
Mechanical Failures
Lasting Longer than
7 Days 12,255 | 11,399 | 7,929 | 4,728 8,871 7,805 | 15,073 9,675 | 17,638 NA
HPPG implemented in FY 10. Prior year targets were not established.
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Project Spotlight: New York and New Jersey Harbor Deepening Project

District: New York District

Location: Newark, Staten Island
and Brooklyn Metro Area

Project: Deep Draft Navigation

. The project deepens about 35 miles of
the federal navigation channels to-58
foot-depths to provide larger vessel
access to four major container terminals.
The project includes beneficial use of
dredged material, and environmental
restoration to  mitigate  adverse
environmental impacts. The port is the
largest on the east coast and serves 35
percent of the American populatioithe port carries over 150 million tons of commerce annually
The $2.%illion project has a benefitost ratio of2.7.

o
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Base Funding and Performance

The Base Plan program focuses on the most critical infrastructure repairs and replacements.
Constrained funding levels will not keep pace with escalating dredging and construction costs.

Unscheduled closures of inland navigation locks are expected to increase, and channel availability

is expected to decreaseritcal maintenance funding will leg most key navigation infrastructure

functioning; however, overall facility condition will continue to decline. Channels not maintained

at authorized project depths could result in Higlading of vessels (carrying less cargo to enter

shallower drafts)delays waiting for higher tides, diversion to other ports, or using trucking or rail.
Ongoing construction will continue at constrained levels. The higkastn studies,

preconstruction engineering and designs (PEDs), and projects will be fundeth@nprojects

may receive little or no funding.

Table 3: Five-Year Base Plan Navigation Business Program by Account

($ Millions)
Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Investigations $ 20 $ 19($ 18 |$ 19 | $ 19
Construction $ 291 |$ 279 (% 269 |$ 275 |$% 276
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Estimate | $ 1,297 |$ 1,242 ($ 1,197 | $ 1,226 | $ 1,231
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) $ 45 | $ 43 | $ 42 | $ 42 1 $ 43
Total $ 1,653 $ 1583 |$ 1526 |$ 1562 [$ 1,569

Note: Includes CAP and Remaining Items

Initiatives for Base Plan

A Support continued maintenance of higge harbors and net expog coastal ports, and high

use inland and intracoastal waterways channels and locks.

A Continued development and implementation of Operational Condition Assessments to
standardize and quantify risk and reliability criteria and prioritize necessary maicgenan
repairs at inland navigation structures to stop the trend of increasing unscheduled lock

closures. Operational Condition Assessments were completed for all inland and intracoastal
navigation structures by December 2010 and will be used in prioritizaagtenance

requirements in FY 12 and beyond.

A Continue Facilities Equipment Management (FEM) implementation to apply consistent

maintenance standards, develop standard maintenance data and provide a means to analyze
maintenance trends and unaccomplisheshteaance needs on all navigation facilities

equipment.
A Use the standardi

navigation structural astse

A Continue performance measures and High Priority Performance Goal development and

evaluation for inland navigation

zed
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Continue construction of New York/New Jersey Harbor, Texas City, and Sacramento
Deepwater Ship Channel.

Continue construction of Olmstédck and Dam on the Ohio River in lllinois and Emsworth
Locks and Dam on the Ohio River in Pennsylvania. Ongoing construction at Chickamauga
Lock on the Tennessee River in Tennessee, Kentucky Lock on the Cumberland River in
Tennessee, and Locks and Dam8,24, on the Monongahela River in Pennsylvania will be
curtailed in the neaterm and suspended in the letgm until sufficient revenues are
generated in the IWTF to finance construction.

Complete rehabilitation of locks hocks 27 along the Missiggpi River in Illinois.

Construction and rehabilitation of ongoing inland and intracoastal waterways projects will be
limited by annual IWTF revenues of approximately $88 million. New construction or
rehabilitation projects will not be undertaken ulggislation is enacted to increase revenues in
the IWTF.

Table 4: Five-Year BasePlan Total Budget and Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Budget ($ million) $1,653 | $1,583 | $1,526 | $1,562 | $1,569

Segment availability (000 hours) 32 34 36 38 40

Channel availability, high-use projects
(Center half of channel)

28% 26% 24% 22% 20%
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Project Spotlight: John Day Downstream Lock Gate Replacement, John Day
Lock and Dam,
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The downstream lock gate and the two friction sheaves fotits

lifting mechanismare being replaced at tdehn DaylLock District: Portland District
and Dam on the @umbia River, Oregon and Washington. | | ocation: Columbia River,
Advanced American Construction of Portland, Ore., is the| oregon and Washington
prime contractor for the installation of the gate and sheavg Proiect: Inland Naviaai
The contract was awarded for $15.6 millid@regon Iron ject: fnfand Navigation
Wor ks was AACOs f arb Worktat i g Link

begin removal of the John Dapwnstreantock gate is http://www.nwp.usacermy.
shown above. mil/navigation/lockoutage.asy

Construction of the John Day Lock and Dam began in 1958 and the downstream lock gate has
been in use since its construction. The gate has-fobl&aximum lift, and ishte highest single

lift lock in the free world. The John Day navigation lock, along with The Dalles lock and Lower
Monumental Lock on the ColumbiBnake River system are scheduled to be out of service from
Dec. 10, 2010 through March 18, 2011 for replacgméthe downstream lock gates and other
ancillarywork in an effort to keep navigation on the ColumBiaake River system operating
efficiently and reliably

Enhanced Funding and Performance

The enhanced plan program contains funding for continuation and completion of ongoing
construction projects and highest return studAsgditional dam safety assurance, seepage

control, and static instability correction projects sastLock and Dam 25 on the Misspi

River and Montgomery Lock and Dam on the Ohio River will be initiatacaddition, funding is
included to accomplish high priority inland navigation infrastructure repairs to reduce the number
of unscheduled lock ctures and additional maintenance and dredging of coastal ports, harbors,
and channelsincreased investments in inland navigation infrastructure will reduce unscheduled
lock closures and increased investment in ports and channels could increase cladlabéitav

Table 5: Five-Year Enhanced Plan Navigation Business Program by Account

($ Millions)

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Investigations $ 41 |$ 42|$ 43|3%$ 43 41
Construction $ 397 |$ 404 |% 413 |9% 419 | 401
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Estimate $1,538 | $1,564 | $1,599 | $1,624 | $1,555
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) $ 47 | $ 48 |$ 49|$% 50 48
Total $2,023 | $2,058 | $2,104 | $2,136 | $2,045
Note: Includes CAP and Remaining Items
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Initiatives for EnhancedPlan

A Advance ongoing Feasibility studies and Preconstruction Engineering and Design work under
the Investigations appropriation in order to complete studieseady projects for

construction.

A Advance construction of New York/New Jersey Harbor, Sacramento Deepwater Ship Channel,
Mississippi River Regulating Works, and MR&T Dikes for Channel Improvements.

A Fund additionamaintenance of high and moderatge coatsl ports and harbors and inland
and intracoastal waterway channels and locks to increase channel availability and reduce lock

closures due to mechanical failures.

A No additional work on construction or rehabilitation of ongoing inland and intracoastal

wataways above the Base Plan will be performed until legislation is enacted to increase

revenues in the IWTF.

A Fund additional construction of dredged material placement facilities for high use ports and

harbors.

A Fund additional mitigation for sand lost aseault of construction of coastal navigation

projects.

Table 6. Five-Year Enhanced PlanNavigation Budget and Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Budget ($ millions) $2,023 | $2,058 | $2,104 | $2,136 | $2,045
Segment availability (000 hours) 27 26 25 24 24
Channel availability, high-use projects 37% 39% 1% 43% 45%
(Center half of channel)
Potential Work with fiwWedge Moneyo
| f Awedgeodo money for new starts was r eoulédi

ved

be consideredWhile specific funding decisions would be made at that time, several examples of

projects tlat could be considered are:

A Boston Harbor Deepening, Massachusetts
Norfolk Harbor and Channels Deepening, Virginia
Savannah Harbor Expansion, Georgia

Miami Harbor Deepening, Florida

Corpus Christi Ship Channel, Texas

Sabine Neches Waterway, Texas

Freepot Harbor, Texas

> > > D>y D>y D>
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FloodRisk Management

(FRM)
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1993 Floods, Jeffrerson City, Mo

Accomplishments

L 4

Key Statistics

Constructed 8,500 miles of levees and dikes, 383
reservoirs and more than 90 storm damage
reduction projects along240nsle of t he
2,700mile shoreline.

The initial and continued investment in these
projects has prevented astimated $706 billion in
damages from coastal and riverine flooding; the
cumulative cost for building and maintaining these
projects is approximately $120 billion, which
yields a benefit to cost ratio of 6:1.

A Completed and submitted to Congress the Recommendations for a National Levee Safety

Program draft report. The report details 20 recommendations for a National Levee Safety
Program. Theecommendations fall within three major concepts: (1) the need for leadership
via a new National Levee Safety Commission; (2) the building of strong levee safety programs
in and within all states; and (3) a foundation of vagijned federal agency progna. The
Committee reconvened in October 2009 and is working to further define the strategic
implementation plan including supplementing supporting data on costs and benefits of a
National Levee Safety Program, defining governance and strategic impleowraati
researching federal alignment opportunities. In addition, the Committee conducted seven
regional stakeholder meetings to further solicit feedback on the recommendations.

A Completed the development of a National Levee Database and completedriagasftover
14,600miles of levees covering levessthe Corp8levee safety program. Completion of 822
project periodic inspections, approximately 400 levee segments screened with over 100 levee
project screenings submitted for levee safety classiica

A Silver Jacket$ This program proposes establishingtateled interagency team for each state
with the state National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) coordinator, the state Hazard
Mitigation Officer, FEMA, andUSACE as standing members of the teasnyell as lead
facilitators. Through collaborative partnerships, the state Silver Jackets teams optimize the use
of Federal resources; leverage additional state/local/Tribal resources, including talent,
data/information and funding; and prevent duplicatid effort amongst agencies. These
interagency teams create a mechanism to collaboratively solve flood risk management issues,
implement initiatives at the State and local levels, and improve public risk communication.
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Silver Jackets teams are currgrdttive in D states and an additional 9 state teams are
expected to become active in FY2011.

A Dam Safety Modification Studies and Construction
o Construction Work continued on 4 DSAC | dams and 4 DSAC Il dams.
o0 Modification studies continued on 8 DSA@adms and 23 DSAC Il dams
0 These activities represent the 39 highest risk dams in USACE portfolio. The activities
were limited to these projects to provide an efficient flow of projects into the
construction queue.

Initiated 20 Periodic Assessments ttegrate risk prioritization principles within the routine dam
safety program.

Future Challenges

A Execution of the efficient and effective operation, maintenance and rehabilitation @f agin
infrastructure to maintain the projectods abi
A Addressing the uncertainties associated with climate change as it may affect existing and
planned water resources infrastructure
A The ability to address regional watershed issuesallimitations of the local, nefrederal
sponsors to establish geographic, rather than political, flood risk management coalitions.

Program History and Performance

The Flaod Risk Management program has linkd8ACEs 6 St r at egi c Goal 1 an
following Strategic Objectives to its busingsegramobjectives angherformance measures

Strategic Objective 1.1: Better balance economic, environmental, and qualitijeobbjectives

A FCSDR Strategic Objective 1.1.vest in flood and coastal damage reduction solutions
when benefits exceed the costs.

Strategic Objective 1.2: Support the formulation of regional and watershed solutions to water
resource problems.

Strategic Objective 3.1 Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of existitgACE water
resource projects.

Strategic Objective 3.2 Address the operation and maintenance (O&M) backlog.
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Performance Measures

Performance indicators currently used &i¢:flood damages prevented from actual events by
existing projects (ten year moving average), (2) people protected in the flood plain by projects
brought on line, and (3) annual benefits (estimated future flood damages that would be avoided)
by projects bought on line.

Additional indicators were recently established that will as$®ACEto determine program
progress in meeting this objectivelSACEbegan collecting performance data relating to these
indicators during the Fiscal Year 2009.

x Flood damages prevented Measures the estimated annual dollars of property damage
avoided from completedSACEflood control projects.

x Increase in benefits realized.This is the increase in the present value of benefits realized
from construction work completl in the applicable fiscal year.

x Additional people protected. The increase in total affected population with reduced risk at
project design attributed to completion of projects in the applicable fiscal year.

x Operating projects in zones 2125. The numbepf operating projects (e.g., dams, levees,
channels, flood gates) that are in zone2Df the relative risk ranking matrix. These zones
are defined in the Budget Engineering Circular EE1193 May 2008 (zones 21 to 25 are the
projects in the worstandition with most adverse consequences of failure.) See Appendix Il
for the Condition Assessment Standards and Consequence Rating Criteria.

x Operating projects in zones 16. The number of operating projects (e.g., dams, levees,
channels, flood gates)ahare in zones-& of the relative risk ranking matrix. These zones are
defined in the Budget Engineering Circular. Zones 1 to 6 are the projects in the best condition
and have the least adverse consequences of failure. See Appendix Ill.

x Dam safety prgects. The percentage of the dams in the screening portfolio risk assessment
(SPRA) that fall in Dam Safety Action Class (DSAC) |, II, or IlI.

x Relative loss of life The total relative annualized loss of life per dam.

x Dam Safety Action ClassificationdDSAC) I, II, and Ill projects . The number of DSAC |,

Il and Il projects underway or completed during the applicable year.

x Screening for Portfolio Ri s KhehumbhersfSRRANt s ( SF
screening level assessments completed in the aplaligaar.

x Marginal cost of operations The marginal cost of operations and maintenance for all
operating projects (e.g., dams, levees, channels, flood gates) relative to damages prevented.

