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1.0 SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
Study Area Description.  The White River basin comprises approximately 27,765 square miles, 
of which 10,622 square miles are in the southern part of Missouri and the remaining 17,143 
square miles are in northern and eastern Arkansas. The White River basin contains 5 large Corps 
multi-purpose lakes: Beaver, Table Rock, Bull Shoals, Norfork, and Greers Ferry. Clearwater 
Lake is also operated by the Little Rock District Corps of Engineers; however, it is a smaller lake 
primarily used for flood control. The White River basin includes over 150 miles of flood control 
levees along the White River and its tributaries. 
 
Interest in the basin includes flood control, water supply, hydropower, navigation and other 
modes of transportation, environmental restoration and protection, and recreation. Portions of the 
White River basin are Federal lands associated with the USDA Forest Service and/or the 
Department of Interior. The lower portion of the basin is significant as a migratory waterfowl 
wintering area and includes several Federal wildlife refuges and state management areas that 
comprise one of the largest remaining areas of bottomland hardwood forest in the Mississippi 
Valley. 
 
The White River Basin is comprised of the following congressional districts: Berry, AR-01; 
Snyder, AR-02; Hutchinson, AR-3; Ross, AR-04; Skelton, MO-04; Blunt, MO-07; Emerson, 
MO-08. 
 
Study Purpose.  The purpose of the study is to develop a comprehensive watershed plan for the 
White River Basin.  The plan will serve as a framework for the environmentally sustainable 
development of water resources within the White River Basin.  The problems and potential 
solutions will be examined in a comprehensive manner, due to the interrelationships of the 
problems and potential solutions to all of the significant resources in the basin.  The study will 
identify water resources needs and opportunities. Potential study outputs address water resources 
needs for water supply, flood control, waste water management, navigation, recreation, power 
generation, and other water resources related needs identified in the comprehensive study.   
 
Current On-going Items:  See Appendix A of the original PSP dated October 2001 for further 
details regarding each item.  
 
(ESWM) Study:  Since the original PSP was generated in 2001, another item was added to the 
study scope:  The Ecologically Sustainable Water Management (ESWM) Study.  ESWM is a 
process of quantifying ecosystem flow needs and managing the uncertainty associated with the 
quantification process. Uncertainty of data and knowledge gaps are explicitly identified and 
systematic management of such issues is important to the process of quantifying the flow needs.  
The process relies on the best available science combined with knowledge and best professional 
judgment of a diverse group of scientists with local knowledge and expertise.  Ecosystem flow 
needs should be defined in spatially and temporally specific terms. Once quantified ecosystem 
flow needs can be combined with the requirements of other water resource users such as 
hydropower production, navigation, agriculture, and water supply to formulate ecologically 
sustainable water management plans that ensure the long-term viability of basin water resources 
for all users.  Too much alteration of natural flow variability can have serious geomorphologic 
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and biotic implications. Each flow level is important to certain geomorphic or ecological 
functions.  The goal is not to create optimal conditions for all species all of the time; rather, to 
create adequate conditions for all native species enough of the time.  It is anticipated that this 
study will take place in Fiscal Year 2010.  The Sponsor is The Nature Conservancy, and Matt 
Lindsey is the primary point of contact, Telephone: (501) 614-5087.   
 

ITEM 
Percentage 
COMPLETE STATUS 

Wetland Effects of Blockage 
Removal at Grubbs (Dr. Heitmeyer) 70 Fully funded contract with URS 
Study-Evaluate Environmental 
Benefits of Sediment Reduction (Dr. 
Heitmeyer) 90  Big Creek Sub-Basin 

Evaluate Ecosystem Restoration 
Options (Dr. Heitmeyer) 50 Cache River and Bayou DeView Basins 

Forebay Oxygen Diffuser Report 95 

Initiated by TVA FY08 on Table Rock 
Lake; Work promoted by MO Dept. of 
Conservation. March 2009 additional work 
added to TVA scope.  

Sedimentation Study 15 

NRCS submitting Big Creek data; USDA-
ARS agreement pending-D&F with 
subsequent MIPR being processed 

Water Quality Analysis - Upper 
White River 50 

FY07 work complete; D&F at MVD for 
similar FY08 work for MO DNR 

Conceptual Model 100   

Beaver Lake Water Quality Model 100 2-D Study 
Delineate & Digitize Hydrologic 
Units 100   

Aquatic Ecosystem Fisheries Study 95 Final report due from ERDC 

Recreation Study, Phase I 100 ERDC completing report – March 2008 

Unsteady Flow Model 35 

Mouth to Clarendon complete; Clarendon 
to Newport In-progress. Field data 
collection 95% complete. 

Cache River Surveys 100 Completed 15 cross sections 
 
Ecologically Sustainable Water 
Management (ESWM) 0 

Working with Sponsor to identify 
facilitator.  

 
1.1 Study Purpose and Goals: 
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The study purpose is to develop a comprehensive watershed plan for the White River 
Basin. The comprehensive plan will serve as a framework for the environmentally 
sustainable development of water resources within the White River Basin. The problems 
and potential solutions will be examined in a comprehensive manner because of the 
interrelationships of the problems and potential solutions to all of the significant 
resources in the basin. 

 
The primary objectives of the study are to comprehensively analyze the basin problems 
and opportunities and find possible solutions to these needs. The comprehensive study 
may or may not recommend further Corps studies or projects. Some alternatives may be 
identified that will be implemented by other Federal, state, or local agencies. In order to 
accomplish this, the significant resources in the basin will be identified. A conceptual 
“model” will be developed to describe the interrelationships of the significant resources 
in the basin to provide a framework for evaluation of alternatives. This model will be 
descriptive and likely diagram various functions and processes in the basin. This will 
serve as a guide in determining the completeness of the studies and allow information 
gaps to be filled prior to completing studies. The structure, functions, and processes of 
the ecosystem will be identified under the framework of this conceptual model. 

 
The existing conditions of the resources will be examined and projections made of the 
future conditions of the resources.  Information produced by the study will be utilized 
during analysis of ongoing projects and studies. Likewise, information gathered from 
ongoing studies will be incorporated into the comprehensive study. The comprehensive 
study will be used in evaluating operation of existing projects. 

 
The primary goal of the comprehensive study is to develop a basin-wide comprehensive 
plan of improvement. To determine this, we formed an interagency planning team 
consisting of Federal and State agencies from both Missouri and Arkansas and 
stakeholders from the basin. The interagency planning team has met on several occasions 
to identify the needs of potential sponsors and to further define what is necessary for a 
basin-wide comprehensive study. Every effort is being made to accommodate the 
sponsors' needs; however, cost constraints have limited the detail in some cases.   

 
The PDT will hold regular meetings, conference calls with interagency sponsors and host 
an annual Interagency Meeting in order to manage and contain the study scope and creep.  
At the annual Interagency Meeting we will evaluate the scope to verify that we are 
providing the products and services that we agreed to provide.   At this point in the study, 
we are not able to add any additional items to the study scope.   

 
2.0 PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM: 
 
See Appendix 1 for a list of the Project Deliver Team members, with contact information.   

 
 
2.1  Roles and Responsibilities: 
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a. Customer Representative/ Project Sponsor:   
 

1) Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Mr. Scott Henderson (or Mr. 
Craig Uydea) 

2) Arkansas Waterways Commission, Mr. Keith E. Garrison  
3) Arkansas Natural Resources Commission, Mr. J. Randy Young (or Mr. 

Kenneth Brazil) 
4) Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, Ms. Karen Smith  
5) The Nature Conservancy, Mr. Scott Simon (or Matt Lindsey) 
6) Department of Conservation, Mr. John D. Hoskins (or Mr. Mike 

Smith), and  
7) Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Mr. Mark Templeton (or 

Mr. Michael D. Wells).   
 
The primary role of the customer is to provide input and express interest in the project to 
their congressional representative.  
 
b. Project Manager: Clyde Hunt / Jackie Whitlock.  The primary role of the project 

manager will be to provide funding allocation, monitor study progress and costs, and 
interface with the project sponsor.  The project manager will prepare budgetary 
reports and lead study team meetings.   

 
c. Chief, Engineering & Construction:  Thomas L. Minyard. The primary role of the 

Chief of E&C is to ensure team members under his command are allowed to work on 
the various project features.  Approval of this PMP is a secondary role.   

 
d. Chief, Contracting Division:  Jean F. Todd. The primary role of the Chief of 

Contracting is to ensure team members under her command are allowed to work on 
the various project features.  Approval of this PMP is a secondary role.   

 
e. Chief, Real Estate:  Terry Rupe. The primary role of the Chief of Real Estate is to 

ensure team members under his command are allowed to work on the various project 
features.  Approval of this PMP is a secondary role.   

 
3.0 CONSTRAINTS 
 

Project Funding Limitations in a given Fiscal Year.  Many of the study items are multi-
year and cannot begin until funds are received.  The longer it takes for funds to be 
allocated, the longer the study will take to complete.  If optimum funding were made 
available, the schedule for the reevaluation could be expedited resulting in completion of 
the study by October 2014. 
 
 
 

4.0 WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE:   
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The WBS is a deliverable-oriented, pictorial decomposition of the scope of the project.  It is 
product-oriented to facilitate performance measurement.  The WBS specifies the task and 
subtask necessary to fulfill the objectives of the project.  It is used to represent how the work 
activities are to be organized and is a display of the many products that roll-up into the total 
project.  The WBS is independent at each of its levels, integrated, manageable within an 
organization’s capability, measurable, and covers all work to be accomplished.  The WBS will 
be updated in Revision #2.  See Appendix F of the original PSP (Appendix 14).   
 
5.0 ACQUISITION PLAN:   
 
During this “Feasibility” Phase of this study, all efforts will be performed by a combination of 
in-house personnel, other government agencies, other Corps Districts, Sponsors, and A-E 
contractors.  To the maximum extent possible, an effort will be made to use Small Hubzone, in 
order to meet the District’s Goals.  An acquisition plan will be developed at the appropriate stage 
of the project.   
 
6.0 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
 

6.1  Command Management Review 
 

The Command Management Review (CMR) is a quarterly review and analysis process 
used by senior leaders of USACE to assess performance trends of USACE. The 
Consolidated Command Guidance (CCG) contains USACE directorate performance 
measurements, to include the functional area, proponent, indicator and evaluation 
visibility level, source of data, definition, calculation, rating criteria, and governing 
regulations or law.  HQUSACE creates performance measures for presentation at the 
CMR that are developed to portray command attainment of corporate objectives. CMR 
data is web-enabled and generated automatically and continuously from within P2. 
Command performances for critical functional areas are evaluated and assessed in 
accordance with CCG requirements and rating criteria. All applicable CMR charts 
contain assessed ratings of red, amber or green, and a narrative on USACE goals and 
achievements. HQUSACE develops the CMR charts using P2 data, allowing subordinate 
commands to provide comments directly to applicable charts.  The HQUSACE CMR 
provides HQUSACE staff principals, commanders and their staffs the ability to address 
corporate measures of operational performance.  These measures are portrayed and 
compared to depict a USACE-wide status report that identifies areas for improvement 
and promotes sharing of best practices. 

