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PRQJIECT MANAGEMENT PLAN

WALNUT RI VER BASI N FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

SECTION 1. | NTRODUCTI ON

This Project Managenment Plan (PMP) was prepared in
accordance with Engineering Crcular (EC) 1105-2-208, dated
Decenber 1994, Engi neering Regul ation (ER) 1105-2-100, dated
April 2000, and ER 5-1-11, dated 17 August 2001. This PMP was
devel oped in cooperation with the sponsor, the Kansas Water
Ofice (KW), and describes the scope, schedule, and budget for
acconplishing feasibility study tasks. The purpose of the
feasibility study is to identify, evaluate, and reconmend an
i mpl ement abl e solution to restore (and preserve) the riverine
ecosystem of the WAl nut Ri ver Basin.

An inportant element of project nanagenent is the

devel opment of a PMP of which this is the first iteration. The
PMP is a working docunent that guides devel opnment and subsequent
conpletion of the feasibility study. The PMP ensures that both
the Federal CGovernment (Corps) and the KWD are aware of and in
agreenment with such itens as project scope, schedule, cost, and
treatment of contingencies, where applicable. The study will be
execut ed through conpliance with Corps of Engineers regul ations,
as well as Federal, State, and | ocal | aws.

1. STUDY AUTHORI ZATI ON

The Energy and Water Devel opnent Appropriations Act, 2000
(Public Law 106-60) is the authority for the Section
905(b) (WAt er Resource Devel opnent Act 1986) analysis. The
appropriations |anguage fromthe House Conmittee on
Appropriations Report (House Report 106-253), dated July 23,
1999, reads in part:

“The Conmittee on Appropriations submts the follow ng
report in explanation of the acconpanying bill making
appropriations for energy and water devel opnent for the fisca
year endi ng Septenber 30, 2000, and for other purposes. .Vl nut
Ri ver Basin, Kansas.--The Comittee has provided funding to
initiate a reconnai ssance study of flood control and rel ated
wat er resource issues in the Wal nut R ver Basin, Kansas.”
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Prior basin studies are reviewed due to changed physi cal
and economic conditions. The authority is the Flood Control Act
of 1965 (Public Law 89-298) wherein Section 208, reads in part:

“The Secretary of the Arny is hereby authorized and
directed to cause surveys for flood control and allied purposes,
i ncl udi ng channel and maj or drai nage i nprovenents, and fl oods
aggravated by or due to wind or tidal effects, to be nade under
the direction of the Chief of Engineers, in drainage areas of
the United States and its territorial possessions which include
the localities specifically named in this section. ...Arkansas
River and tributaries at and above Tul sa, Gkl ahoma.”

2. PRI OR STUDI ES AND REPCRTS

The followi ng reports were reviewed as part of the
reconnai ssance phase:

(1) Wdrking Draft, The Kansas Water Plan, Fiscal Year
2002, April 2000. “The Kansas Water Plan is used to coordinate
managenent, conservation, and devel opnent of the water resources
of the state. The Kansas Water Plan sets out neans to achi eve
the goals identified in the State Water Resources Pl anni ng Act
(K.S.A 82.a-901, et.seq.).”

(2) Kansas River and Stream Corri dor Managenent Gui de by
the Kansas State Conservation Conmi ssion, undated, circa 2000.
“Kansas streans and riparian areas provide drinking water for
humans and |ivestock, water for irrigation and industry, aquatic
and terrestrial habitat, aesthetic values, and recreationa
areas. River and stream corridor managenent affects al
citizens of the State. This publication is intended to pronote
responsi bl e use and managenent of Kansas stream corridors and
wat er sheds.” — signed Governor Bill Gaves. The publication is
an excellent illustrated gui de of best nanagenent practices.

(3) Non-Point Source Pollution in Butler County: Changes
in Mussels Over the Last 20 Years, Bill Langley and Sara Hunter,
Butl er County Comrunity College. This publication |ends
supporting information to the idea that non-point source
pollution is contributing to reduced stream quality.