The FRM business program identified performarelated indicatorand ranking factors that

enabled the FY ILbudgetary ranking of the relative merits of individual items of work and
investment project increments.
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These indicators include (but are not reported in this document):

Benefit cost ratio (for PEDsd Construction)

Net economic benefits

Presence of dam safety, seepage, or static instability problems

Number of people at risk in the 1-@@ar flood plain (without project)

Risk index (w/o project population at risk times average depth of flooding times

average velocity of flooding divided by hours of warning)

Presence of outputs from other business programs

Percent of time available to operate as designed

. Cumulative operation and maintenance costs relative to cumulative economic
benefits from operationna maintenance

i. Inclusion of watershed management principles in project formulation

PO T®

SQ o

National flood damages, which averaged $3.9 million annually in the 1980s, nearly doubled in the
decade 1995 through 2004 despit®ACE and other flood and storm damagev@ntion projects

and programs. Total disaster assistance for both emergency response operations and subsequent
long-term recovery efforts increased from an average of $444 million during the 1980s to $3.75
billion during the 1995 thru 2004 decade. Pagioh migration to the coasts and development of
floodplains explains much of the apparent contradiction between investment and national flood
damages.

The performance history for flood damage reduction projects is shown in the following table
whichrefle t s t he fact that if there are no fl oods
cannot be measured. The only performance measures available at this time for riverine flood
damage reduction projects is the annuay&8r running average of actual dages prevented.

With coastal storms being less frequéfBACE does not yet have comparable data. Also
performance can only be measured for completed projects.
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High Priority Performance Goals (HPPG)

In FY201Q USACEdeveloped flood ris management HPRG®o reduce the nation's risk of
flooding that damages property and places individuals at risk of injury or loss of life. Each
program year the Corps construction program funded construction completion of ongoing
construction projects iarder to achieve this goal. In FY2010 the Grand Felast Grand Forks
flood damage reduction project was funded for completion and construction of this project was
completed on schedule.

The measures, targets, and results for the Flood Risk ManagBifRBG are shown in bold in the
table below.

Table 1: Flood Risk ManagementHigh Priority Performance Goal History

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
Note 1
Expendituregin millions of dollar$ 1,107 1,343 1,135
Additional people protecten thousadsof 0 645 37
dollarg
Flood damage prevented (in millions of 0 10.4 o8
dollars)

Note 1: FY2007 and prior year funds were for the total of all expenditures in the Coastal and Flood Damage
Reduction program and should not be compared to the FY08 anddaustruction expenditures.

Performance

The performance history for flood damage reduction projects is shown in the following table

which reflects the fact thatif thereear no f | oods i n any given year,
cannot be measured. The only performance measures available at this time for riverine flood
damage reduction projects is the annuay&fr running average of actual damages prevented.

With coastaktorms being less frequent, USACE does not yet have comparable data. Also
performance can only be measured for completed projects.

Table 2: Flood Risk ManagementHistorical Funding and Performance

Fiscal Year 2001 [ 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Appropriation
($ Billions) NA NA $1.34 | $1.21 | $1.19 | $1.51 | $1.29 [ $1.74 | $1.58 | $1.87
Flood Damages
Prevented
($ Billions) $21.90 | $23.10 | $15.70 | $22.50 | $24.00 | $9.20 | $42.3 | $40.3 | 29.5 | NA*
Note 1: Includes CAP and Remaining Items

* Flood damages prevented data is not availahié March 2011.
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Project Spotlight: Wolf Creek Dam

District: Nashville District

Location: Cumberland River, Russell
County, KY

Project: Wolf Creek Dam

Wolf Creek Dam impounds Lake Cumberland, which is the Corps largest storage capacity
reservoir east of the Mississippi River. Seepage problems currently threaten the stability of the
dam. The Major Rehabilitation Evaluation Report dated July 115 2@ prepared in accordance

with EP 11362-500 and evaluates several alternatives to improve the long term reliability of the
dam by using a reliability analysis based on an analytical model built upon historical
instrumentation data. From this analy$iee recommended alternative, which is also the National
Economic Development alternative, is a new concrete diaphragm wall constructed using the secant
pile method and supplemented with grouting. This new wall will start immediately upstream of the
right most concrete monoliths and run the length of the embankment into the right abutment. The
final approval of the Major Rehabilitation Evaluation Report was made July 25, 2005.

Worsening, chronic seepage probl emsenmethodsgi nat i
currently threaten the stability of Wolf Creek Dam. Review of foundation construction data

indicate the problems are due to the karst geology of the site characterized by an extensive
interconnected network of solution channels in the limedimnadation. If the 55ear old dam

should fail, loss of life is expected to exceed-bnedred lives. Inundation damages in the

Nashville area alone are expected to exceed two bdtitns.

Base Funding and Performance

The FY11 FRM base plan program includes additional work on high performing studies, and
preconstruction engineering, and design (PED), plus fundingiofastigation that will result in
areportthatdestrestheNat i onds vul nerability to damage fr
human life; the risk to property; and the comparative risks faced by different regions of the United
States.

For FY1l investigations, the budget level includes continuing irequents not to exceed B9
amounts, plus additional work on the highest performing studies and design efforts, with
preference given to high performing studies that: involve communities with larger numbers of
people at risk in the flood plains, greatgpected inundation damages occurring without the
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projects; and those with watershggstem planning potential. The fiyear program also

includes funds for coordination with FEMA and other critical coordination and data collection

efforts.

The FRM corstruction program includes funding for earnings on previously awarded contracts,
plus associated Engineering and Design (E&D) and Supervision and Administration (S&A). It

also includes work on a variety of projects including: completiocbezfar HammocR/Nares
Creek, Forida and West Sacramento, California; as well on continuing significant work on several
dam safety project and dam safety studies at the dams that have been identifiedisk. high

The FRM program for operation and maintenance inclumégal operation, maintenance and
repair work and capability work for the Inspection of Completed Works efforts and work on asset

management and ridbase condition indices.

Table 3: FRM Five-Year Base Plan by Account$ Millions)

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Investigations $35 $33 $31 $30 $49
Construction $873 | $816 $775 $756 | $848
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $472 | $441 $419 $409 | $475
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) $165 | $154 $147 $143 | $172
Total $1,545 | $1, 481 $1,428 | $1,460 | $1,468
Note: Includes CAP and Remaining Items

Base Plan Highlights
Base Plan Highlights

A Water Resource Priorities Study (Section 2032 Flood Vulilgya®tudy): This study is

authorized by the Water Resources Development Act of 2007 which cadlsdport on the
vulnerability of the Nation to damage from flooding. The report is to include an assessment of
the extent to which programs in the Udit8tates relating to flooding address flood risk
priorities, the extent to which such programs may be encouraging development and economic
activity in flood-prone areas, and recommendations for improving those programs.

This investigation willincludeh as el i ne
national and regional scale, as well as an analysis of the effects of the existing portfolio of

assessment

of t he

nat i

programs and policies intended to address that risk. The investigation will include a technical
elenment, which will examine the risk of damage from flooding to human life and property, and

the comparative risks faced by different regions of the United States. It will provide examples
to explain why the risk of flooding is greater in some floodplainsarde coastal locations
than in others, and why and how the risk is changing over time. The study will also include a

public policy element assessing the extent to which existing Federal, state and local programs
operate (individually and together) to aesls flood risk reduction priorities; develop
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recommendations for improving the effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability of these
programs; and propose a strategy to implement those recommendations.

Wise Use of FloodplainsA st udy of otfh eF |Ifiovdidspel adsnes 0 was f ur
Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act with a focus on
identifying any procedural or legislative changes that may be warranted tolA®Eto be

more effective in working with otherel@eral agencies, states and local governments and
stakeholders in the management of flood risk. The study is being conducted for the purpose of
better understanding the effects of USACE programs and policies in different policy and
watershed contexts olobdplain management choices affecting flood risk, and to describe

options for policy, legislative or program refornfStudy activities were conducted throughout

FY 2009 and the final study report will be completed in FY1201

Dam Safety Assurance afgepage ControlUSACEIs continuing a transition to risk

informed concepts for prioritization and decision making within the dam safety program. This
includes program requirements, elayday routine activities such as inspections,
instrumentation, anshterim risk reduction measures. This effort is continuing,

comprehensive, and integrated into the larger Civil Works program. One product is the
justifications and prioritizations for dam safety actions, remedial structural arstnatural,
basedom projectds risks and reliabifiveDam det er m
Safety Action Classifications (DSAC) based on a combination of risk, consequences, and
reliability with the bottom two categories having the least risk. The top twafidagens are

the riskiest, andio the extent possiblare being fastracked through the planning, design, and
construction process. They also include substantial interim risk reduction measures such as
reservoir restrictions, increased surveillaraogd additional public awarenesBhe Periodic
Assessmernprogramcontinues ifFY11 to assess each dam on ayEar cycle. Many dams in
preliminary risk screening have been recommended for an additional investigation. This
additional investigation analgs remediation appropriateness. The planning, design, and
construction of remedies will continue for at least ten years or until all dams in the top three
DSAC categories have been modified.

Levee Safety Initiatives and Program Developmenhhe National vision for this initiative

follows the concept that federal levees should be 1) safe and reaioh@naged in a

partnership of shared responsibilities, 3) assessed in a comprehensive and continuing program
and 4) effectively communicated to alllstholders, decisiemakers, and communities.

Utilizing lessons learned and risk assessirtaig program will use best existing resources and
maximize its decision making process&sSACE has approximately 2,000 levees in its
nationwide portfolio with may caretakers nationwiddJSACEs' Levee Safety Program is
continuing to research, develop and implement specific tools, polaidsnethods which

include: a levee screening tool and classification process to assess thd @A portfolio

on a congtent basis and characterize the results, interim risk reduction methods and concepts
until permanent remediation is achievable, methodology testing and finalization of periodic
inspection and assessment criteria, a Levee Portfolio Risk Management Raocess,
comprehensive Engineer Regulation for Levee Risk Management, a levee inventory and
inspection process. These various products and evaluation processes will provide a solid
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foundation folUSACEs' Levee Safety Program and a significant advancementoid fisk

management.
Table 4: FRM Five-Year Base Plan Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Budget ($ Millions) $1,545 $1,481 | $1,428 | $1,460 | $ 1,468
Additional People Protected in Flood Plain (000) 500 384 1,712 2,267 2,822
Cumulative People Protected in Flood Plain (000) 3,265 3,649 5,361 7,628 9,895
Annual Benefits Brought On Line ($ Millions) $6 $262 | $ 375| $ 248 | $ 121
Cumulative Annual Benefit Brought On Line

($ Millions) $83 $345| $ 720 | $ 968 | $1,216

Note: Includes CAP and Remaining Items

Enhanced Funding and Performance

The enhanced plan programrmtains funding for completion of ongoing construction projects and
highest return studiesThe enhanced funding would bring some studies and projects to an earlier

completion.
Table 5: FRM Five-Year Enhanced Plan by Account
($ Millions)

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Investigations $70 $71 $73 $74 $71
Construction $844 | $859 | $877 | $891 | $855
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $458 | $466 | $476 | $484 | $464
:\r/l]lvssslfizlgt;i)érl]?slver and Tributaries (MRT) $187 $190 $194 $197 $189
MRT Construction $ $ $ $ $
MRT O&M $ $ $ $ $
MRT Remaining Items $ $ $ $ $
Total $1,559 | $1,586 | $1,620 | $1,646 | $1,579
Note: Includes CAP and Remaining Items

Initiatives for Enhanced Plan
Accelerate the Levee Safety Program

A
A Accelerate higkperforming projects and thus avoid potential cost increases in the. future
A

Increase funding to reduce backlog of maintenance needs and increase reliability of existing

projects.
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Table 6: FRM Five-Year Enhanced Plan Budget and Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Budget ($ Billions) $1,559 | $1,586 | $1,620 $1,646 $1,579
Additional People Protected in Flood Plain (000) 743 647 2,283 7,942 3,624
Cumulative People Protected in Flood Plain (000) 3,651 4,298 6,581 14,523 8,467
Annual Benefits Brought On Line ($ Millions) $ 45| % 402 $ 498 $ 302 $401
Cumulative Annual Benefit Brought On Line

($ Millions) g $ 154 $ 556 | $1,045 | $ 1,347 $983

Potential Work with AWedge Moneyo

| f fiwedged money f or newesspregram,addiiona prajeestile i v e d
be consideredWhile specific funding decisions would be made at that time, several examples of
projects that could be considered are:

A Augusta, Georgia

A Greens Bayou, Houston, Texas
A Clear Creek, Texas
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Key Statistics

x In FY11, this programaccounedfor approximately12% of the Qvil Worksprogrambudget

x  $180 million is includedor continuing implementation of Everglades Restorateftecting a
continuing commitment to implementation of this historic restoration effort

x  For Louisiana Coastal Aredygbaseprogram include$16.595million for the studies and
design; and the science program. In addition, $19 million is included to initiate construction.