 
6.2  CCG (Consolidated Command Guidance) Requirements 

 
The USACE Consolidated Command Guidance (CCG) is published by Headquarters and 
is normally released during the June/July timeframe. Directors, office chiefs and 
managers are responsible for review and compliance with performance requirements 
established in the CCG. The Resource Management Officer or designee is responsible for 
facilitating quarterly CMR sessions with the Commander and senior/executive staff to 
assess command performance and mission execution. The performance requirements 
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established in the CCG will be based on earned value management principles.  Here is the 
most recent link to the CCG:  https://corpsinfo.usace.army.mil/rm/. 

 
6.3  Cost Sharing Agreement 
 
WRDA 2007 modified the cost sharing requirement to 75% Federal, 25% non-Federal.  
The Feasibility Cost Share Agreement (FCSA), along with Amendment 1 of the FCSA, 
are provided at Appendix 11.    

 
7.0 SCHEDULE: 
 
Changes in schedule will be addressed as described in the Change Control Plan. If changes to 
subproduct funds or the schedule exceed those listed above, a Schedule & Cost Change Request 
(SACCR) must be prepared by the Project Manager for incorporation of the schedule changes 
and reassignment of funds.    
 

7.1 Network Analysis:  See Appendix 13 of this report for the Network Analysis 
Schedule. This will be continuously maintained and show actual completion status.  
 
7.2 Milestones:  These milestones are based on an adequate funding stream, not the 
historic project funding stream.   
 
CW035  Post Peer Review Plan    14 FEB 2008 
Represents the initial date the plan was approved and posted. Initial work allowance will 
not be issued for any study leading to authorization (except for the funds needed to 
complete a peer review plan) unless and until the peer review plan is posted and approved 
by the MSC on the HQUSACE website. Peer Review plans are required for decision 
documents that require authorization by the U.S. Congress. 

 

CW042 Complete PMP Revision    4 JAN 2010 
This provides the finish date for the Revised PMP document when all signatures have 
been provided for approval. May have multiple codes within a project; typically done at 
the start of each new phase of work/new WBS. 

 

CW140  Start Study      15 NOV 2000 
This provides the start date for the initiation of the Study after funds have been received. 

 

CW160  Submit Final Report     31 OCT 2016 
This provides the finish date of the Final Report Document that has been submitted to the 
next higher headquarters for review.   

 
8.0 PROJECT QUALITY CONTROL PLAN AND OBJECTIVES: 
 
The project quality control plan is addressed in the original Project Study Plan dated October 
2001.  See Appendix H of the original document for further details.   
  
Total Quality Management.  During the general evaluation process, total quality management for 
the project would be achieved by periodically holding study team meetings to review completed 
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work activities, discuss current status of project, and determine future tasks related to project 
development.  The local sponsor will be informed on a regular basis concerning the overall status 
of the project through written correspondence, telephone conversations, and/or formal and 
informal briefings.  Close coordination will be maintained to ensure a quality product is being 
developed that will meet both Federal and non-Federal objectives in a timely and cost-effective 
manner.  The quality of the project will be managed using both a Design Quality Management 
Plan and a Construction Quality Management Plan.   
 
Management Control Plan.  Management of the project will be accomplished using cost and 
schedule performance controls.  A centralized project cost history will be developed and 
maintained for the project by the Project Manager for audit purposes throughout the course of the 
PED phase.  The Project Manager will compare actual schedule and cost performance to the 
current approved schedule, and will indicate if the project is within budget and on schedule.  The 
Project Manager will manage, analyze, assign and control all project and study costs/budgets in 
accordance with those contained in the approved PMP.   
 
9.0 RISK ANALYSIS 
 
Risks associated with the White River Comprehensive Project have been identified.  The project 
specific Risk Information Sheets document identified risks, descriptions, causes, WBS impacts, 
and project objectives impact, risk owner and responsibility, agreed response, and expected 
result of response. See Appendix 4 for further information.   
 
Security Plan.   No component of the project is classified as being sensitive to national security.  
Any changes in the status of the project security classification will be coordinated with the 
District’s Security Officer.  . 
 
10.0   SAFETY AND OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH PLAN  
 
All field work conducted by the Memphis District will adhere to the safety precautions outlined 
in the Corps of Engineers Safety Manual, EM 385-1-1.  The Corps of Engineers is committed to 
take all reasonable precautions to protect the safety and health of its employees, contractor 
personnel and members of the public.  This project will not enter the PED phase; therefore, the 
Safety and Occupational Health Plan (SOHP) will not be developed.   
 
11.0 CHANGE MANAGEMENT: 
 
Change Management is one of the most important activities undertaken by the PDT. It is the 
process by which proposed changes in a project are evaluated, agreed upon, documented, and 
implemented. Approved changes become the basis for adjusting baseline performance measures, 
and thus impact the achievement of previously agreed-upon quality objectives established for 
project success. The PDT must reach agreement on all proposed changes, or resolve conflicts.  
Changes are defined as any activity or influence that could potentially impact or disrupt the 
scope, schedule, budget, or any aspect of the planned execution of a project.  Significant 
changes, i.e., those which cross the thresholds defined by the project’s Change Management 
Plan, will prompt updates to the PMP. The Change Management Plan identifies the thresholds 
requiring controlled modification to governing PMPs or any of their constituent plans.  



2/5/2010  White River Navigation PMP from the Arkansas Post Canal to Newport, AR 12 of 237 

 
The Project Delivery Team (PDT) is responsible for notifying the PM as soon as they become 
aware of any potential need for modifying or updating the PMP or any of its constituent plans. 
This includes identification of changes identified by the customer, PDT members, other USACE 
representatives, Resource Providers or District Quality Management Representative (QMR).  
The Project Manager (PM) is responsible for overall project change control, as addressed in 
Change Management Plan (included as Appendix 9). 
 
Change Control Plan.  The PMP outlines for the Project Manager, Study Manager, and other 
functional managers schedule, work assignments and use of project funds.  The project manager 
will monitor physical and fiscal progress of all work required for completion of the project and, 
based on that review, effectively manage project funds and maintain the project schedule.  
Changes in funds or schedule requirement will be controlled by reallocating funds between work 
activities, work elements, or subproducts as long as funds are not exceeded or the quality of the 
subproducts is not jeopardized.  If changes to subproduct funds or the schedule exceed those 
listed above, a Schedule & Cost Change Request (SACCR) must be prepared by the Project 
Manager for incorporation of the schedule changes and reassignment of funds.  See Appendix 7 
for the Schedule & Cost Change Request (SACCR) form.   
  
PM Coordination Process for Potential Schedule or Method of Execution Changes.  See 
Appendix 8 for the process for potential schedule and method of execution changes.   
 
Form 17.  On a periodic basis, Project Cost Estimates will be updated using Form 17.  Form 17 
identifies the previous estimated cost, the current estimate, and the fully funded estimate.  The 
fully funded estimate is the real cost of the project including the time-value of money.  At the 
feasibility phase, cost growth to the plan will not require customer approval.  Customer approval 
will be required once we enter into a cost sharing agreement.  
 
12.0 COMMUNICATIONS:   
 
Communication Plan.  The purpose the communication plan is to establish an internal and 
external communication strategy and determine the information needs of all project delivery 
team (PDT) members and stakeholders – who needs what information, when they will need it, 
how it will be given to them, and by whom. The complexity of the project and impacts to the 
PDT and stakeholders will determine the appropriate level of detail for the Communications Plan 
for the project.  The Communications Plan for the project is a supporting document that 
facilitates the implementation of the Project Management Plan (PMP).  The Communication Plan 
can be found at Appendix 5.   
 
Communications occur in two major arenas; internal to the PDT and external to the PDT.  The 
following paragraphs describe our approach to communications. 
 

• The PDT will communicate both internally and externally with face-to-face meetings, 
through email, and with written correspondence.   A project website may be used as 
appropriate.   
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• Team meetings will be scheduled as necessary to ensure project execution.  The 
customer(s) will be invited to meetings as necessary.   

• Project records will be maintained by the PM, and transmitted to PDT via email or CD.   
• The PM has read the Customer Satisfaction procedure as outlined by the strategic plan.  

Customer surveys will be sent-out annually.  Customer satisfaction survey should be sent 
to: 

1. Ms. Karen Smith, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission,                               
1500 Tower Building, 323 Center Street, Little Rock, AR 72201, Telephone:  
501-324-9614, E-mail: Karen@arkansasheritage.org.  

2. Mr. Mike Smith, Missouri Dept of Conservation, 230 Commerce Drive, Suite 
301, Jefferson City, MO  65109, Telephone:  573-522-4115, ext 3152, E-mail:  
Mike.Smith@mdc.mo.gov. 

3. Mr. Keith Garrison, Arkansas Waterways Commission, 101 E. Capitol, Suite 370, 
Little Rock, AR  72201, Telephone:  501-682-1173 (office), 501-221-1874 
(home), E-mail:  keith.garrison@mail.state.ar.us. 

4. Mr. Matt Lindsey, The Nature Conservancy, Arkansas Field Office, 601 North 
University Avenue, Little Rock, AR 72205, Telephone: 501-614-5087,                     
870-995-3480 (cell), E-mail: mlindsey@tnc.org. 

5. Mr. Kenneth W. Brazil, Arkansas Natural Resources Commission, 101 East 
Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, AR 72201, Telephone:  501-682-3980 (office),  
E-mail: Ken.Brazil@Arkansas.Gov.   

6. Mr. Michael D. Wells, Missouri Dept of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 176, 
Jefferson City, MO  65102, Telephone:  573-751-4732 (office), 573-690-0277 
(cell), E-mail:  mike.wells@dnr.mo.gov. 

7. Mr. Craig Uyeda, Arkansas Game & Fish, Telephone:  501-978-7303, E-mail:  
ckuyeda@agfc.state.ar.us.  

• Other stakeholders who would benefit from regular communication are as follows:   
1. Mr. Michael Armstrong, Arkansas Game & Fish, Chief of Fisheries, Telephone:  

501-223-6371, E-mail:  mlarmstrong@agfc.state.ar.us. 
2. Mr. Andy Austin, Missouri Department of Conservation, Telephone:  417-895-

6881, E-mail:  andy.austin@mdc.mo.gov.  
3. Ms. Susan Bolyard, USGS Fayetteville, Arkansas Office, Hydrologist, Telephone:  

479-442-4888, E-mail:  sbolyard@usgs.gov. 
4. Mr. Marshall Boyken, Southwestern Power Administration, Telephone:  918-595-

6684, E-mail: marshall.boyken@swpa.gov. 
5. Ms. Stacy Burks, Sen. Kit Bond's Office, Telephone:  417-864-8258, E-mail:  

stacy_burks@bond.senate.gov.  
6. Ms. Michelle Clendenin, NRCS, E-mail:  Michelle.Clendenin@ar.usda.gov. 
7. Ms. Dana Coburn, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District, 

Telephone:  501-324-5601, 501-749-5262 (bb), E-mail:  
Dana.O.Needham@us.army.mil. 