(4) Conpilation and Revi ew of Conpleted Restoration and
Mtigation Studies in Devel oping an Eval uati on Franmework for
Envi ronment al Resources, Volune |I, by Tinmothy D. Feather
Donald T. Capan - IWR Report 95-R-4, April 1995.
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(5 Conpi |l ati on and Revi ew of Conpl eted Restoration and
Mtigation Studies in Devel oping an Eval uati on Framework for
Envi ronnmental Resources, Volune |I, by Tinmothy D. Feather
Donald T. Capan - IWR Report 95-R-5, April 1995.

(6) National Review O Corps Environnental Restoration
Projects, by Joy D. Muncy, Dr. J. Craig Fischenich, E A
Dardeau - |IWR Report 96-R-27, |Investnents Research Program
Novenber 1996. This report provides descriptive information
from 52 Corps environnental restoration studies. The report
provides information for each project concerning its genera
| ocation, resource problens being addressed, objective(s),
managenent measures, outputs, and estimated total costs.

3. STUDY AREA DESCRI PTI ON

The WAl nut River Basin covers about 2,000 square nmiles in
sout heastern Kansas. The Walnut River flows fromnorth to south
and conmbi nes with the Arkansas River at Arkansas City (both
pronounced “Ar-KAN-sas”), which flows across the Kansas- Ckl ahoma
State Line within about 10 miles of Arkansas City. The WVl nut
Ri ver Basin covers nost of Butler County, about 40% of Cow ey
County, and small portions of five other counties. The four
major tributaries of the Walnut River are Tinber Creek (near
Wnfield), Little Wal nut River (near Douglass), Witewater R ver
(near Augusta), and West Branch Wal nut River (near El Dorado).
The city of Wchita is located i nmedi ately west of the basin.
The KWO pl anning area for the Wal nut Basin includes the adjacent
Grouse Creek watershed, which has a drainage area of about 380
square mles. The G ouse Creek watershed is | ocated i medi ately
downst ream of the WAl nut River Basin. The basins are shown on
Figure 1-1. The study area is defined to include the G ouse
Creek watershed with the Wal nut R ver Basin

4. STUDY OBJECTI VES AND CONSTRAI NTS

The national or Federal objective of water and related | and
resources planning is to contribute to national economc
devel opnent consistent with protecting the nation's environnent,
pursuant to national environmental statutes, applicable
executive orders, and other Federal planning requirenents. The
maxi nmi zation of both contributions is the ultinmate objective.
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Figure 1-1.

Walnut Basin
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a. Contributions to National Econonm c Devel opnent (NED)
are increases in the net value of the national output of goods
and services expressed in nonetary units. Contributions to NED
are the direct net benefits that accrue in the planning area and
the rest of the nation.

b. Contributions to National Ecosystem Restoration (NER)
are inproverments to the nation's ecosystens through preservation
and restoration efforts. These contributions are neasured by
changes in the anbunt and value of habitat in a system context.
The system changes are fornulated to i nprove the potential for
long-term survival of aquatic, wetland, and terrestrial
conpl exes as self-regul ating, functioning systens. The val ue of
ecosystemrestoration outputs shall equal or exceed their cost.
Protection neasures are included as part of restoration
initiatives to prevent future degradation of an ecosystenis
structure and functi on.

The two national objectives |isted above are genera
statenents of enphasis and are not specific enough for plan
formulation. The water and related | and resource problens and
opportunities for this study are stated as nore specific
obj ectives to provide focus for the fornulation of alternatives.
The objectives reflect the problenms and opportunities and
represent desired positive changes. The general objective of
ecosystemrestoration is to restore degraded ecosystem
structure, function, and dynam c processes to a | ess degraded,
nore natural condition. Restored ecosystens should ninic, as
cl osely as possible, conditions that would occur in the area in
the absence of hunman changes to the | andscape and hydrol ogy.