Accomplishments

A The ecosystem restoration program, altjiorelatively young, continues to make progress
through accomplishment of large and small projects across the cdarfiy10, 4540
acres of habitat were restored, created or protected. Of these, approximately 80% were
nationally significant.

A Significart investments, including $137 for Columbia River Fish Mitigation and $78
million for Missouri River Recovery, were made to facilitate efficient progress in
compliance with the biological opinions.
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Future Challenges

The demand for aquatic ecosystem restoration pragectsnues to excedtie resources available
to respond.In the absence ofstandardgerformance measure to be used across all agencies,
USACE continues to worlioward the deelopment of metrics and significance criteodacilitate
evaluation and prioritization of project¥hiswould eventually allownoreobjective comparison
of disparate ecosystem restavatprojects that occur in variggtographic regions across the
country.

Program History and Performance

This subprogram is an integral part of Integrated Water Resources Management and supports the
Civil Works Strategic Goal 2 and @etives as described below:

Strateqgic Objective 2.1 Invest in economically and environmentally justified and socially
acceptable water resources solutions.

Sub Objective is 21.12: Implement integrated and collaborative approaches to effectively sol
water resource problems.

Table 1: Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Historical Funding and Performance

Fiscal Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Appropriation ($ Millions) $516 578 ° $515 532 568
Acres of habitat restored, created, improved, or
protected 13,000 4,800 2,445 10,200 4,540
Nationally significant acres of habitat restored,
created, improved, or protected 5,500 3,000 1,986 1,700 3,760

Cost per acre to restore, create, improve, or
protect nationally significant habitat $9,800 | $6,770 | $6,700 | $18,000 $9,600

Percent of all restored, created, improved, or
protected acres of habitat that is nationally
significant 42% 62% 69% 17% 80%

Note 1: Performance measures were developed in
FY 06, and it is the first year of reporting

Note 2: After 2006 all appropriations include all
remaining items assigned to AER

Note 3: Results are estimates
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Performance Measures

Below are the ggicable performance measures for Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration:

x Acres of habitat restored, created, improved, or protedhis is an annual output measure
and the baseline is FYO05.

x Nationally significant acres of habitat restored, created, improvguptected.This measures
the subset of acres of habitat restored each year that have high quality outputs as compared to
national needs. This is an annual output measure.

x Percentage of all acres of habitat restored, created, improved or prateztedr-year period
that are nationally significanfThe longterm goal is for 75 percent of the total acres restored,
created, improved, or protected. This is an annual measure.

x Dollars per acre to restore, create, improve or protect nationally signifiabitat. The cost
of the projects that produce nationally significant acres in any given year will be used to
calculate this figure. The goal would be to restore more acres per dollar expended in the long
run through efficiencies in project executianather considerations.

Starting with 2008 this business program is crediting acres in a given year when physical
construction is complete, instead of the last year that the project is budgeted in the construction
account. This is due to the increaseseé of fullyfunded contracts and the eygar monitoring
requirements for many projects.

The Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration business program developed aeetmtriteria that

together provide a basis for evaluating project significance and aidimgdeY 2010 funding
priorities The seven criteria are weighted amideriadefinitions have been established to
determine the extent to which a project contributes to the measure details of these performance
measures are not included in this report).

The criteria are;

1) Habitat scarcity and status: The goal is to promote the restoration of scarce habitat with
an emphasis on nationally scarce habitat that continues to become scarcer.

2) Connectivity: Criterion addresses the extent to which a project fatektthe movement
of native species by contributing to the connection of other important habitat pockets
within the ecosystem, region, watershed, or migration corridor, or adds a critical
component to an ecosystem or increases biodiversity.

3) Special StatusSpecies: Acknowledges projects that provide a significant contribution to
some key life requisite of a special status species.

4) Hydrologic Character: This criterion recognizes the importance of appropriate
hydrology in maintaining the ecological funct®af aquatic, wetland, and riparian
systems.

5) Geomorphic Condition: This criterion relates to the establishment of suitable structure
and physical processes for successful restoration.
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6) Plan Recognition Documents the extent to which a project contribtdesatershed or
basin plans as emphasized in the Civil Works Strategic Plan.

7) Self Sustaining:Ecosystem sustainability is the ultimate goal of restoration efforts but is
di fficult to measur e. As a proxy,and he cos
Maintenance cost is used to measure the degree of project sustainability.

The first three measures along with Plan Recognition are used to determine national and regional
significance. These criteria are reviewed and revised annually.

Project Spotlight: Everglades

The objective of the South Florida Everglades Ecosystem

_ _ Restoration Program is to restore, protect and preserve the
Location: South Florida south Florida ecosystenwhile providing for other water

Link: www.evergladesplan.org related needs of the regionsThe South Florida Greater
Everglades ecosystem includes a diverse mosaic of upland,
marsh, freshwater, estuarine, and saltwater habitats in a watershed encompassing approximately
16,000 square miles.

District: Jacksonville District

The journey to restore'America’s FVE Rg{ ADES

.

¢ > s .
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The South Florida Everglades Ecosystem Restor&rogram includes the Central and Southern
Florida Project (C&SF), the Kissimmee River Restoration Project, and the Everglades #nd Sou
Florida Restoration ProjectModified Water Deliveries Projectand the Comprehensive
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) FY10, the progranwasfunded at $81 million and was
funded at 180 million in the FY11 Administration Budget

Under C&SF a systems approach is used in the implementatioGERP  Individual CERP

projects are selected based on thmggpal of "sysem formulation! Individual projects are

justified and evaluated based on their contribution to overall hydrologic connectivity and
synergistic i mpact i n the i mmedi at esepanalde | ar g
elements must be consistenttwit t he Governorés Commi ssionds C
independent, immediate, and substantial restoration, preservation and protection b&oefits.

projects have beenompleted under this authority; a fifth is nearly complete; and a sixth is
expectd in coming few years. In this discussion we highlight two components: Kissimmee River
Basin and Modified Water Deliveries.
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The Kissimmee River Basi
(pictured) is appoximately 3,000
square miles located betwee
Orlando and Lake Okeechobef
Work is keing completed taestore
and re-establish similar historic
wetlandconditions for more than 4(
squaremiles of riverfloodplain
ecosystem including almost 27,00
acres of wetlands and 52 miles
historic river channel. To date, 1
miles of tke 22 milesof the G38
canal havébeen backfilled, restoring
hydrologic conditions. Native flora and fauna have responded wditamatic improvements.
Continuing construction in the next few years is expected to include backfill work on the
remaining canal reachesawill restore significant segments of the original river system.

The Modified Water Deliverietb Everglades National Park (MWD) involves construction of
modifications to the C&SF Project and related operational changes to provide improved water
deliveriesto Everglades National Park. These modifications will improve hydrologic connectivity
between the Water Conservation Areas north of the Park and across the Tamiami Trail (Highway
41) to the headwaters of Shark River Slough within the Park, whiledongvflood mitigation to

the 8.5 Square Mile Area (SMAa residentll area adjacent to the Parkyetland habitat in the
Parkshould improvehrough deep slouglend sheetflowestoration in the Northeast Shark River
Slough andpromoting a more naturalytiroperiodwhile reducing the biological affects that the
C&SF Project has had on the Park.
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Base Funding

The total FY1 budgetrequest for th@rogram is$586 million. The base prografor studies and
design includes continuing requirents not to exceed AY) amounts, plus additional work on the
highest performing studies and design efforts with preference given to high pedgatomines in
the last year of phase.

There is continuing need to refine the methods used for identifying restoration priorities, planning,
and implementatioriThe FY11 program continues to emphasize research on Environmental
Benefits Assessment that will contribute to increased program teamsys enhanced reliability of
benefit estimatesand scientifically supported project justificationsnis will eventually result in
improved performancmeasuresind assessment, as well as improvements in priority setting,
evaluation and accountability.

Budget priority is placed on studies or projects that contribute to theffestive restoration of
regionally or nationally significant ecosystems whd&ACE s uniquely well suited due to the
requirement for hydrologic and geomorphic alterationstoere adJSACE project has contributed

to the degradation of the area to be restofidtk objectives of the business prograviih regard

to budgeting higiperforming projectsare to implement projects that provide high value,-cost
effective outputs. Vale is determined by assessing the project in terms of its impact on scarcity,
connectivity, special status specikgdrologic and geomorphic charactelan recognition and
sustainability.

Table 2: Aquatic Ecosystem RestoratiorBaseFunding

(In Millions)
Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Investigations $ 35([$ 34|% 32| $ 33 33
Construction $ 530|% 508|$ 490| $ 501 |$ 503
Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
Estimate $ 18[($ 17|$ 17 $17 17
Mississippi River and Tributaries
(MRT) $ 31 9 3[% 3[ $ 3% 3
Total 586 | $ 562 |$ 542 | $ 554 556
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Base Plan Highlights

A The FY11proposed progm would restorever 11,00Gcres, of whichmostwould be
consideredhationally significantThe remaining projects are of regional and local

importance for overall ecosystem health.

A Funding of $16,595 million for the Louisiana Coastal Area studiesgul@sid science
program and $19 million for construction.

A Substantial Everglades funding at $180 million
A Upper Mississippi Rer Restoration is funded at $&iillion, including two scheduled

project completions

A $12million for continuingconstructiorwork on the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal
Dispersal Barriers | and #nd operation and maintenance of the completed components

The following table displays outputs that wouldexg@ectedn thebase plan progma FY11

through FY 15, assumingompletion ofadditional projects.

Table 3: Aquatic Ecosystem RestoratiorBaseFunding and Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) 586 $ 562 542 $ 554 $ 556
Acres of habitat restored, created,

improved, or protected 11,300 70,100 5,300 931,600 5400
Nationally significant acres of habitat

restored, created, improved, or

protected 11,300 70,100 5,300 931,600 5400
Percent of all restored, created,

improved, or protected acres of habitat

that is nationally significant 100% 100% 100% 6% 100%
Cost per acre to restore, create,

improve, or protect nationally

significant habitat $4,600 3,600 $17,100 $770 $11,200

Note: Cost per acre is based only on nationally significant projects completing in the specified year. Itis
strongly influenced by individual projects of very high acreage and low cost.
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Enhanced Funding and Performance

The enhanced plan will improve program performance beyond the base plan. More acres will be
restored, created or improved throughout FY11 to FY15. More acres can be restored o the ba
plan by FY13. Some projects planned in the base can be advanced more quickly with additional
funds. Completing projects more quickly can lead to even higher project outputs in future years

since restoration projects start flourishing once complete.

Table 4: Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Enhanced Funding

(In Millions)

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Investigations $ 67|%$ 68(|$ T70([($ T71|$ 68
Construction $ 608 (% 619 |$ 632 |$ 642 |$ 614
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $ 14 3% 14 [$ 14 $ 15($ 14
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT)

Project $ 3|9 3|9 3|9 3 $ 3
Total $ 692 |[$ 704 719 |$ 731 |$ 699

Enhanced Plan Initiatives

A Advance South Florida Everglades project

A Advance Louisiana Coastal Area Restoration
A Advance Lower Columbia Restoration

A Advance watershed studies
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The following table plays outputs produced in the enhanced plan progM thruFY15,
based on completion of construction of additional projects.

Table 5: Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Enhanced Fundingnd Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) 692 704 719 731 699
Acres of habitat restored, created, improved, or

protected 11,300 71,300 5,300 931,600 6,300
Nationally significant acres of habitat restored,

created, improved, or protected 11,300 71,300 5,300 55,900 6,300
Percent of all restored, created, improved, or

protected acres of habitat that is nationally

significant 100% 100% 100% 6% 100%
Cost per acre to restore, create, improve, or

protect nationally significant habitat $4,600 $4,200 $17,100 $770 $9,800

Note: Cost per acre is based only on nationally significant projects completing in the specified year. Itis

strongly influenced by individual projects of very high acreage and low cost. 2009 figures are estimates.

Potenti al

Wor k

wi t h

nWedge

Moneyo

| f Awedgeo

ooastruetion stasiwas received for this business program, additional
projeds couldbe consideredWhile specific funding decisions would be made at that time,

several examples of projects that could be considered, in some cases subject to additional project

authorization, are:

Some examples are:
e Hamilton City, California

e Louisiana Coastal Area Construction Starts

e Smith Island, Maryland
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Key Statistics

x  Stewardshigrovidedon abaut 12 million
acrescomprising about 8% d¥ederal
acreage east of the Rockies

x Over4 million USACEacres have
significant waterfowuse or improvement
potential

x 56,000 miles of shoreline managed
x Nearly 47,000 known cultural resources
sites exist on USACIroperty; 846 listed

on the National Register of History Places
and 7,500 eligible for listing

x 20 million fish produced annually at Corps
projects to mitigate dam impacts

Accomplishments

A Participaing in recovery of B federally listed threaterd or endangered speciesi®9
USACE operatingprojects. These #Horts contributedo the delistingof the bald eagle

A Stewardship otUSACEIlands and waters provides the basis for quality outdoor recreational
opportunities, and annually suppdetsmillion fishing visits,8 million hunting visits, an@é3
million wildlife watching visits

A The Audubon Society and the Amean Bird Conservancy designated 23 Important Bird
Areas onUSACE properties.