8. Jerri Davis, USGS, Telephone: 573-308-3829, E-mail:  jdavis@usgs.gov. 
9. Mr. Charlei DuCharme, MODNR, Telephone: 573-751-3682, E-mail:  

charles.ducharme@dnr.mo.gov. 
10. Mr. Dennis Evans, USGS Arkansas Water Science Center, U.S. Geological 

Survey, Telephone: 501-993-3918, E-mail:  daevans@usgs.gov. 
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11. Dr. Reed Green, USGS Arkansas Water Science Center, U.S. Geological Survey, 
Telephone: 501-228-3607, E-mail: wrgreen@usgs.gov. 

12. Dr. Mickey Heitmeyer, Greenbrier Wetland Services, Rt. 2. Box 2735, Advance, 
MO 63730, E-mail:  mheitmeyer@greenbrierwetland.com.  

13. Mr. Jon Hiser, USACE - Little Rock District, Telephone: 870-425-2700, E-mail:  
jon.hiser@us.army.mil.  

14. Mr. Stan Jones , USACE, Telephone:  417-334-4101, E-mail: 
stanley.g.jones@usace.army.mil.  

15. Mr. Gay Lacy III, Arkansas Waterway Commission, Telephone: 870-523-3736, 
E-mail:  gaylacy@gmail.com.  

16. Dr. L. Yu Lin, Christian Brothers University / U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Memphis District, Telephone: 901-544-0909, E-mail: llin@cbu.edu, 
L.Y.Lin@mvm02.usace.army.mil.  

17. Mr. Bob Morgan, Beaver Water District, E-mail:  rmorgan@bwdh2o.org. 
18. Mr. Ryan Mueller, Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Director, Water 

Resources Center, Telephone: (573) 751-1134, E-mail: 
ryan.mueller@dnr.mo.gov.  

19. Mr. Earl Pabst, Department of Natural Resources, E-mail:  
earl.pabst@dnr.mo.gov. 

20. Ms Fritha Ohlson, Southwestern Power Administration, Telephone: 918-595-
6684, E-mail: fritha.ohlson@swpa.gov.  

21. Mr. Mark Oliver, AGFC/Little Rock – Fisheries, Telephone: 501-978-7336, E-
mail:  mloliver@agfc.state.ar.us. 

22. Mr. Paul Port, Arkansas Game & Fish, Telephone: 870-404-2159, E-mail:  
prport@agfc.state.ar.us. 

23. Mr. Mark Sattelberg, Arkansas U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Field Office, E-
mail: Mark_Sattelberg@fws.gov. 

24. Mr. Ken Shirley, Arkansas Game & Fish, Telephone: 877-425-7577, E-mail:  
kshirley@agfc.state.ar.us. 

25. Mr. Jeff Williams, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Trout Management 
Supervisor, Telephone:  870-424-5924, E-mail: j_williams@agfc.state.ar.us. 

 
Reporting Requirements.  Upward reporting by the Memphis District Corps to higher authority, 
MRC and HQUSACE, will be in accordance with ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook.  
The local sponsor(s) will be informed on a regular basis of study progress through periodic 
meetings and briefings and updates via telephone conference calls. Minutes of the meetings and 
telephone conversation records will be kept throughout the study.   
 
13.0     VALUE MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

Value Management (VM) principles will be use on this study; however, since this project will 
not go to construction, a Value Engineering Study will not be performed.  VM is a process used 
to facilitate and encourage the understanding, consideration, and integration of the needs of all 
customers, PDT members, partners, and stakeholders.  Value Management seeks the highest 
value for a project by balancing resources and quality.  The VM process emphasizes the use of 
multi-disciplinary teams and their resulting synergy, using a functional analysis approach for 
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decision making.  It is a management tool that should be applied continuously throughout the life 
cycle of projects and programs.  The overall goal of the Value Management (VM) effort is to 
ensure the product development and execution processes are in compliance with Federal Laws 
pertaining to the use of value methodology; and to identify possible cost savings and project 
enhancement options.  The objectives of the VM effort are to:  validate current alternative 
strategies, identify and address pertinent issues that may impact the implementation and 
effectiveness of the current alternative strategies, and provide recommendations for future 
research needs.   

 
14.0 CLOSEOUT PLAN:   
 
The PDT’s goal is to achieve financial closeout after substantial completion in accordance with 
the USACE CCG.  The turnover document is the White River Comprehensive Watershed 
Resources Management Plan.   
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District will deliver the turnover document, through 
the Mississippi Valley Division, to the USACE Headquarters office.  Once HQUSACE has 
approved the Watershed Resources Management Plan, the completed document will be provided 
to the project sponsors for their use.  
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APPENDIX 1 
PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM (PDT) MEMBERS 

 

 
 

Name/Position Phone 
Number 

E-mail 

Hydraulic Engineer         
Dr. L. Yu Lin, Ph.D., P.E.           

901-544-0909 L.Y.Lin@usace.army.mil 

Hydraulic Engineer         
Cole H. Smith 

901-774-1279 Cole.H.Smith@usace.army.mil 

River Engineer       
Bennie Wilkinson, P.E.                        

901-544-4314 Bennie.W.Wilkinson@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Geographic Information System 
Jennifer Rodriguez, P.E. 

901-544-0662 Jennifer.M.Rodriguez@usace.army.mil 

Geographic Information System 
Kevin Bingham, P.E. 

901-544-0778 Kevin.D.Bingham@us.army.mil 

Geotechnical Engineer  
Nicholas Bidlack 

901-544-4017 Nicholas.Bidlack@us.army.mil 

Cost & Relocations 
Jim Jetton, P.E. 

901-544-0657 Jim.Jetton@us.army.mil 

Civil Design Branch 
Frank Mills, P.E 

901-544-3479 Frank.Crouthers.Mills@us.army.mil 

Construction Branch 
Delwick Warfield, P.E. 

901-544-0656 Delwick.E.Warfield@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Supervisory Project Manager   
Clyde Hunt, P.E. 

901-544-3115 Clyde.E.Hunt@usace.army.mil 

Senior Project Manager 
Jackie Whitlock, P.E 

901-544-3832 Jackie.S.Whitlock@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Study Manager 
Jason Allmon, P.E. 

901-544-0766 Jason.E.Allmon@us.army.mil 

Program Analyst 
Hattye D. Thompson 

901-544-0660 H.Thompson@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Economist 
Dr. Ian McDevitt, D.B.A. 

901-544- 0755 Ian.McDevitt@usace.army.mil 

Project Biologist 
Thomas E. Inebnit, III  

901-544-0817 Thomas.E.Inebnit@us.army.mil 

Project Archeologist 
Dr. Robert A. Dunn 

901-544-0706 Robert.A.Dunn@usace.army.mil 

Real Estate Official 
Douglas Young 

901-544- 3154 Douglas.B.Young@mvm02.usace.army.mil 

Real Estate Official 
Ronald Alexander 

901-544-4275 Ronald.D.Alexander@us.army.mil 

Contracting Official 
Judy E. Stallion 

901-544-0776 Judy.E.Stallion@usace.army.mil 
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FACT SHEET 
INVESTIGATIONS 

 
STUDY NAME AND STATE: White River Basin Comprehensive, AR & MO (White River Basin 
Comprehensive Study, AR & MO) 
 
AUTHORIZATION: Section 729, WRDA 1986; Section 202, WRDA 2000; Section 2010, WRDA 2007  
 
 
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: FY 2009
Estimated Federal Cost $  6,450,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 2,150,000
Total Estimated Study Cost $  8,600,000
 
Allocation thru FY 2008 $  2,902,000
Allocation for FY 2009 $ 215,000
President’s Budget for FY 2010 0
Balance to Complete After FY 2010 $ 3,333,000
Amount That Could Be Used in FY 2010 $ 700,000

 
LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION: The White River Basin comprises approximately 28,000 square miles 
in northeastern Arkansas and southern Missouri. The purpose of the study is to develop a comprehensive 
watershed plan for the White River Basin.  The plan will serve as a framework for the environmentally 
sustainable development of water resources within the White River Basin.  The problems and potential 
solutions will be examined in a comprehensive manner, due to the interrelationships of the problems and 
potential solutions to all of the significant resources in the basin.  The study will identify water resources 
needs and opportunities. Potential study outputs address water resources needs for water supply, flood 
control, waste water management, navigation, recreation, power generation, and other water resources 
related needs identified in the comprehensive study.  The basin contains five large multi-purpose 
reservoirs and one reservoir primarily for flood control; over 150 miles of flood control levees along the 
White River and its tributaries; 2 major national wildlife refuges; and the largest remaining concentration 
of seasonally flooded bottomland hardwoods in the Mississippi Valley.   
 
ACTIVITIES FOR FY 2009:  Carryover funds are being used to initiate Phase II of the Recreation Study 
(AR), continue the Hydraulic & Sedimentation Study within the upper Cache River Basin (AR), initiate the 
Ecological Sustainable Water Management (ESWM) Process (AR) and continue the unsteady flow model 
(MO/AR).  The Water Quality Monitoring in the Upper White River Basin (MO) was completed. The 
Feasibility Cost Share Agreement was amended April 6, 2009 to reflect new cost share requirements as a 
result of WRDA 2007.  An interagency meeting was held April 14-15, 2009.  
 
APPLICATION OF THE AMOUNT THAT COULD BE USED IN FY 2010:  Funds in the amount of 
$700,000 could be used to fully fund a contract to analyze the impacts of hydrologic changes on 
vegetation communities of the White River Basin in Arkansas (the King Study). 
 
ISSUES AND OTHER INFORMATION:  An FCSA was signed on May 22, 2002, with the Arkansas 
Natural Resources Commission, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas Natural Heritage 
Commission, Arkansas Waterways Commission, Missouri Department of Conservation, Missouri 
Department of Natural Resources, and the Arkansas Chapter of The Nature Conservancy.   WRDA 2007 
modified the non-Federal cost sharing requirements from 50% Federal / 50% non-Federal to 75% Federal 
/ 25% non-Federal.  Amendment No. 1 to the above FCSA was signed on April 6, 2009 and reflects the 
new cost sharing requirements.  
 
ADMINISTRATION POSITION: Support. 
 