I ndi cators of success include the presence of a large variety of
native plants and aninmals, the ability of the area to sustain

| arger numbers of certain indicator species or nore biologically
desirabl e species, and the ability of the restored area to
continue to function and produce desired outputs with a m ni num
of continuing hunman intervention. Those restoration
opportunities associated with wetlands, riparian, and other

fl oodpl ain and aquatic systens are nost appropriate for Corps

i nvol venrent. The specific planning objectives are:

a. Restore riparian habitat (including native grass buffer
zones) that inproves the value and function of the ecosystem

b. Restore wetlands that inprove the value and function of
the ecosystem
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c. Restore aquatic riverine habitat that inproves the val ue
and function of the ecosystem (including evaluation of |ow head
dans and associ ated probl ens and incl udi ng eval uati on of
dr edgi ng i npacts).

d. Preserve riparian habitat (including native grass buffer
zones) essential to the value and function of restored habitat
(i), (ii), and (iii) above.

e. Preserve wetl ands essential to the value and functi on of
restored habitat (i), (ii), and (iii) above

f. Preserve aquatic habitat essential to the val ue and
function of restored habitat “(iii)” above.

g. Eval uate opportunities to develop recreation in
ripari an areas.

Wher eas the planning objectives represent a desired
positive change, planning constraints represent restrictions
that should not be violated. |If these constraints are not net,
mtigating measures nmust be incorporated. The planning
constraints are:

a. Avoi d negative inpacts to threatened or endangered
speci es.

b. Avoi d negative inpacts to historic and archaeol ogi ca
features.

C. Avoi d negative inmpacts to wetl ands.

d. Avoi d negative inpacts to bottom and hardwoods.

e. M ninize tenporary negative inpacts to water quality,

particularly turbidity. Avoid |ong-terminpacts.

f. M ninize negative inplenentation inmpacts to
| andowners, agricultural interests, and the auxiliary
agricultural, nunicipal, and industrial infrastructure.

5. STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUN Tl ES

The nost significant water resources problens are ecosystem
related. Riverine, aquatic, and riparian habitat issues are
significant and of primary concern to stakeholders. The KWO
identifies the WVl nut River Basin in the State Water Plan as a
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priority for restoration and identified the Grouse Creek

wat ershed for protection. Degradation of aquatic and
terrestrial resources within the Wal nut River Basin has resulted
in environnental and economic inpacts to the State resulting in
a significant problemrequiring i nmediate corrective action
Specific inpacts are described |later in the discussion of

exi sting conditions. One Federal opportunity to address the
problemlies within the mssion and authorities of the U S. Arny
Corps of ENngineers. Ecosystemrestoration is a primry nission
of the Corps of Engineers Cvil Wrks program Civil Wrks
ecosystemrestoration initiatives attenpt to return natura

areas or ecosystens to a close approximtion of their condition
prior to disturbance or to | ess degraded, nore natura
conditions. The purpose of Cvil Wrks ecosystemrestoration
activities is to restore significant ecosystem function
structure, and dynam c processes that have been degraded.
Protection may be included as part of ecosystemrestoration
initiatives when such neasures involve efforts to prevent future
degradati on of the ecosystem

Ecosystemrestoration and preservation are currently the
only issues under consideration by State resource agencies for
potential feasibility studies with the Corps of Engineers. The
study team concurs with the State' s resource agenci es’ need
assessnent. The focus on restoration and preservati on does not
preclude the recognition of other incidental benefits, such as
flood control, water quality, and recreation. Neither does this
feasibility study preclude other feasibility studies within the
basi n.

The study teamwill follow the processes for “Devel oping a
Restoration Plan and Applying Restoration Principles” as
outlined in Chapters 4 through 8 of the report, “Stream Corridor
Restoration, Principles, Processes, and Practices,” dated
Cct ober 1998, prepared by The Federal |nteragency Stream
Rest orati on Wbrking G oup.

The Kansas River and Stream Corridor Managenent CGui de hy
t he Kansas State Conservation Conmm ssion, undated, circa 2000,
will be used as a guide to best nanagenent practices for this
geogr aphi ¢ ar ea.

6. CONSTRAI NTS

The Kansas State | egislature cannot conmit funds beyond
their current fiscal year. The Kansas fiscal year starts July
1. The Kansas Water O fice will only inplenent ecosystem
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restoration or preservation neasures with the willing
cooperation of |andowners.