A Program managsdiverse resources to promote sustainability, e.g. fish, wildlife, water,
woodland, wetland, and culturalhese administered acres provide key habitats: walge, e
forage, cover, and critical green space for human populations.

Future Challenges

A Maximizing the effective use of online tools and information, such as Geographic Information
SystemqGIS) and satellite imagery, to streamline tracking of stewardship performance at the
project level

A Improving the condition of USACE lands and waters such that they are sustainable and
available for future generations while balancing increasing and dorglidemands for the use
and development of project lands and water
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A Meeting the minimum requirements of environmental mandates for resource protection, health
and safety

A Prioritizing useof constrained fiscal resources.

Program History and Performance

The Stewardship program supports Civil Works Strategic Geald five of its objectivesSeven
performance measures assess progress toward meeting the identified goagetinesbj

Strategic Objective 3.1 Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of existif§ACE water
resources projects.

x Performance Outcome 1:Program efficiency is achieved. A percentage of program
expenditures are recovered or leveraged through prudgural resources use in accordance
with the program mission.

A Efficiency Performance Measure Cents per dollar of agency operation and
maintenance spending that the program lessees or licensees payni®assesses Federal
costs avoided inrelatatno t he programdés cost, as an ind
Annual revenue is from timber sales revenue, agricultural leases, and related contributions
consistent with the resource protection and conservation program missions. For example,
timber harvets are sometimes necessary to support healthy forested lands, and to prevent
disease or wildfire. The timber must be disposed at Federal cost, or sold when possible to
minimize disposal cost. é¥enue is recovered by the project of origin. In many cases
revenues are used to replant, reseedoammdherwise reclaim the site and results in no net
revenue gainRevenue recovered is equivalent to the federal costs avoided and will vary
each year due to the nature and extent of the sustainability practpemented.
However, since the revenue generating sources cannot be predicted, this is not a driver for
budget development.

Strategic Objective 3.1.3 Ensure healthy and sustainable lands and waters and associated
natural resources ddSACEIlands in piblic trust to support multiple purposes.

x Performance Outcome 2: USACElands and waters are maintained in, or managed toward, a
healthy and sustainable condition. Intensive management needs and costs are reduced as
lands move to a healthy, sustainabgest

A Basic Stewardship (formerlyHealthy and Sustainable Lands and Waters
Performance Measure Percent of healthy and sustainable acresJ8ACEfeeowned
property. This is defined as the numberdSACEfee-owned acres classified as in a
sustainable aadition divided by the total number ISACE fee-owned acres. The result
provides an indicator of the condition status of #IACE feeowned acres. Sustainable is
defined as meeting the desired state. The acreage is not significantly impacted by any
factors that can be managed and does not require intensive management to maintain the
health. The acreage also meets operational goals and objectives set forth in applicable
management documents.
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Strategic Objective 3.1.3.1 Protect, preserve and restasrgnificant ecological resources in
accordance with master plans.

x Performance Outcome 3:Endangered and threatened species are protectd8AGE
property.

A Endangered Species Protection Performance Measuréthis measure is a percent
defined as theotal number of projects that are meeting Endangered Species Act (ESA)
responsibilities of the year divided by the total numbédSACEprojects that have ESA
compliance responsibilities in the year.

x Performance Outcome 4 The identification and assessmehgjoality and quantity of
ecological resources AWSACE property is achieved.

A Level One Natural Resources Inventory Completion Performance MeasurePercent
of minimum Level One Natural Resources Inventory completeiS&CEproperty. This
demonstrates thdatus ofUSACE efforts in completing basic, Level One Natural
Resources Inventories required by Engineer Regulation-2-62@. Such inventories are
necessary for sound resource management decisions and strategies development. The
minimum inventory icludes four standard components on each project: 1) classification
and 2) quantification of vegetation, wetland, and land (soils) capability acreage, and 3)
identification and 4) assessment of special status species for potential existex®&CGh
acreage This is defined as theis total acres of completed inventory for each of the four
components divided by four times the total numbddSACEfee-owned acres. The
proportion (%) yielded is used to evaluate the relative completeness of the Inventory.

x Performance Outcome 5 Balanced public use and accest/®ACE project natural
resources is achieved, while accomplisHi§ACE project missions.

A Master Plan Completion Performance Measure:Percent olUSACEoperated water
resource projects with completéthster Plans in compliance witBngineer Regulation
11302-550 of the total number of required Master PlasMaste Plan is completed, per
regulation, to foster an efficient and cestective project for natural resources, cultural
resources, and re@&onal management programs. It provides direction for project
development and use, and promotes the protection, conservation, and enhancement of
natural, cultural and mamade resources. The Master Plan is a vital tool for responsible
stewardship and deonstrate$) SACE commitment to fully integrate environmental
stewardship.

Strategic Objective 3.1.3.2 Ensure that the operation of all Civil Works facilities and
management of associated lands, includinggpahted lands (lands leased or licensed ierstfor
various purposes), complies with the environmental requirements of relevant Federal, state, and
local laws and regulations.

x Performance Outcome 6: Cultural resources d0dSACE property are managed in accord
with cultural resources management mdesa

A Cultural Resources Management Performance MeasurePercent of projects meeting
federally mandated cultural resources management responsibiligis.demonstrates the
status of efforts to protect and preserve cultural resource&tS&CE administerd lands
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and waters. It is defined as the total numbddSACE projects meeting federally
mandated cultural resources management responsibilities divided by the total number of
USACE projects with federally mandated cultural resources management resg@ssib

Strategic Objective 3.1.3.3Meet the mitigation requirements of authorizing legislation or
applicableUSACE authorization decision document.

x Performance Outcome 7:USACErequirements are met for the mitigation of impacts to
ecological resoues, as specified in project authorizing legislation.

A Mitigation Compliance Performance Measure Percent olJSACEadministered
mitigation lands (acres), or the percent of pounds or numbers of mitigation fish produced
at mitigation hatcheries, meeting trequirements in the authorizing legislation or
relevantUSACEauthorization decision documerithis measure demonstratdSACE
status in meeting mitigation requirements that are specified in project authorizations.
Achievement of mitigation contributes testoring lands and other resources to a healthy
and sustainable condition. The measure is defined as either the mitigation acres meeting
mitigation requirements divided by the total designated mitigation acres, or the total
mitigation fish produced dided by the total mitigation fish needed to meet requirements.

History

Fundingand performanchistoryfor the Environmental Stewardship businpssgramas a
distinct entitydid not exist prioto FY05, when bdgeting by busineggogramwas first
implemented Performance results data are preésdrnn Table 1 foall measures applicable in a
given year. Somhistoricdatawasincompleteand therefore inaccurate due to inconsistent
implementation of a new data collection system deployed in late FMO®&ever, the actual
results for each measure aisplayedn the tableasthey wererecordeceach year Results are
directly related tpand derived fromthe funding provided.

The number of projects which are able to satssfygajority oftheir annuatequirementfas
remairedfairly constant from year to yeaPerformance levels for several measures are low and
unable to improve substantially duethberelatively flatbudget trendor Stewardship It should

be noted that more than half of the Stedghip program budgdias beeiypically dedicatedo

critical annual requiremenis supportof endangered species, mitigation, and cultural resources,
even though these requirements do not exist on every USACE project. Approximately $4 per acre
wasleft over tofund most stewardship responsibilities, i.e. those remaining essentiab-day
requirements necessary at each projestfiportproject purposeprevent resource degradation

or loss and achieve healthy and sustainable lands.

MasterPlanCompletiors remainedairly|l ow whi ch wunfortunately hamp:¢

adequately plan for and adjust to increasing
population growth
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Table 1: Environmental Stewardship Historical Funding and Performance

Fiscal Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $91 $85 $93 $106 $90
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MR&T O&M) $9 $9 $2 $4 4
Appropriation ($ Millions) $100 $94 $95 $110 $94
Mitigation Compliance 76% 61% 77% 100% 100%
# Acres meeting mitigation requirement (in millions) 0.61 0.27 0.50 0.65 0.65
# Acres authorized for mitigation (in millions) 0.45 0.65 0.65 0.65
# Ibs of mitigation fish produced (millions) -- -- -- 1.10 1.10
# lbs of mitigation fish required (millions) -- -- -- 1.10 1.10
# of mitigation fish produced (millions) -- -- -- 19.8 19.8
# of mitigation fish required (millions) -- -- -- 19.8 19.8
Endangered Species (ES) Protection NA NA NA 100% 100%
# Projects meeting ES Act requirements -- -- -- 237 164
# Projects with ES Act requirements -- -- -- 237 164
Cultural Resources Management NA NA 63% 72% 67%
# Projects meeting cultural resources requirements -- -- 153 141 141
# Projects with cultural resources requirements -- -- 244 197 212
Healthy and Sustainable Lands and Waters 37% 21% 18% 25% 38%
# Fee acres classified as in sustainable condition (millions) 1.06 1.41 1.45 2.00 3.00
# Fee acres (millions) 2.8 6.73 7.94 7.94 7.97
Level One Natural Resources Inventory Completion Index 33% 38% 40% 41% 50%
Average # acres with completed inventory (millions) 2.33 2.54 3.24 3.3 3.50
Average # acres requiring inventory (millions) 7.17 6.99 7.94 7.94 6.99
Master Plan Completion 32% 27% 27% 27% 27%
# Up-to-date master plans 101 104 101 101 104
# Master plans required 306 380 379 379 380
Efficiency (cents per dollar) $0.09 $0.10 $0.12 $0.11 0.11
$ Revenue (millions) $ 9.23| $ 987 (% 11.38| $ 12.10 | $10.00
$ Appropriation (millions) $ 100 | $ 94[$ 95| % 110 $ 94
Note: 2008 values are estimated

Improvedannualperformances noted in Mitigation Compliance and Endangered Species
ProtectionPerformance Measured he annual minimal requirements of environmental and legal
mandates are projected to be met irlBY However, past constrainbddgets have allowed

meeting only the highest prioritiethe minimal requirements of Cultural Resources Management

and Healthy and Sustainable Lands and Waters outputs. For Cultural Resources Management, the
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number of projects with an annual complianeguirement decreased from 6%to FY10.

However, the number of projects that satisfy the annual requirements remained fairly constant,
causing the estimate@gormance output percentages to increase. For Healthy and Sustainable
Lands and Waters Perfoance Measuracreage, performance was projected based on work and
output descriptions, prior year results, and the similar budget amounts for these activities, from
FY09to FY10. Itis noted more than half of the E¥ Stewardship program budget was imted

to accomplish the critical annual requirements of endangered species, mitigataultural
resources. Thegequirements do not exist on ev&i$ACE project. Approximately $4 per acre
was available to suppamtoststewardship responsibilitie§iose remaining mandated or essential,
day-to-day requirements necessary at each project to meet project pupreses resources
degradation or losgind achieve healthy and sustainable lands.

Results in Level One Natural Resources Inventory and KMBkiaCompletiors have remained
fairly constant Constrainegast budgets havenited progress anddaitional outpuis budget
dependenin these areasThe Efficiency resultbaveaveraged &0.10 recovered on each dollar
of program funding,»ceedimg the annual targetSince the efficiency result is not directly related
to the budget and revenue recovery may not be predicted, thewasgett at$0.01each year to
avoid promoting revenue recovery at the expense of resource sustainability.

District: Portland District

Location: SouthernWillamette
River Valley in Oregon

Project: Healthy and Sustainabl
Lands and Endangered Species

The Fern RidgeDam provides for flood damage
reduction, fish and wildlife, irrigation, recreation,
navigation, and improved water quality-rern Ridge s
has over 12,000 acres of laaddresevoir, of which §
hundreds of acres are prairie habitat that is homg
endangered plants and asbmeltas eaumerbuspecsal statkspecidse r 6 s
Level 1 Inventoriesscertaiedthat endangered species existede. The Master Plan déwped

and outlined management activitiesstosurethe Endangered Species will persist on project lands
andfederal lands and waters gept ina healthy and sustainable conditi@ompliance with

NEPA Section 101)
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Land management activitiesicluded prescribed burnsremoval of nomative vegetation,
enhancing native vegetation through seed collection and planéingscreatindhabitatdiversity.

These land management functions are done in partnership with multiple agencies and also serve to
berefit recreatlon opportunities at the lake by providing pristine natural areas for hiking, bird
watching and hunting.In addition, nanagement anldabitatdevelopmentor
theFender 6 s Bis improvidgits viakility fatl agd near Fern Ridge

in seveal ways.Habitat developmenprovides sufficient food resources for

the species and allows populations to expandaiitéits both on and off
USACE lands. Thisall helps protect the speciesrom extinction and
potentially leadowardrecovery

Base Funding andPerformance

Under the Base Plan Sceizain Table 2 thefunding for Stewardshigecreases. This plan

projects outputedudionsor no output gainfor measuredecause worknaybedelayed

conditions deteriorat@nd costsncrease.Continued flat or declining funds impabie ability to
maintain healthy resources conditions. Timely and effective management actions that help
prevent resource degradation analtthromote sustainability are essential to nuERACE
environmental trustee responsibilitie€Some of thesactionswould likely be delayed as funding

to support these efforts decreases. Management needs grow quickly in scofierdoetome

more expenge when important management efforts are forgone, such as the control of invasive
species, and threaten the continued viability of native ecological resources.

