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1.  The proposed procedures contain some constructive, original recommendations.  Nonetheless, the document fails to adequately acknowledge and build upon the objectives, principles, and procedures that were well established and clearly expressed in foundational documents as far back as the "Green Book" of 1950, Budget Circular A-47 (BOB, 1952), Hufschmidt, Krutilla, Margolis and Marglins' "Standards and Criteria for Formulating and Evaluating Federal Water Resource Developments" for BOB (1961), Senate Document 97 (1962) , the Principles & Standards of 1973 and the Principles & Guidelines of 1983.

2.  The categories "objectives, principles, standards, and guidelines" that presumably provide the framework for systematic project assessment are not defined nor put into a context that allows the reader to understand the functions of each category and the corresponding sections of the document.  For an example, the objective "Protect and restore natural ecosystems and the environment while encouraging sustainable economic development" appears as a principle (p. 1) and as a planning standard (p. 5).

3.  The document specifies four criteria by which alternatives are to be compared: completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability (pp. 18, 22).  "All alternatives shall be formulated to 'fulfill' these criteria".  These criteria are not defined operationally and probably cannot be made operational (the Glossary definitions are vague).  They are not part of established planning vocabulary and practice, nor do they correspond to the various monetary and nonmonetary measurement techniques that have been developed to allow broader inclusion of impacts in quantitative project assessment.  

4. Certain aspects of the new "accounts" of the 2009 rules may be advantageous but would be clearer if reference were made to the earlier terminologies.  Things are now either Monetary or Nonmonetary (pp. 18-21).  The old NED & RED accounts are the Monetary elements.  The old Environmental Quality account is now Nonmonetary with strong encouragement to get as much of the Environmental Quality benefits as possible into the Monetary account with the remainder in the new Natural Resource Nonmonetary subcategory.  The old Other Social Effects account is now a Nonmonetary subcategory, with fuller explanations than previously given by the 1983 rules.  There is a new Nonmonetary element, Public Safety, which is appropriate given the large social interest in flood control, climate change, and all things risky. 
In comparison with the 1983 P&Gs, the proposed rules appear to elevate the RED account to a standing that is nearly level with NED.  A longstanding and well justified principle of CBA for federal accounting stances is that zero-sum transfers cannot be counted as a benefit.  The 1983 P&Gs allowed the RED account to be estimated, but it was not a mandated analysis and it was not considered relevant to project approval.  The role of the monetized Regional Economic Subcategory should be minor in the final project decision. Nonetheless,  a properly estimated RED account can provide useful subsidiary information for decision makers at regional and national levels, especially if the region is targeted for special development efforts, e.g. under regional development commissions.  In the current draft, the role of RED is subject to misinterpretation and may be applied in ways that are inconsistent with the objective of maximizing national net benefits as proposed on p. 5. 

5.  A long overdue recommendation for uniform procedures across agencies is made (Ch.I,3,p.3): "The guidelines shall require that all Federal agencies conduct water resources implementation studies in a generally common manner that enables the public to comprehend and evaluate those studies".  The Principles and Standards are to be applied by all federal agencies dealing with water – a needed extension beyond the prior P&S and P&Gs that were explicitly applicable to the four targeted water agencies (Corps, BuRec, TVA, NRCS).  There are many other Federal agencies that "conduct water resources implementation studies" including the Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA, and even Bonneville Power Administration.  It should be made very clear that the P&S apply to all those agencies when they do water project evaluations studies and, indeed when they evaluate any type of resource development project.

6.  Nonstructural alternatives should be emphasized in planning for all water system functions, including water supply, wastewater and urban drainage, etc. as they are in the treatment of flood plain management (p. 6).  To assist water agencies in their analyses, explicit forms of nonstructural alternatives should be listed, e.g. for flood strategies: land use controls, land condemnations (in light of sea level rise and more extreme weather events), insurance, etc.; for water supply: changes in water law, use of water marketing, elimination of inefficient pricing, and regional collaboration.  It is, therefore, inadequate to pose a single nonstructural measure against a proposed federal project as is suggested in the proposed rules (p. 16, H(2))
7.  In many situations, local and regional policy changes and projects can be more efficient than federal measures.  It should be emphasized in the P&S that federal agencies should promote efficient policies at lower governmental levels and avoid the substitution of federal projects for more efficient lower level strategies.  In CBA, benefits for federal projects cannot be claimed when more efficient nonfederal measures are available. 

8.  Greater emphasis on climate change (p. 11) is needed, not only in terms of effects on aquatic ecosystems but in terms of major changes in precipitation, snowpack, and streamflows with their implications for water management generally, water storage possibilities, and agriculture.

9.  The recommendation for use of integrated management and adaptive management is fully in keeping with management advances of the past two decades (p. 9).  However, some recommendations are too detailed for a "principles" document, e.g.  the recommendations on the use of data are too detailed and arbitrary: "No data over five years old, ….", (p. 9).  Also, "Overview of the Planning Process" seems too long, and may belong in the Guidelines & Procedures to be issued later by CEQ and WRC.

10.  The emphasis on environmental justice for low income, tribal, and minority communities (p. 12) is welcome in calling attention to the frequent omission and underweighting of impacts on these underrepresented groups.  On the other hand, it must not be assumed that water projects are the best way of dealing with the longstanding problems faced by these groups.

11.  In considering and evaluating project alternatives, projections of future conditions should consider likely changes in the institutional frameworks at local and state levels and in consumer and producer behavior.  Regional and local laws and policies will evolve independently of federal plans as authorities adapt their rules and operations in response to evolving local conditions. Regional and local economic conditions also will affect consumer and producer behavior.  

In addition to these forecast considerations, when it is found that legal, regulatory or other institutional barriers stand in the way of otherwise highly defensible projects, the P&S  should allow for recommending  removal or modification of these barriers, consideration being given to the original purposes of those arrangements which my remain valid (p. 17).  Such broad vision should be incorporated more widely in the new P&S.
12.  The proposed "Planning Standards" (pp. 5-13) again raise the issue of what a standard is intended to do. As listed, it is hard to distinguish their intent from the steps of the “Overview of the Planning Process” ( pp. 13-17). Discussion of adapting these standards and planning steps to specific project settings is needed since the rationale for projects varies greatly with the location, needs, and timing .  
13.  The recommendation (top of p. 22) that "the period of analysis shall be the same for all alternatives and … begins when alternatives begin to produce substantial benefits, typically when basic implementation is completed" is incorrect.  Preconstruction conditions and the construction period are certainly a critical part of the analysis.  This problem is compounded in the Glossary under "Period of Analysis".

Also, the recommendation that costs and benefits be presented as "average annual equivalent values" can cover up the temporal detail of benefits & costs" (p. 22), e.g. that costs generally are incurred early and benefits later in project life. Also, caution is needed in using discount rates that are prescribed by law (p. 22) that may be economically incorrect for some situations. The value(s) of the discount rate is a very important part of cost-benefit analysis and may vary under different financial conditions and project lifetimes.
14. The Glossary definition of Efficiency is incorrect.  The P&S are searching for maximum net benefits as noted on p. 5, so the efficiency definition should be aligned with that objective.  The Glossary definition is incorrect because "least cost" is necessary but not sufficient for efficiency to be achieved.
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