CONGRESSIONAL INTEREST:   House: Berry (AR-1), Snyder (AR-2), Ross (AR-4), Emerson (MO-8); 
Senate:  Lincoln and Pryor (AR); Bond and Talent (MO). 
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APPENDIX 3 
PROJECT COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET 
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APPENDIX 4 
RISK INFORMATION 
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APPENDIX 4 
RISK INFORMATION 

 

Example Risk Information Sheets, with instructions, precede the project specific Risk 
Information Sheets.  The project specific Risk Information Sheets document identified risks, 
descriptions, causes, WBS impacts, and project objectives impact, risk owner and responsibility, 
agreed response, and expected result of response.   

Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified: 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
 
Probability: 
 
Originator: 
[Who identified it?] 
Owner: 
[Who is responsible for 
managing the risk?] 

Risk Statement: 
[This is a simple statement of what the risk is.  Examples: 

 New technology is being used for some aspect of the project, what is the risk 
associated with the technology failing or not working as expected?  

 On a horizontal construction project such as steam or sewer lines, there’s a 
risk of running into unidentified underground utilities.  What are the 
implications? 

 A barracks renovation is timed for completion to support a currently 
deployed battalion.  There’s no place else to house the troops on-post if the 
schedule slips.   What are the implications? 

 On a lock project, there’s a risk of the cofferdam being overtopped.  What are 
the risk(s) and implications?] 

Context: 
[What’s the background for this?  How did we get to this point?] 
Trigger:[What will trigger this risk?] 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 ACCEPT   
[If we accept the risk, do we need a contingency plan or some other response?  If we accept, is the 
customer ready to get additional funds or delay schedule or other response, if that’s appropriate? 

 AVOID 
 [If we can avoid the risk, describe how we avoided it.  Did we eliminate the threat or cause?  Choose 
alternatives?] 

 MITIGATE  
 [If we mitigated, what did we do?  Reduce the probability of occurrence of the event?  Did we change the 
approach such as off-loading the risk through insurance or other means?  Did we set up an additional 
amount of management reserve to cover identified eventualities?] 

Risk Control: 
[Will workarounds be required?  Corrective actions in mid-stream?  Implementation of a contingency plan?] 
Status: 
[Specify the date of last review of this risk and what the PDT did at that point.] 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
[If there is a lesson applicable to other projects, document here and feed back through the Observations/Suggestion 
process of the PMBP Manual.] 
Approved by: 
[Approving Official signs 
off and dates in this 
block.] 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 
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Risk Approval Levels 

 
Probability of Occurrence 

//////////////////// Frequent Occasional Likely Seldom Unlikely 
Catastrophic DE DPM PgM 

Critical DE DPM PgM PM 
Marginal DPM PgM PM 

 
 
 

Severity 

Negligible PgM PM 
Key: DE – District Engineer 
 DPM – Deputy District Engineer (PM) 
 PgM – Program Manager 
 PM – Project Manager 
 

[Based on the likelihood that an event will occur, use descriptions below to assess probabilities and severities. ] 

Probability of Occurrence Description 

Frequent Occurs often, continuously experienced. 

Occasional Occurs several times. 

Likely Occurs sporadically. 

Seldom Unlikely, but could occur at some time. 

Unlikely Can assume it will not occur. 

[Severity – Select based on degree of injury, property damage, or other project risk factors including  degree of 
impact on the cost, schedule, scope, and quality requirements as described below.] 

 
  
 
 

 Negligible Marginal Critical Catastrophic 

Health and 
Safety 

First aid or minor 
medical treatment 

Minor injury, lost 
workday accident 

Permanent partial disability, 
temp. total disability > three 
months 

Death or permanent 
total disability 

Cost Insignificant cost 
increase 

5-10% cost increased 10-20% cost increase > 20% cost increase 

Schedule Insignificant 
schedule slippage 

5-10% schedule 
slippage 

10-20% schedule slippage > 20% Overall Project 
schedule  slippage 

Scope Scope change barely 
noticeable 

Minor areas of scope 
are affected 

Scope change unacceptable 
to customer 

Project end item is 
effectively useless 

Quality Quality degradation 
barely noticeable 

Quality reduction 
requires customer 
approval 

Quality reduction 
unacceptable to customer 

Project end item is 
effectively unusable 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Likely 
Originator: 
Berretta 
Owner: 
 
SWL (LittleRock District) 

Risk Statement: 
 
 
There is a risk that a Project Alternative would require change in the 
Water levels.  This would affect the Water Management Plan for the 
White River Basin Reservoirs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
Six Reservoirs are operated following a complex water control plan with seasonal variations.  
 
 
Trigger: 
Alternatives that require any change.  
 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

       ACCEPT 
            Establish Open Communications with SWL.   
 
 
   AVOID 
 
 
   MITIGATE  

 
 

Risk Control: 
Communication with all stakeholders throughout the study.  
 
 
Status: 
New 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
N/A 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager  

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Occasional 
Originator: 
Lin 
Owner: 
 
 

Risk Statement: 
 
 
Other projects, such as Grand Prairie, Bayou Meto, White River 
Navigation Study will impact the navigable channel of the White River 
if they are constructed.    
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
Some projects will divert the flow of water out of the White River and may have an impact.     
 
Trigger: 
Shortage of flow in the channel.  
 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

       ACCEPT   
             Establish a Comprehensive Study 
 
 
   AVOID 
 
 
   MITIGATE  

 
 

Risk Control: 
Assess flow conditions based on different project scenarios.   
 
Status: 
New 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
N/A 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

 
 
Risk Information Sheet 

X 



2/5/2010  White River Navigation PMP from the Arkansas Post Canal to Newport, AR 30 of 237 

ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Likely 
Originator: 
Allmon 
Owner: 
 
Project Management/ 
Congress 

Risk Statement: 
 
There is a risk that the project will be fiscally funded at a rate such that 
the study cannot be completed in a timely manner.  If funding is 
received at an appropriate rate, the study can be completed by 2016.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
This project has historically been underfunded by Congress. 
 
 
Trigger: 
The President’s Budget 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 
   ACCEPT 
 
         AVOID   If the sponsors convince Congress to provide timely project funding, then we  
            could meet the schedule date of 2016.   
 
 MITIGATE  

 
Risk Control: 
Communicate funding availability each year, and execute accordingly.  
 
 
Status: 
New 
 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
 
N/A 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Seldom 
Originator: 
Allmon 
Owner: 
 
Project Management/ 
Congress 

Risk Statement: 
 
There is a risk that work by others will impact the schedule.   Much of 
the study work is being performed by other government agencies, other 
Corps Districts, Sponsors, and A-E contractors.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
In scheduling other organizations to perform work for the project, it is always a possibility that 
they will not be able to meet your delivery schedule.   
 
Trigger: 
N/A 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 
     ACCEPT 
     AVOID 
 
         MITIGATE   Coordinate closely with outside delivery organizations.      

 
Risk Control: 
Consider performing more work in-house.  
 
Status: 
New 
 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
 
N/A 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Clyde Hunt  
Project Manager 
 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

 

 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
occasional 
Originator: 
McDevitt 
Owner: 
 
PM-E 

Risk Statement: 
There is a risk that there will be new requirements in analyses 
procedures and associated costs.  There could be change in scope and of 
economic analyses: National Economic Development [NED], Regional 
Economic Development [RED] and Other Social Effects [OSE]. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
Required scope / level of socioeconomic analysis 
 
Trigger: 
socioeconomic analysis 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 
            ACCEPT   

 
      AVOID 
      MITIGATE  

 
 

Risk Control: 
 
 
Status: 
 
New 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
 
 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal  
Probability: 
Occasional  
Originator: 
McDevitt 
Owner: 
PM-E 

Risk Statement: 
There is a risk that there will be new requirements in analyses 
procedures and associated costs:  Software costs for Risk analysis, RED 
analysis and OSE analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
Software required for respective analysis 
 
 
Trigger: 
Project study 
 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 
 
           ACCEPT   
 
      AVOID 
      MITIGATE  

 
Risk Control: 
 
 
 
 
Status: 
 
 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Clyde Hunt  
Project Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Likely 
Originator: 
Williams 
Owner 
MVM-PM-E 

Risk Statement: 
 
There is a risk that project alternatives would impact endangered or 
threatened species and/or their critical habitat.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
There are several federal and numerous state listed species within the project area. 
 
 
Trigger: 
Alternatives that cause direct or indirect negative impacts to the listed species. 
 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

  ACCEPT   
 
 
      AVOID   (PM-E will review alternatives and work with USFWS to determine  
                     feasible solutions to avoid impacts to listed species.  In the event that  
                     unavoidable impacts will occur, PM-E will work with USFWS to mitigate  
                     impacts.) 
 MITIGATE  

 
 

Risk Control: 
Communications with PDT and USFWS. 
 
Status: 
NEW 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
Involve USFWS early in the planning process. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

 

 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Likely 
Originator: 
Williams 
Owner 
MVM-PM-E 

Risk Statement: 
 
There is a risk that project alternatives would impact cultural resources. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
There are numerous cultural resources within the project area. 
 
 
Trigger: 
Alternatives that cause direct or indirect negative impacts to cultural resources. 
 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 
   ACCEPT   
 
       AVOID   (PM-E will review alternatives and work with PDT to determine feasible  
                     solutions to avoid impacts to cultural resources.  In the event that unavoidable  
                       impacts will occur, PM-E will work with SHPO and federally recognized  
                       tribes to mitigate impacts.) 
   MITIGATE  

 
Risk Control: 
Communications with PDT, SHPO, and federally recognized tribes, as appropriate. 
 
 
Status: 
NEW 
 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
Potential issues with historical ship wrecks and other cultural sites. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

 

X 
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Risk Information Sheet 
ID: Date Identified:                                                        21 August 2009 
WBS Item: 
 
Severity: 
Marginal 
Probability: 
Likely 
Originator: 
Williams 
Owner 
MVM-PM-E 

Risk Statement: 
 
There is a risk of potential impacts to Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
Refuge(s).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context: 
There are two FWS Refuges within the project area. 
 
Trigger: 
If a project alternative has an unavoidable impacts to the FWS Refuge(s). 
 
Risk Response:   Accept?      Avoid?      Mitigate? 

 
  ACCEPT  
 
       AVOID (PM-E will review alternatives and work with USFWS to determine feasible  
                     solutions to avoid impacts to refuges.  In the event that unavoidable impacts will 
                     occur, PM-E will work with USFWS to mitigate impacts.) Note: Any  
                     construction activities on refuges will require permit from USFWS.  
 MITIGATE  

 
Risk Control: 
 
Communications with PDT and USFWS. 
 
Status: 
NEW 
 
Lesson(s) Learned: 
Involve USFWS early in the planning process. 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
James W. Lloyd, P.E.  
Program Manager 

Closing Date: Closing Rationale: 

 

X 
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APPENDIX 5 
COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 
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White River Basin Comprehensive Study 
COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 

 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this Strategic Communications Plan is to develop a strategy for 
involving the public while developing the comprehensive study. 
 