A strong emphasis in meetiggecificenvironmental randates and requirements continimethis
scenario.In any given year, there may be several minimum output requirefioemertain
projects. Most of these minimum output requirements aresuoeessfullyhowever, the success
of meeting requirements is contingent on funding levels duringitles year.CulturalResources
Management responsibilities will not be fully met in this funding scendrisk to cultural
resources willikely be higter, sincethe minimum required management activities go unfunded.

A related decrease in anticipdteerformance output will manifest over the peri@ler the five

year period, vital stewardship requirements (such as trespass and encroachment prevention;
erosion, fire, pest, and invasive species control and prevention, boundary surveillance and
monitaring, and shoreline use evaluation), and staffing levels necessary to achieve Healthy and
Sustainable Lands and Waters outmasid remain unfundedSimilarly, the cost for those efforts
couldincrease, forcing the annual targets to trend downw@rdputs for Healthy and Sustainable
Lands and Watersould shift to avoid a compromise of minimum safe project operating
conditions

The Level One Natural Resources Inventory Compledimh Master Plan Completion
performancedargetswill not change over thve-year periogdue to targeting resources at other
priority activities. Lack of progress compromises the ability to develop and implement best
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resource management strategies and decisidhs isdue to the lack of standard-tgp-date
resource qualtand quantity data, and #p-date project resources management guides.

Efficiency targets are held at $0.01 recovered per program dollar over thyeéivéerm, to
maintain consideration of the program goal, but to avoid promoting revenue recovery at th
expense of resources sustainability.

Table 2: Environmental Stewardship Base Funding

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015

Investigations - - -
Construction - - - - -

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $ 103 $100 [ $95 | $97 $97
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) Project $5 $4 $5 $5 $5
Total $108 $104 | $100 | $102 $102

Note: Includes Remaining Items

Initiatives for Base Plan

The program priorities are aligned tvigoalsand objectives of the Civil WorlStrategic Plan.

Initiatives in the Base Plan scenario include meeting the minimum critical requirements of
environmental and legal mandates to assure project compliance, assuring safe project operation,
and preventing ks or degradation of resources. To the extent practicable, the Base Plan will seek
to maintain performance output lesallose to those achieved in B%, and to minimize impacts

to theprogram outcome of Healthy ands$ainabld_andsand Waters.
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Table 3: Environmental Stewardship Base Funding andPerformance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $108 $104 $100 $102 | $102
Appropriation ($ Millions) $108 $104 $100 $102 | $102
Mitigation Compliance 76% 98% 98% 98% 98%
# Acres meeting mitigation requirement (in thousands) 0.49 0.566 0.566 0.566 | 0.566
# Acres authorized for mitigation (in thousands) 0.65 0.578 0.578 0.578 | 0.578
# Ibs of mitigation fish produced (millions) 1.1 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16
# lbs of mitigation fish required (millions) 1.1 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16
# of mitigation fish produced (millions) 19.8 19.62 19.62 19.62 | 19.62
# of mitigation fish required (millions) 19.8 19.62 19.62 19.62 | 19.62
Endangered Species (ES) Protection 61% 99% 99% 99% 98%
# Projects meeting ES Act requirements 112 162 162 160 160
# Projects with ES Act requirements 185 164 164 164 164
Cultural Resources Management 53% 57% 57% 57% 57%
# Projects meeting cultural resources requirements 123 120 120 120 143
# Projects with cultural resources requirements 233 212 212 212 212
Healthy and Sustainable Lands and Waters 45% 26% 25% 24% 23%
# Fee acres classified as in sustainable condition (millions) 3.61 2.06 1.98 1.9 1.82
# Fee acres (millions) 7.97 7.94 7.94 7.94 7.94
Level One Natural Resources Inventory Completion Index 54% 46% 46% 46% 46%
Average # acres with completed inventory (millions) 3.82 3.65 3.65 3.65 3.65
Average # acres requiring inventory (millions) 7.1 7.94 7.94 7.94 7.94
Master Plan Completion 32% 27% 27% 27% 27%
# Up-to-date master plans 121 106 106 106 106
# Master plans required 380 380 380 380 380
Efficiency (cents per dollar) $0.01 $0.01 $0.01 $0.01 | $0.01
$ Revenue (millions) $ 108| $ 1.04| $ 100| $ 1.02] $1.02
$ Appropriation (millions) $ 108 | $ 104| $ 100] $ 102 $ 102
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Enhanced Funding andPerformance

The Enhanced Plan Scenamolable 4 prouviles increased annual fundiogerthe fiveyear

period however, the effective value of daincrease is diminished due to inflatiith the

exception of FY11, which experienced a number of budget items added to Environmental
Stewardship. fie effective value aheincrease is diminished due to inflatiomhe projected
performance measurestbie enhanced plan are based on historic performance results and funding.
In general, minor incremental increases in performance output may be realized overybarfive
period as most program outputs are budget dependent.scEmario seek® maintan or

improve performance outputs and to accomplish the overall program outé@asic

Stewardship.

High targets for outputs of Mitigation Compliance and Endangered Species Protection continue to
meet specific critical requirements of environmental nagéesl Minor increases @ultural

Resources Managememitputs are also anti@ped in each yearResource losses are prevented,

but completely meeting annual requirements is not anticipated in any year of this scenario.
Together, maintenangcer minorimprovementsontinue to positively support the objectives to
managdJSACEIlands and resources to comply wathvironmental requirements of relevant

Federal laws and regulations, and to protect or conserve significant ecological resources.

Acreage argets classified in a sustainable conditj@me also increasddo advance t he pi
overall outcome Nearly one third ofJSSACEfee-owned acreage is projected to besslfied in

this condition by FY.3. Target increases for Level One Natural Resounsesntories are raised

slightly to promote completion of high priority inventories over the perlddwever, only amall

number of additional Master Plan completions will be afforded over the phr@tb constrained

funds As explained previoug| the Efficiency measure targets dalonstant at $0.01 recovered

per dollar of program funding over the term.

Table 4: Enhanced FiveYear Budget

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Investigations
Construction - - - - -

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $133 | $137 | $140 [ $145| $150
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) Project $ 6|1 %6 |$7(%$ 7 $ 7
Total $139 | $143 | $147 | $152 $157

Note: Includes Remaining Items

Initiative s for Enhanced Plan

A Meet minimum requirements of environmental and legal mandates to assure project
compliance and safe operation

A Prevent loss or degradation of resources and promote the sustainability of resources

A Advance the completion of high prioriproject natural resource inventories and master plans,
which guide the effective and efficient management of existing project natural and cultural
resources.
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Table 5: Environmental Stewardship Enhanced Budget andPerformance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $139 $143 $147 $152 $155
Appropriation ($ Millions) $139 $143 $147 $152 $155
Mitigation Compliance 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

# Acres meeting mitigation requirement (in 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65

thousands)

# Acres authorized for mitigation (in thousands) 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65

# Ibs of mitigation fish produced (millions) 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10

# Ibs of mitigation fish required (millions) 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10

# of mitigation fish produced (millions) 19.80 19.80 19.80 19.80 19.80

# of mitigation fish required (millions) 19.80 19.80 19.80 19.80 19.80
Endangered Species (ES) Protection 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

# Projects meeting ES Act requirements 185 185 185 185 185

# Projects with ES Act requirements 185 185 185 185 185
Cultural Resources Management 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

# Pr(_)jects meeting cultural resources 233 233 233 233 233

reguirements

# Projects with cultural resources requirements 233 233 233 233 233
Healthy and Sustainable Lands and Waters 60% 65% 70% 75% 80%

# Fe(_e acres cla}§S|f|ed as in sustainable 478 518 558 5.08 6.38

condition (in millions)

# Fee acres (in millions) 7.97 7.97 7.97 7.97 7.97
Level On_e Natural Resources Inventory 65% 7906 79% 86% 93%
Completion Index

Avg—z(age # acres with completed inventory 462 511 5.61 6.11 6.60

(millions)

Average # acres requiring inventory (millions) 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1
Master Plan Completion 33% 35% 37% 39% 43%

# Up-to-date master plans 125 133 141 148 163

# Master plans required 380 380 380 380 380
Efficiency (cents per dollar) $ 001| $ 001| $ 001 $ 001| $ 0.01

$ Revenue (millions) $ 1.39 1.431 1.47 1.52 1.55

$ Appropriation (millions) $ 139| $ 143 | $ 147| $ 152 | $ 155

Potential Work with AWedge Moneyo

This programs notincluded in the assumptions for potential wedge funding in this Five Year

Development Plan
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FUSRAP

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

L 2
L 4

3

Radalgical Scaning of Soil Core

Key Statistics

x  There are currentlyfactive sites located ihO states.

x  The program remediates more th&®,000cubic yards (on average) of contaminated
material per year.

x  Currently more than$3 billion additional dollars needed to complete work on active sites.

Accomplishments

A Remedial activitiesompleted on schedule at 15 vicinity properties at the St. Louis sites In
Missouri and 1 area at the Maywood site in New Jersey.

Completed the remedial investigation at the Sylvania Corning Site and a Preliminary
Assessment was completed at the Middlesexikipal Landfill site.

A groundwater Record of Decision was completed for the Colonie Site.
The program excavated 181,687 cubic yards of contaminated material in FY10.

>\

> >

Future Challenges

A The Corps continues to work itmprove cost and scheduling risk analysis to better anticipate
increases in soil volumes affecting schedule and associated project growth costs.
A Additional eligible, fApotentialo sites are c
o Middlesex Municipal Landfill site in Middlesex, New Jersey
o Staten Island Warehouse site in Staten Island, New York

A Progress for this program is commensurate with funding.
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Program History and Performance

Strategic Goal 2 and Strategic Objective 2.3 directly relate to FUSRAP and influenced its specific
objective. The FUSRAP Strategic Objective has correlating outcomes and those outcomes have
various performance measures.

FUSRAP Stratagic Objectives 2.3.1Achieve the cleamp objectives of the Formerly Utilized
Sites Remedial Action Program.

x Performance Outcome:To minimize risk to human health and the environment.

Performance Measures:

A Number of Records of Decision (RODs) signed. fitmber of RODs will increase as
studies are completed and best alternatives for cleanup activities are decided. A ROD
establishes the final cleanup standard, which controls the actual estimate of the
remaining environmental liability for each site.

A Numbe of Remedial Investigations (RI) completed. The RI establishes the baseline
risk assessment whereby the level of risk to human health and the environment is
identified.

A Number of action memorandums signed. Where warranted by risk or other limited
factors, action memorandums allow th&ACEto move toward reducing risk more
rapidly than through production of a ROD. No action memorandums are presently
identified.

x Performance Outcome:To maximize the cubic yardage of contaminated material disposed in
a sde and legal disposal facility.

Performance Measures:

A Cubic yardage of contaminated material disposed. Target soil amounts dfteareY
dependent on previous year funding and scheduled activities. Therefore, at this time it
is not possible to preditarget soil amounts for oyears.

A Total cost of disposal of contaminated material as measured in cubic yards.

x Performance Outcome:To return the maximum number of affected individual properties to
beneficial use.

Performance Measures:
A Number of indvidual properties returned to beneficial use.

x Performance Outcome:To have all remedies in place as quickly as possible within available
funding limits

Performance Measures:

A Cumulative percentage of FUSRAP funding that is expended on cleanup activities
rather than studies.

A As the program matures, the percentage of funding expended on cleanup activities will
be greater than funding spent on conducting studies.

A This measure was evaluated in FY08. The target goal was 80%. The program exceeded
the goal at 88%. This measure will next be evaluated in FY16.
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A Number of remedies in place or response complete.

A As select portions of sites or complete sites meet their remedial action goals, the risk to
human health and the environment is reduced to within accepgabls and properties
are able to be used within a community without fear of increasing cancer risk or further
degrading the environment.