7. EXI STI NG CONDI Tl ONS

Undi sturbed riparian habitat once existed in broad and
conti nuous bands al ong both banks of over 600 prinary
wat ercourse mles within the basin. Riparian habitat has
significantly decreased fromthe linmts of the floodplain and
| osses are still occurring. The result is both a drastic
reduction in area and a major reduction in ecol ogical system
viability due to fragnentation. Estimates froma Congressi ona
study conpleted in 1989 docunent a | oss of over 400,000 acres
(633 square niles) of wetlands in Kansas between 1780 and 1989.
This staggering | oss anbunts to 50% of the state wetl and
resource. The Wal nut River Basin loss is judged by the study
teamto be sinmlar in proportion.

The quality of riverine aquatic habitat is al so declining
due to the loss of wetlands and other direct in-streaminpacts.
Li vestock grazing in and near riparian zones is responsible for
significant inpacts to streamquality related to increased
nutrients, increased sedinent (due to vegetation |oss), and
el evated bacteria levels (including fecal colifornms). |n-stream
gravel mning is responsible for altering streamflow and
degradi ng habitat conditions. These and other “devel opnent”

i mpacts have significantly altered and di m ni shed the stream
quality.

Contributors to ecosystem conditions include conversion of
bottom and habitat to agriculture; grazing of riparian zones;
and non-point source contributions to sedinment |oad; turbidity;
pesticides; nitrates; bridges; utility crossings; and in-stream
commerci al sand and gravel operations. One result of conversion
to agriculture is the loss of native grass buffer zones al ong
wat er cour ses.

The | oss of riparian wetlands neans the urban and rural
runoff that was previously “filtered naturally” before entering
a wat ercourse now enters the streamdirectly. Al the sedinment
and chemicals carried in the runoff are dunped into the stream
Because the wetl ands no | onger slow runoff, stream discharges
accunul ate faster which can increase flood stages. The | oss of
wet |l and habitat inpacts the self-regulating capacity of the
ecosystem Losses in the G ouse Creek watershed are not as
significant; therefore, the potential for preservation is high
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Ur bani zati on, including suburban sprawl, causes faster and
greater volune of runoff and increases in-stream contani nants
such as phosphates and pesticides. The Kansas Departnent of
Heal t h and Environnent, Division of Environnment report, entitled
“2000 Kansas Water Quality Assessnent (305(B) Report)”, dated
March 31, 2000, tabulates total streamnileage inpaired by
vari ous source categories. Over 50% of total inpacts are
directly attributable to non-point source agricultura
operations. Less than 10% of the total inpaired streamniles
result from point source discharges. Solutions in the
reconnai ssance study were not fornulated with the intent of
mtigating point source inpacts.

The WAl nut River and Grouse Creek historically drained a
| andscape domi nated by tallgrass prairie. Forest and narshl and
were largely confined to the fl oodplains along the | ower and
m ddl e reaches of these streans and their larger tributaries,
wher eas savanna and grassl and often conprised the principa
riparian habitat in the upper reaches of the watershed.
Donmi nant grasses in the watershed included big and little
bl uestem swi tchgrass, and |Indi angrass, but many ot her
her baceous pl ants (grasses, sedges, and forbs) thrived within
the basin. The domi nant trees along the lower, forested reaches
of the Wal nut River and Grouse Creek included cottonwood, elm
green ash, hackberry, and burr oak. Qher conmon woody plants
i ncl uded WAl nut, sycanore, |ocust, Kentucky coffeetree, pecan
box el der, wllow Anmerican plum rough-Ieaved dogwood, redbud
buckbush, grape, green briar, Virginia creeper, poison ivy, and
Euonyrus (Kichl er 1974; Bailey 1976; McG egor et al. 1986;
Chapman et al. 2001).