GOALS: To keep the general public informed. Ensure stakeholders are involved in the fact 
finding process and gather information for the study. 
 
OBJECTIVES: 
 
1. Provide accurate information to the public. 
2. Develop a process of open communication with all stakeholders. 
3. Develop scope of studies that addresses concerns and meet the needs of the sponsors within 
time and cost limitations. 
4. To identify valid concerns during the study process and insure consideration of reasonable 
alternative. 
 
FORMATION OF INTERAGENCY PLANNING TEAM (IPT)–An interagency team was 
formed to review potential problems in the basin from their perspective. The IPT is made up of 
members from both the State of Arkansas and Missouri and other Federal Agencies. The project 
sponsors, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation 
Commission, and Missouri Department of Natural Resources are also members of the IPT. The 
IPT will provide valuable input as well as possible in-kind services to the study. 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF COALITION PARTNERS/IPT MEMBERS: 
 
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 
Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 
The Nature Conservancy 
Arkansas Department of Natural Heritage 
Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism 
U.S. Department of Energy, Southwest Power Administration 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Arkansas Waterways Commission 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Missouri Department of Conservation  
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IDENTIFICATION OF PUBLIC/STAKEHOLDERS: 
 
Flood control beneficiaries (cities, towns, communities along the river) 
Water supply customers 
Ag water supply interests 
Farmers 
Duck hunters 
National environmental organizations 
Local environmental organizations 
Interested citizens 
Environmentalists 
Hunting and fishing related businesses 
Power generation customers 
Navigation 
Lake recreation 
Other recreation interest 
 
FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED INDIAN TRIBES 
 
Cherokee Nation (Oklahoma) 
Osage Tribal Council 
Tunica-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana 
Quapaw Tribal Business Committee 
 
STRATEGY: 
 
The study will focus on identifying the water resource problems and opportunities. While 
possible solutions will be identified, all implementation studies and optimization will likely be 
conducted through subsequent efforts including continuing authorities, existing authority for 
other projects, or as specifically authorized studies resulting from the comprehensive study. No 
environmental assessment or environmental impact statement will be conducted as part of the 
comprehensive study, unless a particular component is carried through plan formulation and a 
selected plan is recommended. 
 
The following are communication channels that will be utilized to reach our target audience: 
 
1. WEB PAGE - Create a web page to update and provide current information to anyone 
interested in the developments of the study. The web site will allow the general public to be 
placed on an e-mail list for notification of updates or new developments. They can also submit 
comments or questions to the Corps. 
 
2. MAGAZINE ARTICLES - Magazine articles will be developed occasionally when the study 
reveals information that may affect the general public or to inform a group or organization, such 
as Ducks Unlimited or the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission. The Corps may participate in 
writing magazine articles to identify a project sponsor, and to place the basin- wide study in a 
positive light. 
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3. PRESENTATIONS TO INTEREST GROUPS - Presentations may be given to interest 
groups to further clarify the study when questions arise and provide additional opportunity for 
public input. In addition, cities and towns along the river will be contacted and Corps personnel 
will offer to meet with officials. The Corps will announce that we are willing to hold these 
presentations in our kickoff newsletter. 
 
4. NEWSLETTER - An initial newsletter will be published to announce the study. The 
newsletter will outline the goals and objectives of the study and allow the public to provide 
comments early in the study process. Future newsletters may be published when necessary. 
Other newsletters could be in the form of a fact sheet designed to inform a specific group or 
organization that request further information. 
 
5. NEWS RELEASES - Formal news releases will utilize both SWL and MVM's Public Affairs 
Office(s) at the initiation of study, at selected study milestones, at completion of draft (or final) 
document. 
 
6. PUBLIC MEETINGS – Formal public meetings will not be scheduled at this time. If 
situation dictates, public meetings will be scheduled as necessary. 
 
The selection of a particular communications channel is based on the desired objective, the target 
audience, the cost, how it lends itself to the message being communicated, multiple exposures to 
messages, the mix of channels being used and the time it would take to implement. 
 
FORMATION OF OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE – Formation of this group was suggested by 
some on the Grand Prairie Engineering Review Oversight Committee. The project sponsors may 
chose to form such a group.
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APPENDIX 6 

PROJECT CLOSEOUT PLAN 
 
 
The PDT’s goal is to achieve financial closeout after substantial completion in accordance with 
the USACE CCG.  The turnover document is the White River Comprehensive Watershed 
Resources Management Plan.   
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District will deliver the turnover document, through 
the Mississippi Valley Division, to the USACE Headquarters office.  Once HQUSACE has 
approved the Watershed Resources Management Plan, the completed document will be provided 
to the project sponsors for their use.  

 
A draft ENG Form 3013 is include below: 
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APPENDIX 7 
SCHEDULE & COST CHANGE REQUEST (SACCR) 

  
RECORD OF SCHEDULE & COST CHANGE REQUESTS (SACCRs) 

 
Request No. Date Approved/Rejected Subject 
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APPENDIX 8 
POTENTIAL SCHEDULE OR METHOD OF EXECUTION CHANGE 
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APPENDIX 8 
POTENTIAL SCHEDULE OR METHOD OF EXECUTION CHANGE 

 
 
 

PM/OM COORDINATION PROCESS 
FOR 

POTENTIAL SCHEDULE OR METHOD OF EXECUTION CHANGES 
20 January 2009 

 
 
1. PM/OM will prepare and provide a one page memo (memo form attached on the next page) 

to the PMC.  The memo will include:  
a. Background on the activity 

 b.   Justification for the desired change and 
 c.   Recommendation to PMC (already coordinated with the sponsor) 

 
2. The PMC will review the justification and recommendation for: 

a. Technical soundness and  
b. Impacts on District execution (milestones and/or funds execution) 

 
3. The PMC will concur with the PM/OM recommendation or make an alternative 
recommendation. 
 
4.  The PMC recommendation, with supporting information, will be coordinated with 
Contracting and Resource Management, and provided to the director over the management 
activity being considered. 
  
5. The director will review the PMC recommendation and supporting documentation.  
 

a. If the director concurs with the recommendation, or if the director makes a different 
recommendation that is not expected to impact the district schedule and/or funds execution, 
the director will send his recommendation back to the PMC and PM/OM for implementation. 
  
b. If the director concurs with the recommendation, or if the director makes a different 
recommendation that is expected to impact the district schedule and/or funds execution, the 
PM/OM and the director will provide the recommendation to the DE. The PM/OM will 
implement the coordinated recommendation with the DE’s input/changes.  
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APPENDIX 8 
POTENTIAL SCHEDULE OR METHOD OF EXECUTION CHANGE 

 
Project Name: 50 CHARACTER LIMIT 
Project Manager: 50 CHARACTER LIMIT 
Date:   
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Background: 600 CHARACTER LIMIT 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Proposed Change: : 600 CHARACTER LIMIT 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Justification: : 600 CHARACTER LIMIT 
 
----------------------------------------------------Page Break--------------------------------------------------- 
Project Name: 50 CHARACTER LIMIT 
Project Manager: 50 CHARACTER LIMIT 
Date:   
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Approved:  Yes or No 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PMC Remarks:  600 CHARACTER LIMIT 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
EC: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
EC-C: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
EC-D: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
EC-G: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
EC-H: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
OD-A: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PM-P 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PM-D 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PM-E 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
RE-A 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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APPENDIX 9 
CHANGE MANAGEMENT PLAN  
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APPENDIX 9 
CHANGE MANAGEMENT PLAN  

 
  

US Army Corps 
of Engineers 

 

 
Enterprise Standard  

ES - 02018 
Project Change Management 

 
 

 

 
Table of Contents 
 
 1.0  Purpose 
 2.0  Applicability 
 3.0  References 
 4.0  Related Procedures 
 5.0  Definitions 
 6.0  Responsibilities 
 7.0  Procedures 
 8.0  Records & Measurements 
 9.0  Attachments 
 10.0  Flow Chart 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.0  Purpose.  This process covers how to manage changes to the project's Project Management 
Plan (PMP). (Refer to PMP/PgMP Minimum Content - REF 8005G.) This process covers U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Change Management Plan (refer to Change Management 
Plan – REF8009G  and USACE Change Management – PROC3010).  
 
2.0  Applicability.  This procedure applies to all projects conducted by USACE Regions and 
Districts. 
 
3.0  References. 
 

ER 5-1-11, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Business Process 
 
PMP/PgMP Minimum Content - REF 8005G 
 
Change Management Plan – REF8009G 
 
Change Management – PROC3010 
 
ES-QMS140 - Records Management 
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4.0  Related Procedures. 
 

ES-02001, “Project Management Plan Preparation” 
 

5.0  Definitions. 
 
Customer.  Customer as used in this process is any individual or organization for which USACE 
delivers projects or services to meet specific needs. Customers may be either external or internal 
to USACE. 
 
Change Management.  Change Management is one of the most critical activities undertaken by 
the PDT.  It is the process by which changes in a project are both agreed upon and documented.  
Approved changes become the basis for adjusting baseline performance measures, and thus 
impact the performance metrics and quality objectives established for project success.  The PDT 
must reach agreement on all proposed changes, or resolve conflicts per local SOP. 
 
Project Change.  A change that occurs where the project would no longer comply with a 
commitment made in the PMP.  This includes changes that affect the scope, cost, schedule, 
quality expectations, or risks of the project or other project parameters as defined in the PMP, 
such as Project Delivery Team (PDT) members or resource commitments, risk or communication 
strategy, etc.   
 
See Glossary for further definitions. 
 
6.0  Responsibilities. 
 
Project Delivery Team (PDT).  The PDT is responsible for notifying the Project Manager (PM) 
as soon as the PDT becomes aware of any potential changes to the project, including changes 
identified by Resource Providers and especially those changes requested by customers. 
 
Project Manager (PM).  The PM is responsible for the overall implementation of project 
change control requirements, as addressed in this procedure and the Change Management Plan 
included in the PMP. 
 

Project Review Board (PRB).  The PRB is responsible for acting upon change requests 
referred from Project or Program Managers.  The Project Review Board (PRB) Chairman is 
responsible for assuring changes requiring PRB action are presented at the PRB meeting.  

 
7.0  Procedures. 

When change occurs the PDT will determine if the identified change has impacted the project's 
approved baseline as defined in the approved PMP.  The PDT assesses ways to eliminate or 
minimize impacts to project scope, schedule, key milestones, costs and fiscal execution prior to 
initiating the Change Management Procedure. 

If the Change Management Procedure is required per local business rules, the PDT documents 
the change being requested with the impact of the proposed change on the project scope, 
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schedule, key milestones, costs and fiscal execution in addition to any other PDT internal 
thresholds.  