History

Funding for the program has been relatively stable in nominal terms, although program scope has
increased. USACEbegan managing FUSRAP in FY98 and the current program performance
measures were developed in 2004. In FYO05, the program received $24 million above the
Presidentds Budget. That year performance me

Table 1: FUSRAP Funding and Performance History

Fiscal Year 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 2010
Appropriation ($ Millions) $139 | $164 | $139 | $139 | $140 | $140 | $134
Number of Records of

Decision (RODSs) signed 9 3 2 2 2 3 1
Remedial Investigations

completed 21 5 4 0 2 2 2
Action Memos signed 3 0 1 0 0 0 0

Cubic yardage of
contaminated material
removed (in thousand cubic

yards) 2,927 | 243 225 | 186 | 153.7 105 | 181.6
Total cost of disposal of

contaminated material $675 | NE NE NE NE $600 NE
Individual Properties returned

to beneficial use 65 5 15 27 40 52 72

Cumulative Funding
expended on cleanup rather

than studies 77% | NE NE NE 84.3% NE NE
Remedies in place or
response complete 4 2 0 3 2 1 1

The program met or exceeded five of five performance measure targets set for FY10. USACE has
found significantly more than the estimated volume of contaminated materials on severaltsites.
this time, no Action Memorandums are planned for any of thiés® However, this performance
measure may change, pending the results of Remedial Investigations currently being conducted at
some sites.
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Project Spotlight: Maywood Chemical Company Superfund Site

District: New York District

Location: Maywood, New Jersey
(20 miles north of Newark adjacent t
Interstate 80 and State Route 17)

Link : www.fusrapmaywood.com

The Maywood site is on the P A Superfund
National Priorities List. The site is 40 acreg
with 88 residential, commercial and industrif
properties. There are approximately 281,00
cubic yards of subsurface contaetied === - =
material containing thoriur232, radiura226, and uraniur238 USACE is working under the
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) signed bgpartment of EnergyDOE) and EPA, while
negotiaing a USACEHEPA FFA. About 25 percent of the land is federally med and isbeing

used as acleanup staging area. USACE completed potentially responsible party (PRP)
negotiations through the Department of Justice with the Stepan ComphayStepan Company
operating a chemical factory, and Sears, operating a lasgrédtion warehouse, occuppart of

the site The clearup process began in thaid-1980swith about a third of the properties
USACE remediated 23 of an additional 39 remediated properties by FY00 basetbéi ROE
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analgs{EE/CA). After FY00, USACE completed a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan, Record of Decision, Remedial Design
(RI/FS/PP/ROD/RD) fothe remainder.USACE alsoprepared an EE/CA for an interim removal
actionfor 10 commercial propads impacted byhe New Jersey Department of Transportation
projects USACE alsoinitiated remdial action for the remaindaoils andthis remaining cleanup
planis estimated taost approximately380 Million beyond FYL0.
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Base Funding andPerformance

The fiveyear fundingvould enable the program to have seven individual portions (operable units)
completed, as shown in the following table. Thiggeres do not include adjustments for inflation

or labor costs. Transportation costs have been increasing in recent yesteareatahan

inflation due tathe increase in fuel costs and ttemand for rail lines anil cars;thus reducing
buying power The table below shows the program with respective performance measures.

Work plans in FYL1 and outyears will be developed Isettingthe followingpriorities:
A health & safety issues (evaluation and management of site risk)
A legal requirements
A program goal of closing out sites

Table 2: FUSRAP Five-Year BaseFunding Plan and Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) $ 130 |$125 | $ 120 | $ 123 | $ 126
Number of RODs signed 2 3 2 1 1
Remedial Investigations completed 1 0 0 0 1
Action Memos signed 0 0 0 0 0

Cubic yardage of contaminated material

removed (in thousand cubic yards) 110 100 100 105 105

Total cost of disposal of contaminated material $ 600 NE NE NE NE
Individual Properties returned to beneficial use 4 3 3 > >
(annually)

Cumulative Funding expended on cleanup

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
rather than studies 81% 82% 82% 83% 83%

Remedies in place or response complete 1 1 0 2 1
Source: Information developed by CECW-IN during FY10 budget preparation. "NE" means not
evaluated.

Base Planinitiatives

A Coordination with other agencies on disposal contractsTransportation and disposal
remain a large percentage of project co&tSACEis working to oordinate disposal
requirements with the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Department of Defense (DOD)
executive agent for radioactive waste disposal in order to reduce disposal costs.

A Risk-informed waste management USACE s working with the Nuclear Regatory
Commi ssion (NRC) to find ways to manage wast
workers, and the environment, rathiean by its pedigree or origin. Thispsr recent
recommendations from the National Academies of Science.

69



A Stakeholde buy-in on program goals
o0 USACEIs working to focus more site specific and national stakeholder attention on the
overall programthe goals of protecting the publend closing out sitedJSACE s
working to show how individual site decisions impacs tioal.

0 USACEcontinues tcwoordinaewi t h t he Dep ar(DOkgegacyof Ener gy

Management (LM) GOAL 4Management of legacy land and assets, emphasizing
protective real and personal property reuse and disposilo®.E6 s g o a | i's t
percentge of LM managed federal property in beneficaalse, which would decrease
management cost$our DOE properties are being managed eemdediatedy USACE
under FUSRAP.

0 USACEis coordinating with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) on fourtbid¢s
will help them to meet their license termination strategic goal.

Enhanced Funding andPerformance

Projects would be accelerated with enhanced funding. If the pnogeaie to receive funding as
projected in the Enhanced Plan Scenario for FiYEY 15, 7 remedies would be completed as

o i

shown in the following table. The increased funding level for FY11 would enable projects to take

better advantage of the remaining disglaccapacity on current contracts. The program for the five
years and respective performance measures are shown in table below.

Table 3: FUSRAP Five-Year Enhanced Funding Planand Performance

Fiscal Year 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) $ 145 | $149 | $ 153 | $ 158 | $ 164
Number of RODs signed 2 3 2 1 1
Remedial Investigations completed 1 0 0 0 1
Action Memos signed 0 0 0 0 0

Cubic yardage of contaminated material removed (in

120 125 128 132 136
thousand cubic yards)

Total cost of disposal of contaminated material $ 600 NE NE NE NE
Individual Properties returned to beneficial use 5 5 6 5 4
;lljjr(;}glsatlve Funding expended on cleanup rather than 81% 826 82% 83% 83%

Remedies in place or response complete 1 1 0 3 2

Source: Information developed by CECW-IN during FY10 budget preparation. "NE" means not
evaluated.
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Enhanced Planinitiatives

A lowa Army Ammunition Plant: Increases fundsadtlational Priorities List (NPL) site and

shows good faith under the recent Federal Facilities Agreement in place with the state of lowa,
EPA, & DOE.

Maywood Site in New Jersey: Accelerates completion of three Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) licensquits.

Shallow Land Disposal Area in Pennsylvania: Accelerates soil removal completion at ten
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licensed pits.

Linde Site in Tonawanda, New York: Accelerates soil removal completion.

St. Louis Airport Vicinity Propertiesii Missouri: Accelerates completion of soil removal and
returns numerous private properties to beneficial use.

> > >

Potential Work with fiwWwedge Moneyo

The FUSRAP Prograns notincluded in the assumptions for potential wedge fundirtgis Five
Year Development Plan
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72

2



Hydropower

L 4

L 4

Key Statistics

x  There are 75 power plants@SACE
dams totahg arated capacity 020,475
Megawatts (MW) and a maximum
capability of 22900 MW

x Own and operate 3thydroelectric units
that represents 24% of the nations
hydropower capability and 3% of the
total electric capability

- x USACEhydropowe plants produce over
A TR x 68 billion kilowatt-hours of average
. A annual energy

-Chief Joseph Dam on the Columbia RiveA W

x Hydroelectric power salggenerate ove$4 billion in gross annual revenue

x 90 nonfederal power plants are Federal Energy Regul@@arymission (FERC) licensed to
operate aUSACEdamsrepresentingbout 2,300 MW oinstalledcapacity

Accomplishments

A Completed the development of the Hydropower Modernization Initiatsgeinvestment
Planning tool that informs the planning process for making major capital investments

A Implemented the USACE Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement guidance for USACE
Districts to comply with Feder alliablityer gy Regu
Compliance standards

A Developed Baseline Recurring O&M Costs for each hydropower project to determine the
minimum operating costs for budgeting purposes

A Continued collaboration with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of Energy on
majorinitiatives under the March 2010 energy Memorandum of Understanding that included a
hydropower resource assessment study, develop methodologies for environmentally
sustainable hydropower development, and improving Regulatory processes that impacts non
Federal hydropower developme@bnducted a successful workshop with USACE, FERC and
nonFederal hydropower developers to explore ways to improve approval processes and inter
agency coordinatian

Completed the publication of the Outlook Paper for the Cdrgsgineers Hydropower Program,
which examines the state of federal hydropower in the U.S. in the context of contemporary
requirements for muliise operations and other water users
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Future Challenges

The primary future challenges are related to asset management. Aging infrastructure and
constrained funding for operating, maintaining, and replacing hydropower assets are difficult to
balance. Due to the current state of the infrastrucpuoggram performance measures have
consistently been below industry standards for the previous ten operating years, except in the
Pacific Northwest, where Bonneville Power Administration directly finances operation and
maintenance and infrastructure madeation from revenues generated by USACE hydropower
facilities. The key challenge to the program is incrementally improving program performance and
asset reliability by targeting finite resources at the highest return projects over the next five years.
Additional challenges include meeting new FERC electric reliability compliance standards and
maintaining an adequately trained technical workforce.

Program History and Performance

The Hydropower Business Program supports the Civil Works Strategic Goal 3 and five of its
objectives Five performance measurase used to assess program progress toward meeting the
identified goal and objectives.

Strategic Objective 3.1 Improwe the efficiency and effectiveness of existh§ACE water
resources projects.

Performance Measures:

x Forced Outage Rate Thismeasures system reliability against industry standard.the
percentage of regions achieving a systeiale annual forced oage rate of 2 percent or less.

x Peak Availability Rate: Thismeasure system reliability. listhe percentage of systewide
availability of B percent during peak demand season.

x Rate of Compliance to FERC Reliability Standards:This measures the nubof FERC
electricreliability standards met or exceeded acros’lSICE hydropower facilities. It is the
percent of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) approved electric reliability
standardsipplicableto Generator Owners and Operators inkibéx power system that are met
or exceeded.

x  Amount of generating capacity rated as poarThis measures the percent of unit generating
capacity that has a component of its major power train rated as poor (as a result of a condition
assessment with theyéroAMP Conditions Assessment tool). This is a new measure and
should be available for FM.

x Meet O&M cost efficiency target: This is an efficiency measure. It is thergentage of
regions whose facilities achieve O&M cost efficiency as measured bpeostegawathour
or cost per megawatt, adjusted for unit size, compared to similar hydropower facilities. This is
a newer measure and data should be available 11.FY
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The total budgeted amount shown in Table 1 does not directly impact Hydropowem®rog

performance measures. For budget years through FY09, approximately 30 to 35 percent of the
programdés budgeted amount is funding requirem
in the Pacific Northwest. In FYQ9, only 67 percentofthetotallamd i n t he Presi de
actually funds projects that directly affected performance measures. Therefore, about 33 percent

of the programés budget in FY0O9 was not wused
improvements that impact the performanoeasures. FY2010 represents the first year in which

the full budget amount was used to fund hydropower specific requirements.

Table 1: Hydropower Historical Funding and Performance

Fiscal Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Total Appropriation ($

Millions) $194 $245 $285 $263 $285 $291 $320 $211
Forced Outage (percent) 3.73% 4.28% 4.94% 3.98% 4.33% 4.65% 4.50% 4.28%
Peak Unit Availability

(percent) 88.58% | 87.33% | 87.10% | 88.47% | 86.45% | 85.25% | 87.10% | 86.16%
O&M Cost Efficiency

Benchmark ($/MWh) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA TBD
Note: 2008 values for Forced Outage and Peak Unit Availability are estimates. O&M Cost Efficiency

data will not be available unit FY08. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o _____
Source: O&M Business Information Link Database
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Project Spotlight: John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Power Plant Major Rehabilitation

District: Wilmington District

Location: North Carolina and Virginia
Project: Multipurpose, one of two
hydroelectric facilities in the Wilmington
District that comprise the KeRhilpott
system. Seven main generators and turbir
with original plant capacity of 225
megawatts.

The John H. Kerr power plant major rehabilitation project is-geld effort to rewind akeven
generator units to maximum capacity, replace the turbines and main power transformers, and
replace or refurbish key electrical and mechanical peripheral equipment in order to improve the
overall reliability of the project, reduce operation and negiahce costs, reduce unscheduled

repair costs, and provide additional hydropower capacity and power revenues. The power plant,
initially placed into operation in 1953, is showing signs of excessive wear of the generators, the
peripheral equipment and thabines, resulting in a loss of efficiency, reduced reliability of the
units and lost power output for the unifBhere is growing concern with project reliability due to
malfunctions of oil circuit breakers in the switchyard, for which repair partscal@nger

available and must be custom fabricated; frequent leaks in the raw water piping system, which is
in extremely poor condition throughout; and the extremely heavy cavitédimageobserved in
theturbinerunner, stay ring and discharge ring of tidumber 5. Final marketable upgrade
generation capacity is to be determined by the Southeastern Power Administration (SEPA) upon
completion of the project. However, for now the capacity of the rehabilitated plant will be 265
megawatts, an increase df thegawatts above the original plant capacity of 225 megawdtte

total project cost is $90.0 million, which will be totally reimbursed in the future througlalénefs
theelectric power generated IBEPA. Average annual benefits for hydroelecmwer are
$17,485,000.The major rehabilitation project is scheduled to be completed in FY11.
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Base Funding andPerformance

Budget priorities includ avoiding plant clostes, plant safetyncreasing the reliable operation of
hydropower facilities, ssessing and reducing risks of major equipment failures, and quantifying
consequences, both economically and operationally, of infrastructure failure. Additionally,
improvingupon percent of time generating units are available when electrical power is needed the

most is another key program priority.

This Base Plan for the Hydropower Program is primarily driven by reducing maintenance

backlogs and making investments in mag@intenance. Major rehabilitations and replacements

are included in this plan. However, the Base Plan doesduoéssll maintenance and

investment needs.

Table 2 Hydropower BaseFunding by Accounts

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Investigations $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ -
Construction $ 21| $ 201 $ 1919% 201 $ 20
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Estimate $ 186 |$ 178 |$ 172 |$ 176 |$ 176
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) Total | $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ -
Total $ 207 |$% 198 |$% 191 |% 196 | % 196

Base Planinitiatives

A Comply with approved Federal Energy Regoiig Commission (FERC) electric reliability

standards and ensuring continued compliance. A comprehensive corporate reliability
compliance plan is being implemented across USACE to voluntarily comply with approved
FERC reliability standards. As a resulttioe electrical energy blackout of 2003, the FERC

was given the authority to require all users, owners, and operators of facilities connected to the
bulk power system to meet mandatory electric reliability standards. Although USACE is
protected by soveign immunity as a federal agency, it has made a commitment to the FERC

to voluntarily comply with all approved reliability standards within constrains of appropriated
resources and operating authorities.

As part of the infrastructure reliability improvenenitiative, risk will be assessed at each
hydropower facility. It will measure risk exposure to major equipment breakdown or
catastrophic failure and resulting economic and operational consequences, which will drive
budget development decisions for FYdrid beyond.

Complete the Hydropower Modernization Initiative Asset Investment Implementation Plan
that will inform capital investment decisionaking
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Table 3: Hydropower Base Funding andPerformance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) $ 207 |$ 198 |$ 191 |$ 196 | % 196

Forced Outage (percent) 4.28% 4.28% 4.28% 4.28% 4.28%

Peak Unit Availability (percent) 86.16% | 86.10% | 86.16% | 86.16% | 86.16%
Enhanced Funding andPerformance

Enhanced funding level priorities over thisfiyee ar pl an woul d el i mi

maintenance backlog and make significamestments in replacement of aged, inefficient and

unreliable infrastructure, reducing risk exposure to major component faildigis.priority

projectsidentified bylow conditionindices high risk factors and significant benefits would be

funded undethe Hydropower Modernization Initiative this scenario.

Table 4: Hydropower Enhanced Funding by Accounts

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Investigations $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ -1 $ -
Construction $ 35 (% 35 (% 35 (% 35 (% 35
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Estimate $ 245|% 233 |$ 224 |$ 230|$ 231
Mississippi River and Tributaries (MRT) Total | $ -1 $ -8 -1 $ -1 $ -
Total $ 280|% 268|% 259 |% 265|% 266

Initiatives for Enhanced Plan

Update and start construction on epged major rehabilitation plans

Continue the Hydropower Modernization Initiative. The kbjeotive is to establish a

nat e

programmatic approach to prioritizing major powerhouse rehabilitations. The HMI Asset

Investment Planning tool will be used to inform capital investment deaisaking based

on physical conditions, environmental impacts, pianortance to electrical system, and

customer considerations.

Sustain performance improvements from previous investm&mgtain repair for O&M
Projectscould include several generator rewiradsl turbine replacements at projects such

asthe Allatoonan Alabama Ft. Randalin South Dakotpand Webber§allsin

Oklahoma

Table 5: Hydropower Enhanced Funding andPerformance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Appropriation ($ Millions) $ 280 |% 268 |% 259 |% 265|% 266
Forced Outage (percent) 4.28% 4.28% 4.28% 4.28% 4.28%
Peak Unit Availability (percent) 86.16% 87% 87.5% 88% 88.5%
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Note: All values are estimates
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Potential Work with fiwWedge Moneyo

If the business line modernization initiative is funded for new starts, the funds would be utilized
for additional hydropower major rehabilitations with a competitive betefibst ratio and

climate change benefits. While specific funding decisions would be made at that time, several
examples of projects that could be considered are

A Ft. Randall in South Dakota

A Barkley and Wolf Creek in Kentucky

A Center Hill and Old Hickoryn Tennessee
A Allatoona in Georgia.
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What Does the Regulatory Program
Mean to You?

Just a few of the benefits of an effective
regulatory program are:

* Cleaner water;

* A healthier

environment;

* More jobs; and

* A stronger
economy.
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Key Statisticsin FY 10

x 68,800 public and privatectivities
authorized

x 3,700 Standard Permits/Letters of
Permission

x 13,470 Regional General Permits

x 31,900 Nationwide Permits

s ‘ x 3,100 Permits Modified

9,810 No Permit Required Determinations

X

X

275 Applications Denied

X

63,100 Jurisdictional determinations completed

X

Over80% of actios authorized by General
Permits

X 92% of GeneraPermits processed 60days

Accomplishments

On 30 July 2010, ERDC published the Operational Draft of the Regional Guidebook for the

Functimal Assessment of HigB@radient Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams in Western West

Virginia and Eastern Kentucky. This scieduzsed, rapidand repeatable hydrogeomorphic

(HGM) approach will be used to assess the functidngsf gradienstreams and spprt

mitigation decisions in West Virginia and Kentucky. Implementation of the HGM protocol

includes training for Corps and other agency staff and workshops for the public and consulting
community. InNovember20l0US ACEG6s Engi neer i ngtCherdERBC)c h Dev
invited other agencies and academia to participate in the development of the validation process.
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The purpose of validation is to verify the accuracy and reliability of the protocol. The final
guidebookwill reflect the outcome of thealidation process.

The 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (1987 Manual) provides the
methodology for delineating wetlands for purposes of CWA 8404 jurisdiction. Ten Regional
Supplements to the 1987 Manual have been developed to refjemal differences in wetland
characteristics. The last of the Supplements was published in 2010. The 1987 Manual is being
updatedby a USACEled interagency team comprised of representatives from USEPA, NRCS,
and USFWSo clarify its relationship witlthe Regional Supplementto eliminate obsolete and
superceded information, and to address emerging issues not considered when it was originally
written. A final implementation of the revised manual is expected in 2013.

The National Wetland Plant LigNWPL), a cooperative effort of USACEISEPA, NRCS and
USFWS, lists the wetlanddicator statusor plants found throughout the U.S. and is used
extensively in determining wetland boundari@$e initiative to update thdWPL continues
through a new web @itthat allows experts and interested parties to participate in the prbaisss.
information is useful when work is being done to resteeands and conducting ecological
research.

Deployment of the Regatory Avatar and video library continuéscluding on the Kadquarters
USACE Regulatory websiteThe Avatar and video libragrovideinteractive modules that lead
applicants through thapplication and permit evaluatigmocess with tep-by-step instructions.
Thesecomprehensive instructisrand edudanal materialenhances the public understanding of
the regulatory program and to enables accurate and appropoiaigleton of permit applications
which resulsin a more efficient perntihg process.

Future Challenges

The Regulatory program continues toebeitingas development pressures mount and national
public awareness of the aquatic environment continues toAgareciation for the contribution

of wetlandsto the overdlnatural environmertias resulted in greater direct input from the public

and environmental interest groups, leading to greater complexity and controversy in the review of
permitapplications.As theprogram becomes more compleelays in making permdecisions
increase.

Confusion regarding geographic scope of CWA jurisdiction created by Supreme Court decisions
in 2001 and 2007 continues. These decisions caused a significant increase in workload
associated with field visits to determine jurisdhati documentation and coordination on
jurisdictional determinations, and resulted in additional time delays for decisions on permit
applications. The estimated annual cost to the program is $30 million; these activities must
compete with other, baselinetaities for finite resources.

The Regul atory programdbs regul ations have not

the dynamic evolution of the program via litigation challenges and public interest has resulted in
substantial shifts in certaispecific areas of those regulations in the 25 years since they were
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published. These shifts currently captured in separate pieces of guidance and regulation would be
best communicated to the regulated public in a newly published, consolidated regulation.

Assessing cumulative effects effectively remains a challenge within the Regulatory program. In
FY 10-11, the program developed a framework and strategy to further define expectations of and
results from cumulative effects analyses, and how those resultsinform permit decisions in

the future. Much work remains relative to model development and verification, and
implementation at the Regulatory project manager level.

There is a demonstrated need for energy within the U.S. This need comemfhitd with the

Regulatory program when permits are needed to support the extraction of resources (e.g. oil, gas,
coal), to emplace transmission infrastructure (e.g. wind, solar, gas, oil, nuclear) and to place
structures and/or fill in jurisdictional wexs (e.g. hydropower, hydrokinetic, wind, solar, oil, gas,
nuclear, coal). Often, other Federal agencies provide oversight to these dmergyprojects and

enable the Regulatory program to focus time and resources on the aquatic environment. However,
as interest and need in renewable energy sources grows, the frequency with which the Regulatory
program is the only Federal regulatory agency engaged with private interests on private lands will
increase. This will challenge the expertise and resoufdbs &®egulatory program.

Continued advancements of the OMBIL Regulatory Module, version 2 (ORM 2) database is
another critical challenge. ORM 2 is a wedsed, geospatial database that houses data that
enables effective and efficient tracking of regoilg processes. ORM2 has been deployed in all
districts. Historic data clean up to improve the ability to analyze past condition to inform future
strategic decisions are a continuing need. Standard data entry and report development with
companion staratd operating procedures for Regulatory project managers continue to be
developed to ensure consistent and accurate data entry and reporting. With increasing data
accuracy, reflecting program accomplishments in all areas is a foreseeable goal.

Incremsed pressures and requirements to redevelo
growth, andefforts to maintain healthy resources, support ocean and coastal economies, and

pronmote access and sustainable use the nations waters will continue &sénitre complexity of

the regulatory program. These competing public and private priorities will require careful

evaluation, interagency coordination, and will bring continued high levels of litigation to the

program.

Program History and Performance

Develop Sound \&ter Resourc8olutions,Subobjective2c. Improve Regulatory process to
balance development and @mwwmentalsustainability; achieve greater consistency anebshline
systemsand improve responsiveness and efficiency in decision malkiegtly relate to the
Regulatory Program and influence the developmepedbrmance measurés the Regulatory
Program. Theeightperformance measuresere developed to gadly improve the implementation

of the Regulatory Program nationally resulting in increased consistency, improved streamlining
and efficiency, and better protection of the aquatic environment, with the overall result of well
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balanced decisions, which ale@amore responsive to customer needdSACEs 6 Regul at ory
program has developekree specific strategic goals that are directly linked to our priorities.

Strategic Regulatory Objective 1: No Net Loss of Aquat Resources

Strategic Regulatory Objectve 2: Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts to Aquatic
Resources

Strategic Regulatory Objective 3: Expedite Permit Processing

Performance Measures

USACEmeasures the acres of wetlands impacted, avoided, and mitigated to confirm that the three
goals ae being met. However, to confirm that these goals are beingJSACE defined eight
performance measures, which are designed to be measured quickly and easily while providing data
on the goals.The XX below indicate a blank value; the actual value théntables below.

x Individual Permit Compliance: USACEshall complete compliance inspections on XX
percent 6the number oindividual permits issuethe preceding fiscal year, and select
projects from those constructed within the preceding 5 years.

x  General Permit Compliance USACE shall complete compliance inspections of XX percent
of the numbeGeneral Permits (GPs and NWPs) with reporting requirements issued the
preceding fiscal ya, and select projects from those constructed within the precedings yea

x Mitigation Site Compliance** : USACE shall complete field compliance inspections of XX
percent of active mitigation sites each fiscal year. Active mitigation sites are those authorized
through the permit process and being monitored as part of thet peocess but have not met
final approval under the permit special conditions.

x Mitigation Bank/In Lieu -Fee Compliance USACE shall complete compliance
inspections/audits on XX percent of active mitigation banks and in lieu fee programs annually.

x Resolutionof Non-compliance IssuesUSACEwill reach resolution on nenompliance with
permit conditions and/or mitigation requirements on XX percent of activities determined to be
norrcompliant at the end of the previous fiscal year and determined to Bmnmyptiant
during the current fiscal year.

x Resolution of Enforcement Actions USACE shall reach resolution on XX percent of all
pending enforcement actions (i.e., unauthorized activities) that are unresolved at the end of the
previous fiscal year and have beeoeiged during the current fiscal year.

x General Permit Decisions USACE shall reach permit decisions on XX percent of all General
permit applications within 60 days.

x Individual Permits : USACEshall reach permit decisions on XX percent of all Standard
permits and Letter of Permission (LOPs) within 120 days. This standard shall not include
Individual Permits with Formal Endangered Species Act (ESA) Consultations.
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USACEs 0

** Regulatory program High Priority Performance Goal

USACEs©®

Regul atory

program has

been

col

l ecting
yeas. Compliance data has been collected only for the last four years in a newer database.
summary of the historifunding and performance datasisown inTable 1.

Re gul a tbeem oplleqiirg paymitamd erfioacement data over the past 15

years. Compliance data has been collected only for the last four years in a newer database.
summary of the historifunding and performance datasisown inTable 1.