Thresholds (for a definition see Acronyms and Glossary – REF8000G  and Change 
Management Plan – REF8009G) are tools that the PDT and PM can utilize to manage 
change to individual activities. As an example, a PDT may choose to allow individual 
members to make some changes to their schedule activities if those changes do not 
exceed a pre-determined cost or time frame.   

PDTs may elect to use the threshold capabilities in P2 for their management purposes.  
PDTs may however, use other methods to manage change within their team so long as it 
is in concert with PMBP; requirements of local procedures; and documented in the PMP 
Change Management Plan.  While PDT thresholds may dictate who takes action within 
the team, the following applies universally if a PCR is required:  

Changes which affect a project’s scope, schedule, key milestones, costs or fiscal execution 
require that the PDT prepare a Project Change Request (PCR).  The initiator of the PCR 
and the procedure for coordination of the PCR within the team should be agreed to and 
documented in the Change Management section of the project’s PMP.   
 

7.1 Schedule Change Procedure 

PMs are empowered to approve schedule changes which do not affect established key 
milestones.     

Management and oversight of the day-to-day project activities are the responsibility of the PM 
and the PDT.  In order to do this, every project schedule must include key milestones 
(HQUSACE, MSC and local).  “Milestones” by definition are a zero-duration, non-resourced 
point in time which signals the beginning or the completion of a portion of work.  Deletion of 
key milestones that a PDT feels are inappropriate to their project must be approved during the 
initial PMP approval.   

While the PM is responsible for approval of most schedule changes, the PRB or 
Corporate Board (CB) if applicable shall approve changes that affect key milestones.   
The PRB will evaluate the need to forward the proposed change on to the CB for 
approval.  This procedure empowers teams; allows for more timely approval of changes 
that may impact real time financial interaction between CEFMS and P2; and to focuses 
PRB/CB attention on key milestones rather than a myriad of day-to-day project 
activities. 

7.2 Cost Change Procedure  

PMs are empowered to approve changes to funding requirements within the current year 
allocation, as documented in the approved Basic 2101, that do not require 
reprogramming actions or affect out-year funding requirements and do not affect total 
project costs.  These changes from the Basic 2101 (obligation and/or expenditure) are to 
be reflected in the Current 2101 as they occur.  Documentation of these funding 
changes should be made by the PM utilizing the PCR process. 

7.3 Processing PCRs  
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In cases when change occurs and a PCR is required, to a project which affects scope, 
schedule, key milestones, costs or fiscal execution, the PDT must submit a PCR and the 
PM must refer the PCR for PRB action per requirements stated in Sections 7.1 and 7.2.  
These PCRs should be submitted as soon as the need for change has been identified and 
the impacts have been evaluated.  There is no predetermined schedule for the submittal 
and approval of PCRs on activities that do not affect milestones.  Such activities are 
subject to update only in accordance with the passage of time, reflecting real time data. 
However, the schedule should be defined in the project Change Management Plan in the 
PMP. 

PCRs requiring PRB action must be submitted per local procedures to the PRB 
Chairman in advance of the PRB in order to be addressed at that meeting.  

If the PCR is within the PM’s authority to approve, electronic notification of the action taken by 
the PM will be automatically forwarded to the PRB.  It is the PM’s responsibility to assure that 
the PCR is within their authority to approve.  
   
If the PCR is recommended for approval by the PM and requires PRB action a copy of the 
Project Variance Report will be attached to the PCR and forwarded to PRB members.     
 
PCRs submitted after the cut-off date will be considered at the next regularly scheduled PRB.  
The PRB Chairman may make exceptions to this rule on a case by case basis.  For project issues 
that require immediate attention, the PM may petition the PRB Chairman for permission to call a 
special PRB to expedite resolution of the change.  It will be the PM’s responsibility to schedule 
the special PRB. 
 
If the PCR is approved by the PRB, the PRB Chairman or his/her designee will add the PRB’s 
approval annotation during the PRB and forward it to the PRB, CB, PM, PDT and Project 
Controls Group (if applicable) for record. The PM is responsible for attaching the PCR as an 
electronic document to CMI on the PMBP Portal.  The Projects’ PM or person responsible for 
scheduling will then make the approved changes to the official P2 project schedule.  
 
If the PCR is rejected, the PRB designee will add the PRB’s rejection annotation to the PCR and 
forward it to the PM, PDT, PRB, CB and Project Controls Group (if applicable) with an 
explanation why the PCR has been rejected by the PRB.  At that time, the PDT should meet and 
discuss the impacts of the rejection and as appropriate submit a revised PCR in accordance with 
the PRB’s Guidance.   If the PCR is sent back for revision or clarification, the PDT will make 
revisions to the PCR and the PM will review and resubmit the PCR for PRB approval. 
 
If the PCR is referred to the CB, the PRB Chairman or his/her designee will add PRB comments 
and recommendations to the PCR and forward to the CB.   The PRB’s comments should include 
the reason that it is being referred to the CB and any other pertinent information. Upon referral to 
the CB, the PCR is forwarded to the PM, PDT, PRB and the Project Controls Group indicating 
CB action is required.  At that time the PCR will be forwarded to the PRB and CB with the 
Variance Report attached.   
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At the CB meeting, the PCR and Project Variance Report are reviewed. The CB has the option to 
approve the PCR, return it for revision or clarification, or reject it.  If the PCR is approved by the 
CB, the CB Chairman or his/her designee will add the CB’s approval annotation and forward it 
to the CB for record.  The PCR is forwarded to the PM, PDT, PRB and Project Controls Group 
indicating CB approval.  The PM is responsible for attaching the PCR as an electronic document 
to CMI on the PMBP Portal.  The Project Controls Group will then make the approved changes 
to the official schedule. 
 
If a PCR is returned to the PDT for clarification or revision, the PDT will revise the PCR as 
appropriate and the PM will review and resubmit the revised PCR for CB action.  If a PCR is 
rejected, the CB Chairman or his/her designee will add the CB’s rejection annotation and 
forward a copy of the PCR to the PM, PDT, PRB, CB and Project Controls Group (if applicable) 
with a message indicating why the PCR has been rejected by the CB.  At that time, the PDT 
should meet, discuss the impacts of the rejection and incorporate the comments of the CB.  

The PM/PDT should determine if changes need to be documented as Lessons Learned.  If so, 
Lessons Learned should be documented at that time (PROC3020).   

 
8.0  Records & Measurements. 
 
All records will be filed in the central project files in accordance with ES-QMS140, “Records 
Management.”  Required records are listed in the following table; there are no specific 
measurement requirements associated with this procedure. 
 
 

Type Description 
Responsible 

Office 
Location 

Record 
Media 

Retention Disposition 

R 
Completed project 

change request forms 
CB, PRB, PM LR E or P See PMP See PMP 

R 

Historical file, all issued 
versions of affected 

PMPs 
 

PM, PDT LR E or P See PMP See PMP 

R 

Related correspondence 
and PDT meeting 

minutes 
 

PM, PDT LR E or P See PMP See PMP 

M Not Applicable (N/A) 
 

N/A  N/A N/A N/A 

 

Description of Terms 
 

Type: Record Media 
R Record E Electronic 
M Measurement P Paper  
LR Local Requirements 
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9.0  Attachments. 
 
Attachment A – Project Change Request Form  
 
10.0  Flow Chart.  

Identify need
for change

Identify need
for change

Resolve commentsResolve comments

File records
per ES-QMS140

File records
per ES-QMS140

PM/PDT

PM/PDT

PDT/staff

EndEnd

StartStart

Notify originator
of potential change

Notify originator
of potential change

PM

Accept?Accept?

]

PM

Qualifies for PCR
action?

Qualifies for PCR
action?

]

PM

Convene PDT,
complete PCR

Convene PDT,
complete PCR

PDT

No

Yes

Evaluate change request
against threshold
in affected PMP

Evaluate change request
against threshold
in affected PMP

PM

No

Return to Contractor
for correction

Return to Contractor
for correction

PM/POC

Accept?Accept?

]

PM

Update all affected
elements of PMP

Update all affected
elements of PMP

PDT

No

Distribute updated
PMP/update P2

Distribute updated
PMP/update P2

PM/PDT

Yes

Update work in progress
as required

Update work in progress
as required

PM/PDT

Train/retrain affected 
staff as required per

ES-0XXXX

Train/retrain affected 
staff as required per

ES-0XXXX

PM/PDT 

Yes
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Attachment A – Project Change Request Form 

 
 

PCR Format 
PCR # 

PCR STATUS 

SUBMITTED BY:  

DATE SUBMITTED:  

DATE UPDATED:  

STATUS:  

COMMENTS:  

PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM (PDT) 

PROJECT:  

PROJECT MANAGER:  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  

PDT MEMBERS: 

Construction : 
Contracting : 
Engineering : 

Office of Counsel : 
Operations : 

Planning : 
Program Manager : 

Public Affairs : 
Real Estate : 
Relocations : 

Resource Management : 

 

PROPOSED CHANGE 

ACTIVITY NAME & ID#:  

CURRENT START DATE:  

CURRENT FINISH DATE:  

REVISED START DATE:  

REVISED FINISH DATE:  

START VARIANCE:(Calendar 
days) 

 

FINISH VARIANCE:(Calendar 
days) 

 

JUSTIFICATION FOR 
CHANGE: 

 

PREVIOUS SLIP ON THIS 
TASK?: 

 

DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS 

RESOURCES:  

SCOPE:  

SCHEDULE:  
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COST:  

QUALITY:  

OTHER:  

KEY DISTRICT MILESTONES 

MILESTONE:  

CURRENT MILESTONE DATE:  

REVISED MILESTONE DATE:  

MILESTONE VARIANCE: 
(Calendar days) 

 

OTHER IMPACTS 

ACQUISITION PLAN CHANGE 
REQUIRED?: 

 

2101 CHANGE REQUIRED?:  

RISK ASSOCIATED WITH 
CHANGE: 

 

PDT RECOMMENDATION 

PDT RECOMMENDATION:  
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APPENDIX 9 
CHANGE MANAGEMENT PLAN  

 
Project Delivery Team (PDT) 

1. Determine if the identified changes or corrective actions have impacted the project's Baseline 
PMP. 

Resource Providers must notify PDT of changes. 

The PDT should assess ways to minimize impacts on cost, schedule, and quality prior to 
making changes at threshold levels. 

2. Determine if the proposed change exceed the project's PMP thresholds. 

For a definition of threshold, refer to the   Acronyms and Glossary – REF8000G  and  
Change Management Plan – REF8009G. 

If proposed change exceeds the project's PMP thresholds, goto task #6.  Otherwise, goto 
task #3. 

3. Record all changes in P3e. 

Changes below the PMP threshold may be described in P3e using the Issue Log. 

4. Determine if changes need to be documented in Lessons Learned. 

If documentation needed, stop and complete  Lessons Learned – PROC3020.  Otherwise, 
goto task #5. 