Table 1: Regulatory Historic Funding and Performance

Fiscal Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009* 2010* Tfior;]ét
Appropriation ($ Millions) $138 $139 $143 $158 $159 $176 $183 $190 | $193
Individual Permit Compliance 18% 16% 14% 14% 11% 22% 25% 25% 10%
General Permit Compliance 6% 5% 5% 7% 7% 7% 11% 13% 5%
Mitigation Compliance 15% 11% 9% 10% 7% 18% 35% 17% 5%
Mitigation Bank Compliance 25% 20% 19% 25% 63% 39% 45% 34% 20%
Non-compliance Resolution 30% 26% 24% 37% 56% 28% 38% 40% 20%
Enforcement Resolution 25% 37% 23% 58% 82% 34% 37% 38% 20%
General Permit processing 88% 85% 85% 82% 80% 82% 88% 92% 75%
Individual Permit Processing 58% 61% 61% 61% 53% 51% 64% 67% 50%

* RegulatoryProgram targets we exceeded with the support of the American Recovery
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. The program received $25M dollars.
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Activity Spotlights:

DEEPWATER HORIZON OIL SPILL RESPONSE

The Corps Regulatory Program regulations at 33 CFR 3286v2de for the use of emergency

permit processing procedures. In response to the Deepwater Haitispill incidentin the Gulf

of Mexico, three Gulf Districts received®0 requests to conduct work under emergency
procedures. As ddepember 302010,116 wereapproved, withdrawn or did not require a permit.
One request is pending a decision, 2 were denied use of emergency procedures and 1 did not
qualify. Authorized work included deploying booms, mooring barges, placing sand or sheet pile
in barrierisland cuts, and placing fill for barrier island protection. Regulatory also developed
publicly accessiblenapping tool and tracking repstb allow quick responses to inquiries related
to these emergency actions.

SURFACE COAL MINING

The CorpsReguatory Programs working to fulfill commitments under the June 2009 federal
interagency MOU signed ke Department of th&rmy, EPA and DOI to reduce the adverse
environmental impacts of surface coal mining in six Appalachian statethisremains a pority.
Continued work to strengthen the review of these complex projects includes the development of a
technical Regulatory Guidance Letter to improve the ecological success of stream mitigation; the
development and implementation of a lelegm compliace plan in the districts to prioritize the
review of permits issued for surface coal projects; conducting a workshop to provide technical
training to state and federal agencies to improve the review of stream mitigation plans; the
completion of a cumulate impacts analysis model that will serve as a tool to support decision
making in the field pursuant to Section 404 and NEPA, the validation of and completion of the
Draft Operational HGM methodology for high gradient streams in western WV and eastern KY;
the continued development of fieleivel interagency agreements that address the alignmtré of
SurfaceMining Control andReclamatiorAct (SMCRA)and GeanWaterAct where practicable;

and the review of projects pursuant to the Enhanced Coordinatioed@res. Further, the
preparation of documents in response tgyoimg legal challenges in both district and appellate
courts to multiple permit decisions and the Enhanced Coordination Procedures continues to
require coordination with and input from Regalry.

Base Funding andPerformance

Theproposedudget for FY11 funding is at $193 million, which is a $3 million funding increase
over the FY 2010 level. This funding level will result in a reduegd| of performance for each

of the eight performance measures. With recent national issues concerning mining, shale gas
development, clean energy (wind, solar, clean coal, hydropower, nuclear, hydrokinetic), and
potential changes to the Clean Water jcisdiction, the increase in funding in FY11 does not
cover the projected increased workload associated with these adtiaddition, it is estimated

that the base operational cost of the program will increase approximately 2% in FY 11 ($3.8M).
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Theadded workload associated with challenging national issues and changes that may arise from
potential changes to the Clean Water Act jurisdiction will continue to pose a significant challenge
on Project Managers to meet customer demands for timely pexasi@hs. The initial funding

level would allow continued program work, but at a decreased level of productivity and timeliness,
and would not provide sufficient funds to initiate or continue and new strategic objectives for the
program, including watergll studies, new SAMPs (Special Area Management Plans), and new
State Programmatic Gener al Permits (SPGPO&6s) .
shown below.

Table 2: Regulatory Base Funding andPerformance

Fiscal Year 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) $ 193 | $185|$178 | $182 | $187
Individual Permit Compliance 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
General Permit Compliance 504 50 50 5% 5%

Mitigation Compliance 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

Mitigation Bank Compliance 20% 20% 20% | 20% | 20%
Non-compliance Resolution 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
Enforcement Resolution 20% 20% 20% | 20% | 20%
General Permit processing 75% 75% 75% | 75% | 75%
Individual Permit Processing 50% 50% 50% | 50% | 50%

Enhanced Funding andPerformance

The enhanced plan program funding level for FY11 is $210 million. For this level of funding, the
program is in a better position to maintaimfpemance levels, maintain FY 10 execution levels,
while addressing potential impacts of Clean Water Act Jurisdiction Guidance and proposed rule
making. Additional fundingwould beused develop programmatic efficiencigsthe permit

review processeshe effective implementation @ompliance and enforcement activities, and
providing clear and concigerisdictional determinations.

In addition, funding may be made available for Wetlands Regulatory Assistance Program, which
assists Di s tofficeswitlstéchniR@ gxpeltisetarad regearch. These activities will
include continued support of ti®87 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manpdhte,
Wetlands Delineation Manuabpplementsthe National Wetland Plant Listnd validation of

HGM guidebook for higkgradient streams in western West Virginia and Eastern Kentucky.

The fiveyear enhanced plan program assumes the program funding starting at $216 million in

2012 and rising gradually to $237 million in FY15. Since the USACE Regulptogram is
primarily funded for labor, performance would be expected to be sustained as funding rises
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slightly below the normal inflation rate (approximately $6 million per year). Table 3 provides
estimates of static performance as funding equivatettte inflation level.

Initiatives for Enhanced Plan
e ORM 2 Database Enhancements
e IncreasePublic Accesdo Regulatory Data
e Cumulative Effects Analysis Model Deployment

e Support of Rule Making Initiatives

Table 3: Regulatory Enhanced Funding andPerformance

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Appropriation ($ Millions) $ 213 $ 219 | $ 225 $ 232 $ 240
Individual Permit Compliance 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
General Permit Compliance 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Mitigation Compliance 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Mitigation Bank Compliance 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Non-compliance Resolution 15% 15% 15% 15% 15%
Enforcement Resolution 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
General Permit processing 75% 75% 75% 75% 75%
Individual Permit Processing 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%

Potential Work with fiwWedge Moneyo

The RegulatorBusiness Programs notincluded in the assumptions for potential wedge funding
in this Five Year Development Plan
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Key Statistics

x Largest Federal provider of outato
recreation serviceOver 4200 recreation
areas are located &WSACEmanaged lands
at more than 400 lakes (352 budgeted
projects) in 42 states.

x Leader in developing partnershjpbout
1,800 (43% of recreation areas are
operated and maintained by etlentities,
such as states and local governments,
under a lease or license agreement.

x Wateroriented recreatiogerved 30 million visits at USACE sites and facilitiegh 200

x  90% of USACE lakes are near metropolitan aresgishin 50 miles ofa MSA offering
recreation opportunities).

Accomplishments

A 370 million visits per yeatin 2009resulted ir513 billion on total trip expenses and $5 billion
on durable goods includirg billion spent by visitors on trips in communities around
USACE lakes. This contributes around $22.4 billion to the national economy with the
oOmul tiplier effecté and supports around 350,

A Recreation opportuni t messsigiicantieath problenes: lackiof t h e n
physical activity.

A Recreational programs and activities also help strengthen family ties and frienddhigete
the public;provide opportunities for children to develop personal skills, social values, and self
eseem; ad improve water safety.

Future Challenges

A All lakes with recreation facilities are struggling to maintain current levetsstbmeiservice

and park quality in the face of flat budgets.

0 Visitor safety is the highest priorityJSACEwill continue to commit the necessary
resources to programs that provide patrols, water safety educatioklostever,
expandhg or improuvng safetyprogramso accommodate more visitors and add safety is
challengingwith current funding levels.

0 USACErecreation facilities are 45 years old on average with more than 30% older than 50
years. These facilities need substantial renovations to meet health and safety requirements
that would be more costihan annal maintenance.
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o Cost ncreases in contract maintenance, utilities, and operations costs often make service
level reductions unavoidable.

o Parks shorten operating seasons, close some day use and camping areas, and reduce visitor
services.

o High performingparks need improvements and maintenance. They also need a better
funding prioritization process faan forlong-termincrease in recreation growth.

A Working with stakeholders and the public to improve businessiggaand responsiveness to
assure quaht outdoor recreation is available for future generations

Program History and Performance

Theobjectivesand performance measuffes the ecreation business prognare aligied with
Civil Works Goal 3 Performance measures are directed toward three dionsns the
Recreation ProgranCustomer Service, Ass Management, and Program Eiéncy.

Strategic Objective 3.1.7 Provide justified outdoor recreation opportunitiesin effective and
efficient manner at alSACE-operated water resources projects.

x  Total NED Benefit Program Efficiency Performance Measure: contribution of USACE
managed parks tdational Economic Development (NEDgnefits

x Benefits/Cos Efficiency Performance Measure: this is the ratio of NED benefits to actual
expenditures or program budget

x Cost RecoveryEfficiency Performance Measure:percentage of O&M spending paid
through user fees; it is the amount of recreation receipts divided by the recpeatioam
budget.

Strategic Objective 3.1.8 Provide continued outdoor recreation opportunities to meet the needs
of present and future generations.

x Park Capacity Asset Management Performance Measurethis isa measurefdhe capacity
of facilities in milions of site days/nights to provide recreation opportunities

Strateqic Objective 3.1.9 Provide a safe and healthful outdoor recreation environment for
USACEcustomers.

x Health and Safety Service Customer Performance Measurethe percent of visitors to
USACEmanaged recreation areas served at acceptable service levels. Activities that impact
this measure are facility cleaning, mowing, visitor assistance, ranger patrols, park hosts,
reservation services, and repairs

x Facility Condition Asset Managemenferformance Measure: this is an averagd SACE
managed recreaticarea facility condition scoréased on a seven point scale 1 = poorto 7 =
excellent. Acceptable facility condition standard = 3.5 or better

x Facility Service Asset Management Performance Masure: this is the percent of visitors
served at acceptabfacility condition standard
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The foll owi

Table 1: RecreationHistoric Funding and Performance

ng

t abl

e presents
information provided in the table is incomplete because the systgmagiam performance
monitoring was initiated until 2004 with the development of-B&ST (Budget Evaluation

SysTem)o support the budget development process.

a summary

of

t

Fiscal Year

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

Appropriation ($
Millions)

$261

$274

$262

$270

$268

$267

$267

$271

$283

Visitor Health and
Safety Services

NA

NA

NA

51%

50%

49%

48%

47%

47%

Park Capacity (millions
of days)

NA

NA

NA

74

74

74

74

74

74

Facility Condition
(Based on seven point
scale: 1=poor to
7=excellent)

NA

NA

3.7

3.7

3.7

3.7

3.6

3.6

3.7

Facility Service (% of
visitors served at
‘acceptable' parks)

NA

NA

NA

48%

48%

48%

47%

44%

51%

National Economics
Development (NED)
Benefits ($ Millions)
Program Efficiency
(Benefit/Cost Ratio)

NA

NA

1,223

1,242

1,271

1,353

1,452

1,500

1,610

NA

NA

4.22

4.25

4.46

4.49

4.70

4.30

4.47

Cost Recovery (% of
total Recreation Receipts
to Budget)

13%

14%

16%

17%

17%

16%

15%

16%

16%
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Project Spotlight: Partnering at Lake Ouachita, Arkansas

District: Vicksburg

Location: On theOuachita River near
Royal, Arkansas and at Blakely Dam
Project Type: Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) Partnership with
the Lake Ouachita Citizen Focus
Committee, Denby Bay Coalition,
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
and Montgomery Countyirkansas

USACEs 6 Chall enge Partnership Agreement has
accomplish needed improvemts to natural resources management sites and facilities. Lake
Ouachita is one exampld.ake Ouachita has crystelear waters makinthe lake a popular site

for scuba divingalong withnumerous camping, fishinporseback ridingpoating,and swimming
opportunities Many of these activities are supported through partnerships including local
governments, community groups, volunteers, and othefeu®eral entities.

Through the efforts of a local partner grotipe Denby Bay Coalitionthey leverage USACEG
Handshake Partnership Grant intmre than $800,000 ipartrer contributionsto build a trail
The Denby Bay Coalitiorhas completed4 miles ofthe Vista Hiking and Biking Trail. The third
trail phaseis 95% complete adidg 6 more miles The faurth phase is being investigated and
volunteer'Pathfindersare marking trail routes. Thphase will beabout8 mileslong connecting
into the Crystal Springs Recreation AreaDenby Bay CoalitionMembers and individual
volunteers have put in over 2000Ilwateer hours assisting on Vista Trail constructisign
placement, bench placemeand initial trail maintenance.

In conjunctionthe Vista Trai) local grass root support engaged the Denby Bay Coalition to build a
trail designed for the physically dlenged. This quickly morphed into a Watchable Wildlife trail
designed using Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) principldhe ADAMatchable Wildlife

Trail is underway andwill total 1.5 miles including an elevated walkway exhibiting a wetlands
environment.

Arkansas Game and Fish Commiss@ong with project staffleveloped the ADANatchable
Wildlife Elevated Trail (650" long X 6' wide) design plan, with Denby Bay Coalition volunteers
currently installing the base support postontgomery Countyeceived a $33,600 grafrom the
Arkansas Highway Departmefdr thetrail. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission officially
authorized andssued &150,000grantfor installingthe elevated portigrand interpretive exhibits

for theentireADA/Watchabk Wildlife trail. Through these partnerships, new alliances have been
forged with local and state organizations for the betterment of Lake Ouachita, dvamtg
County and theustomers we serve
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