5. Return to  Project Execution and Control – PROC3000. 

End of activity. 

Project Manager (PM) 

6. Create or modify "what if" version of the project in P3e. 

This scenario will reflect the anticipated changes in the proposed revised PMP. 

Stop and complete  PMP/PgMP Development – PROC2000. 

7. Initiate a Change Request Form and submit for approval. 

The Change Request Form serves as the justification and approval document for the 
proposed change and the revisions to the PMP.  

The Change Request Form should be attached to the project in P3e as a reference 
document. 
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For more information on the use of Change Request Form, refer to  Change 
Management Plan – REF8009G. 

Stop and complete  PMP/PgMP Approval – PROC2070. 

Completion of the PMP Approval process will result in an update of the project data, 
and an adjustment of baseline project metrics for performance measurement. 

If change approved, goto task #8.  Otherwise, goto task #6.  

8. Document in Lessons Learned. 

Stop and complete  Lessons Learned – PROC3020. 

9. Return to  Project Execution and Control – PROC3000. 

End of activity.  
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APPENDIX 10 
PMP QA CHECKLIST  
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APPENDIX 10 
PMP QA CHECKLIST  

 
 

Civil Works PMP QA Checklist 
 
1. Does the PMP address all elements listed below at a level of detail commensurate with the 

complexity and size of the project? 
 
Yes No PMP Element 
 
___ ___ Project Scope 
 
___ ___ Project Delivery Team - Roles & Responsibilities  
 
___ ___ Project Quality & Safety Expectations 
 
___ ___ Internal & External Communication Strategy 
 
___ ___ Project Scope Control Strategy 

 
___ ___ Acquisition Strategy 
 
___ ___ Product QCPs 
 
___ ___ Work Breakdown Structure 
 
___ ___ Cost 
 
___     ___ Financing Strategy - Fed/Non-Fed requirements & funding stream (inc.              

credits) 
 
___ ___ Network Analysis Schedule (inc. PED scheduled for < 2 years?) 
 
___ ___ Federal/Sponsor Management Plan Agreement 

 
___     ___ Critical Assumptions (includes any environmental or other commitments from 

authorization document that team and PRB must know). 
 

___ ___ Change Management 
 
___ ___ Project Risk Assessment 
 
___ ___ Resources Necessary for Project Success 
 
___ ___ Plan for Delivering Project that Meets Expectations, Objectives & Needs 
 
___ ___ Approvals 
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Overall:  Did the PMP meet requirements? 
 
____ Yes  ____No  Was a list of deviations included?        Go to 2 
                  
               No 
 

                   Return PMP to PM 
 

Go to 2      Deficiencies 
    1. 
    2. 
    3. 
    4. 
 
 

 
2.  Did the PMP meet critical HQUSACE performance indicators? 
 
Need to list the performance indicators similar to MIL program. 
 
 
 
 
 
____________________________   _____________ 
PMP QA Reviewer     Date   
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APPENDIX 11 

FEASIBILITY COST SHARE AGREEMENT  
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APPENDIX 12 
REVIEW PLAN  
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PEER REVIEW PLAN 
FOR 

WHITE RIVER COMPREHENSIVE BASIN STUDY  
MISSOURI AND ARKANSAS 

PEER REVIEW PLAN 

February 14, 2008 
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1. General. This review plan was developed in accordance with Engineer Circular (EC) 11052-408, 
“Peer Review of Decision Documents,” dated 31 May 2005.  The EC establishes procedures to 
ensure the quality and credibility of Corps decision documents.  It applies to all feasibility studies 
and reports and any other reports that lead to decision documents that require authorization by 
Congress. The level of review defined in this plan has been developed and coordinated with 
Mississippi Valley Division and vertical teaming is ongoing at every level of development.  
 

2. Project Description.  

 Congress authorized the study of the White River Basin pursuant to Section 729 of the Water 
Resources Development Act  (WRDA) of 1986 (Public Law 99-662), and as amended by Section 202 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-541).  WRDA 2000 established 
the cost sharing of Section 729 studies at 50 % Federal/50% non-Federal, and half of the non-Federal 
funds can be in-kind services.  WRDA 2007 recently amended the cost sharing of Section 729 studies 
to 75% Federal/25% non-Federal, and allows for all of the non-Federal funds to be in-kind services.  
The area of the Basin includes the First, Second, Third, and Fourth Congressional Districts of 
Arkansas, and the Seventh and Eighth Congressional Districts of Missouri.  
 The study purpose is to determine if there is a Federal interest in providing solutions to a full 
spectrum of water resource related problems and opportunities in the White River Basin, such as 
ecosystem restoration, navigation, flood damage reduction, agricultural and municipal water supply, 
waste water treatment, aquifer protection, water quality improvement, waterfowl management, and 
aquatic and wildlife habitat restoration.  The primary focus of this study is to determine 
environmental, ecosystem, and economic options to address this spectrum of problems and 
opportunities in the basin. The problems and potential solutions will be examined in a comprehensive 
and holistic manner because of the interrelationships of the problems and potential solutions to all of 
the significant resources in the basin.  It is not anticipated at this time that the study and feasibility 
report will produce any influential scientific information.  
 The White River Basin can be categorized into two distinct areas with its own issues and 
requirements.  The upper basin problems are based on rapid population growth and development, 
which are increasing the amount of municipal and industrial water use and wastewater generated.  
While increased water needs, increased wastewater discharge, and agricultural uses are contributing to 
decreased water quality, the capability of the water resources to sustain these loading increases is not 
known. Studies are needed to determine the effects of the increased runoff on the ecosystem and to 
determine if the problems will affect the lakes and water based recreation in the future.  In the lower 
basin, much of the previously forested area has been converted to cropland. The Alluvial and Sparta 
aquifers are being depleted in some areas, in part to increased agricultural demands.  The counties 
suffer from the socio-economic problems common to the Mississippi Delta and some have lost 
population in recent years.  The lower portion of the river is seasonally navigable, but during low 
flows, shipments must be diverted to other ports or light loaded. Water quantity has become a major 
concern since flows in the river are controlled and water is being used for a variety of purposes.  In 
contrast to the upper basin,  
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the primary concerns expressed in the lower basin relate to water quantity, not quality. The wetlands 
in the lower basin are not only nationally significant, but are also recognized internationally. Studies 
are necessary to identify the effects that current and future flow regimes could have on wetlands.  

 The White River Basin comprises approximately 28,000 square miles in northeastern 
Arkansas and southern Missouri.  The basin contains five large multi-purpose reservoirs and one 
reservoir primarily for flood control; over 150 miles of flood control levees along the White River 
and its tributaries; 2 major national wildlife refuges; and the largest remaining concentration of 
seasonally flooded bottomland hardwoods in the Mississippi Valley.  The study will identify water 
resources needs and opportunities. Potential study outputs address water resources needs for water 
supply, flood control, waste water management, navigation, recreation, power generation, and other 
water resources related needs identified in the comprehensive study. The comprehensive plan will 
serve as a framework for the environmentally sustainable development of water resources within the 
White River Basin.    
 A Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA) was signed on May 22, 2002, with  the 
following sponsors: Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, 
Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission (now Arkansas Natural Resources Commission), 
Arkansas Waterways Commission, Missouri Department of Conservation, Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources, and the Arkansas Chapter of The Nature Conservancy. The estimated study costs 
were $8,548,100 and the sponsor’s share of the total estimated cost was $4,274,050 prior to WRDA 
2007.  The sponsors were to provide a cash contribution estimated to be $2,137,025.  
 A Project Study Plan (PSP) was developed in October 2001 to describe the study effort and to 
provide a detailed time and cost estimate for the study.  The Memphis District and the sponsors 
developed the Project Study Plan as a cooperative effort.  This Plan contains a Quality Control Plan 
(QCP), which provides a technical review mechanism to insure that quality products are developed 
during the course of the study.  A Technical Review Team (TRT) was identified in the QCP to be 
responsible for performing an independent technical review.  The TRT members were identified in 
the PSP from functional areas from within the Memphis District and Little Rock District.  The QCP 
also indicated that the TRT members may be modified as the study progresses to match the review 
requirements, and may result in the use of additional out-of-house resources.  Based on the 
requirements of the EC, this TRT will not be used to conduct the ITR.  

3. Product Delivery Team (PDT). The Memphis District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 
sponsors identified above are jointly conducting this study.  The entire PDT is presented in Table 1. 
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FEASIBILITY PHASE PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM  

4. Review and Quality Control.  

 Independent Technical Review. As per EC 1105-2-408, Independent Technical Review (ITR) 
is the primary method of quality control.  ITR is a critical examination by a qualified person or 
team that was not involved in the day-to-day technical work that supports the decision 
document.  ITR is intended to confirm that such work was accomplished in accordance with 
clearly established professional principles, practices, codes, and criteria, and that 
recommendations are in compliance with laws and policy.   

 The ITR will be ongoing throughout product development, rather than a cumulative review 
performed at the end of the investigation.  The ITR will be performed by the National 
Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center of Expertise (PCX), Mississippi Valley Division.  This 
PCX was chosen to conduct the ITR due to the potential environmental and ecosystem impacts 
resulting from the project study focus. This review plan will be submitted to the PCX Director,  
and PCX Deputies for approval.  The expertise and technical backgrounds of the ITR team 
members qualify them to provide a comprehensive technical review of the product.  If the 
National PCX is not available to conduct the ITR, then they will select an alternate action 
engineer district to conduct the ITR.  The members participating in the ITR will be selected at 
the time when the district is identified.  The number of reviewers will be selected by the PCX 
and as a minimum should include the following disciplines and expertise (See Table 2).  

TABLE 1. 
 

Discipline  Name  Office/Agency  
Project Manager   CEMVM-PM-P  
Program Analyst   CEMVM-PM-P  

Environmental Coordinator   CEMVM-PM-E  
Environmental Lead   CEMVM-PM-E  

Hydraulics & Hydrology Lead    CEMVM-EC-H  
Hydraulics & Hydrology    CEMVM-EC-H  

Economist    CEMVM-PM-D  
Public Affairs Office   CEMVM-PAO  

Office of Counsel   CEMVM-OC  

Fisheries Biologist   CEERD-EE-A  
PCX Director   CEMVD-RB-T  

PCX POC   CELRN-PM-P  
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e. The Sponsor will be responsible for quality control over deliverables provided as in-kind 
contributions.  The Corps will verify that such contributions meet negotiated requirements and 
standards before granting cost-sharing credit for those contributions.  

d. Quality control will be monitored via internal/District functional element reviews, Local Sponsor 
reviews, and Higher Authority/vertical team conferences and reviews.   

TABLE 2 INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW TEAM  
 

c. ITR comments and responses will be recorded in the online DrChecks system (www.projnet.org). 
Documentation of the independent technical review will be included with the submission of the 
reports to Mississippi Valley Division and HQUSACE.  All comments resulting from the ITR will be 
resolved prior to forwarding the feasibility study to higher authority and local interests.  The report 
will be accompanied by a certification, indicating that the independent technical review process has 
been completed and that all technical issues have been resolved.  

 
Discipline  Description  Reviewer  

Review Team Leader  
Plan Formulation experience on ecosystem 
restoration projects    

TBD  

Environmental   
Fisheries biologist and/or riparian ecologist 
with experience on ecosystem  

TBD  

Cultural Resources  Archaeologist  TBD  

Economic Evaluation  
Economist with experience on ecosystem 
restoration projects  

TBD  

Geomorphology  
Geologist or hydraulic engineer with 
ecosystem restoration project experience  

TBD  

Civil Design  
Civil engineer with experience in designing 
grading plans, levees (and levee and bank-
protection removal or modification), and 
habitat structures  

TBD  

Hydraulics and Hydrology  
Hydrologist or hydraulic engineer with HEC-
RAS unsteady state, floodplain mapping, and 
ecosystem restoration experience  

TBD  

Structures  
Civil or structural engineer experienced with 
design and construction of structures related to 
environmental projects.  

TBD  
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f. Peer Review Plan. This basin study is subject to External Peer Review (EPR).  The magnitude of 
the study is large, as it covers a considerable amount of land in Arkansas and Missouri. The study 
has the potential to be controversial, as the White River evokes emotional reactions concerning the 
usage and environmental impacts on the river.  For these reasons, the External Peer Review as 
described in Engineering Circular 1105-2-408 will be required in addition to the ITR. It is 
anticipated that the EPR will be conducted by individual experts in the appropriate fields of study.  
The PDT, PCX, and interagency team will determine the disciplines or expertise required to conduct 
the EPR.  The EPR reviewers would be selected by the Corps, the authors of the individual work 
items, or the interagency team.  The interagency team should include members from the following 
organizations:  

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
 The Nature Conservancy of Arkansas  
 Arkansas Game and Fish Commission  
 Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission  
 Arkansas Natural Resources Commission  
 Arkansas Waterways Commission  
 Missouri Department of Conservation  
 Missouri Department of Natural Resources  

The PCX will coordinate the EPR review and any decision documents generated as a result of the 
EPR review with the Mississippi Valley Division (MVD) National Ecosystem Restoration 
Planning Center of Expertise. It is not anticipated that the public will be asked to nominate 
individuals to serve as an EPR reviewer.  However, any significant public comments will be 
provided to the EPR reviewers before the review is conducted.  The external peer review team will 
be qualified to review and ensure:  

• Scientific data used in the study was accurate and complete  
• Modeling methods used were pertinent to the type of study results required, and sound 

modeling methodology was used  
• The analysis contained clearly justified and valid assumptions  
• Concepts, features, analytical methods, analyses, and details are appropriate, fully 

coordinated, and correct  
• Problems/issues are properly defined and scoped  
• Conclusions and recommendations are reasonable and justified  

The alternatives that the team should consider should include potential significant economic, 
environmental, ecosystem, and social effects, interagency interest, controversial matters, complex 
basin challenges, and possible changes in practices and/or policy.  The number of reviewers will be 
dependent on the number of work items that comprise the overall study.  The disciplines and 
expertise required for the EPR are presented in Table 3.  
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TABLE 3. EXTERNAL PEER 
REVIEW PANEL 

Discipline  Description Reviewer  

 
Plan Formulation  Plan Formulation experience on  TBD  

 ecosystem restoration projects    

Environmental   Fisheries biologist and/or riparian  TBD  

 ecologist with experience on   
 ecosystem restoration projects    

Economic Evaluation  Economist with experience on  TBD  

 ecosystem restoration projects   

Hydraulics and Hydrology  Hydrologist or hydraulic engineer with  TBD  

 HEC-RAS unsteady state, floodplain   
 mapping, ecosystem restoration   
 experience   
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 (1) ITR Team responsibilities are as follows:  

(a) Reviewers shall review the draft report to confirm that work was done in accordance with 
established professional principles, practices, codes, and criteria and for compliance with laws 
and policy. Comments on the report shall be submitted into DrChecks.  
 (b) Reviewers shall pay particular attention to one’s discipline but may also comment on other 
aspects as appropriate. Reviewers that do not have any significant comments pertaining to their 
assigned discipline shall provide a comment stating this.  
 (c) Grammatical and editorial comments shall not be submitted into DrChecks. Comments should 
be submitted to ITR manager via electronic mail using tracked changes feature in the Word 
document or as a hard copy mark-up. The ITR manager shall provide these comments to the Study 
Manager.  
 (d) Review comments shall contain these principal elements:  

• A clear statement of the concern  
• The basis for the concern, such as law, policy, or 
guidance  
• Significance for the concern  
• Specific actions needed to resolve the comment  
•  

g. Review.  

(e) The “Critical” comment flag in DrChecks shall not be used unless the comment is 
discussed with the ITR manager and/or the Study Manager first  
 (2) PDT Team responsibilities are as follows:  

 (a) The team shall review comments provided by the ITRT in DrChecks and provide responses to 
each comment using “Concur”, “Non-Concur”, or “For Information Only”. Concur responses shall 
state what action was taken and provide revised text from the report if applicable. Non-Concur 
responses shall state the basis for the disagreement or clarification of the concern and suggest actions 
to negotiate the closure of the comment.  
 

 

(b) Team members shall contact the PDT and ITRT managers to discuss any “non-concur” 
responses prior to submission.  
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h. Resolution.  
(1) Reviewers shall back check PDT responses to the review comments and either close the 
comment or attempt to resolve any disagreements. Conference calls shall be used to resolve any 
conflicting comments and responses.  
 (2) Reviewers may “agree to disagree” with any comment response and close the comment with 
a detailed explanation. ITRT members shall keep the ITR manager aware of problematic 
comments. The vertical team will be informed of any policy variations or other issues that may 
cause concern during Headquarter review.  
 

i. Certification. To fully document the ITR process, a statement of technical review will be prepared. 
Certification by the ITR manager and the Study Manager will occur once issues raised by the 
reviewers have been addressed to the review team’s satisfaction.  Indication of this concurrence will 
be documented by the signing of a certification statement (Appendix A).  A summary report of all 
comments and responses will follow the statement and accompany the report throughout the report 
approval process.  
 

j. Model Certification and Implementation Measures.  It is not anticipated at this time that any 
specific planning or implementation models will be determined from the Peer Review Plan.  
Therefore, no specific implementation costs will be addressed and coordination with the NWW Cost 
Estimating Directory of Expertise is not needed.    

There are engineering models currently being performed as part of the overall White River 
Comprehensive Basin Study in an attempt to collect data needed to determine the problems and 
opportunities in the basin.  It is possible that outcomes from the comprehensive report will result in 
the development of future feasibility reports from the identified problems and opportunities.    The 
following is a list of the engineering models currently ongoing as part of the overall study for the 
White River Basin:  

• Unsteady Flow Model  
• Sedimentation Study  
• Recreation Study  
• Eco-Flows Study  
• Fisheries Study  
• Forebay Oxygen Diffuser Study  

k. Alternative Formulation Briefing (AFB).  The AFB for this project will occur after ITR 
certification. It is possible that the briefing will result in additional technical or policy 
comments for resolution.  After resolution of significant comments, the ITR will be 
recertified, if needed.  

l. The draft feasibility report and environmental assessment will be distributed for public 
review as part of the normal NEPA review process.  The review will be scheduled after the 
Alternative Formulation Briefing and before submitting the report to the Civil Works Review 
Board in accordance with the study schedule defined in the Project Management Plan.  
Public review of this document will begin approximately one month after the completion of 
the ITR process and policy guidance memo. The period will last 30 days as required by law.  
A formal State and Agency review will occur concurrently with the public review.  However, 
it is anticipated that intensive coordination with these agencies will have occurred concurrent 
with  
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the planning process.  Upon completion of the review period, comments will be consolidated in a 
matrix and addressed, if needed.  A comment resolution meeting will take place if needed to decide 
upon the best resolution of comments. A summary of the comments and resolutions will be included 
in the document.  

5. Schedule. The schedule for study tasks related to review and public input are shown in Table  
4. It is meant to be generic in nature due to uncertainties with both Federal and non-Federal 
funding. Actual dates will be scheduled once the review period draws closer.  Currently, it is 
estimated that review of this document will be begin in the 1st Quarter of FY 2012.  

TABLE 4. STUDY TASKS 
SCHEDULE 

 
Task  Date  

ITR Review and Comments  Oct-Nov 2012  

PDT Responses & Backcheck  Dec-Jan 2012  

HQ/MVD/Public Review  Feb-Mar 2012  

Certification and Transmit to HQ  April 2012  

HQUSACE Policy Review  May-Jun 2012  

Agency and Public Review  Jul-Aug 2012  

Draft Chief's Report  Sep 2012  



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 84 of 237 

APPENDIX 13 
RECONNAISSANCE REPORT  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 85 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 86 of 237 

 
 
 
 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 87 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 88 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 89 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 90 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 91 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 92 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 93 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 94 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 95 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 96 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 97 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 98 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 99 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 100 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 101 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 102 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 103 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 104 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 105 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 106 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 107 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 108 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 109 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 110 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 111 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 112 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 113 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 114 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 115 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 116 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 117 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 118 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 119 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 120 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 121 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 122 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 123 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 124 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 125 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 126 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 127 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 128 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 129 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 130 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 131 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 132 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 133 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 134 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 135 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 136 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 137 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 138 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 139 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 140 of 237 

 
 
 
 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 141 of 237 

 APPENDIX 14 
ORIGINAL PROJECT STUDY PLAN (PSP)  

 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 142 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 143 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 144 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 145 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 146 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 147 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 148 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 149 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 150 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 151 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 152 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 153 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 154 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 155 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 156 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 157 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 158 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 159 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 160 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 161 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 162 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 163 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 164 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 165 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 166 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 167 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 168 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 169 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 170 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 171 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 172 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 173 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 174 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 175 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 176 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 177 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 178 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 179 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 180 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 181 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 182 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 183 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 184 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 185 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 186 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 187 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 188 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 189 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 190 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 191 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 192 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 193 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 194 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 195 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 196 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 197 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 198 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 199 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 200 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 201 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 202 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 203 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 204 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 205 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 206 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 207 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 208 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 209 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 210 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 211 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 212 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 213 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 214 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 215 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 216 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 217 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 218 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 219 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 220 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 221 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 222 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 223 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 224 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 225 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 226 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 227 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 228 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 229 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 230 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 231 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 232 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 233 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 234 of 237 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 235 of 237 

 
 
 
 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 236 of 237 

APPENDIX 15 
PROJECT TIMELINE  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2/5/2010 White River Comprehensive Study PMP 237 of 237 

 
 
 
 
 