The eastern half of the Walnut Basin and virtually all the
Grouse Creek Basin are situated in the Flint Hlls. This region
renmains |argely dom nated by native tallgrass vegetation
al t hough some row crop production occurs in the stream bottons.
The western portion of the Walnut Basin drains the Wellington-
McPherson Lowl and. This region possesses deeper and nore
fertile soils than the adjacent Flint Hlls and has been
converted largely to cropland use. The loss of native grassland
and concomtant suppression of wildfire has encouraged the
establi shment of gallery forests along nany western tributari es.
In contrast, sone bottonl and forest along the Wal nut Ri ver and
Grouse Creek has been cleared for crop production, and nost of
the remai ning forest has been selectively |ogged for nore
val uabl e tinber such as wal nut and oak (Bailey 1976; Bailey et
al . 1994; Chapnan et al. 2001).
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Nunerous faunal species occupy the riparian habitat. Taxa
reported for the area include 10 species of anphibians, 42
species of reptiles, 266 species of birds, and 49 species of
manmal s.  Characteristic species include spadefoot toad,
ri ngneck snake, hognose snake, coachwhi p, copperhead, green
heron, turkey vulture, barred ow, chuck-will’s w dow, cardinal
opossum cottontail rabbit, fox squirrel, coyote, raccoon
striped skunk, turkey, and deer

The overall quality of the aquatic habitat in the basin
varies from poor to good dependi ng upon water |evel and
turbidity. Stream segnents with a rocky bottomw th a rocky
substrate and intermttent pools and riffles provide habitat for
a diverse aquatic population. Hard streans with a shifting
substrate of sand and silt as well as frequent water |evel
fluctuations prevent the establishnment of a nore diverse aquatic
community. Aquatic species include 51 species of fish.
Characteristic species include channel catfish, flathead
catfish, largenouth bass, carp, sunfish, bullfrog, snapping
turtle, painted turtle, and various species of mnnows and
darters. Sanples fromthe Wal nut River and tributaries have
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produced about 54 taxonom c categories of benthic nacro
invertebrates. Loss of riparian tinber that shaded streans has
resulted in higher water tenperatures, which also significantly
i mpact the aquatic ecosystem

8. FUTURE W THOUT- PRQJECT CONDI TI ONS

Ecol ogi cal damages will continue at or slightly bel ow
historic rates in the absence of joint Federal and State
cooperation and inplenentation of ecosystemrestoration
Current and projected danages will be acconpani ed by economc
consequences. |Inpacts will continue for a nunber of years
before sufficient public conmitnent to mnimze further inpacts
and restoration efforts are realized. Valuable habitat wll
continue to be lost while public understanding of its val ue
gradually inmproves. |If restoration is deferred until the
future, costs will be conmpounded by interimforegone Nationa
Econom ¢ Devel opnent (NED) and National Ecosystem Restoration
(NER) benefits. In the absence of near term ecosystem
restoration, a limted array of punitive and/or regul atory
opportunities will be available to stakeholders to resolve
riverine and riparian ecological problens in the future. The
potential costs and inplications of non-ecosysteminstitutiona
approaches will be devel oped for conparison to the “action”
alternatives described next.

9. ALTERNATI VES TO CONSI DER DURI NG FEASI BI LI TY

The Corps is required to consider "No Action" as one of the
alternatives to conply with requirenents of the Nationa
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). No Action is the condition
reasonably expected to prevail over the period of analysis,
gi ven current conditions and trends, and assuning that no
project would be inplenented by the Federal Governnent to
achi eve the planning objectives. No Action, which is synonynous
with the "Future Wthout-Project Condition," forns the basis
fromwhich all other alternative plans are nmeasured

The Section 905(b) anal ysis reconmended that the planning
effort continue into the feasibility phase. As a part of the
reconnai ssance study, both structural and nonstructural neasures
were consi dered as ways to provide ecosystemrestoration
i mprovenents in the Walnut River Basin. Through agreenent with
the Kansas Water O fice, only nonstructural neasures will be
studied in the feasibility phase.
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Those measures described in the Kansas River and Stream
Corridor Managenment QGui de by the Kansas State Conservation
Conmi ssi on, undated, circa 2000, will be exam ned individually
and in conmbination. The purpose is to find an alternative that
nost effectively achieves the study goals, works best within the

constraints, and mnimzes costs. |In the case of this basin
study, the alternative will nobst likely be a phased program of
i mpl enrent ati on over several years. Wthin that program and
based on costs and need, priorities will be established that

result in certain neasures being inplenented first at certain
| ocations within the basin. These priorities are inherent due
to fiscal and other resource limtation realities. The overal
programis essential to mnimze total costs and to achieve
maxi mum resul ts.

The inpacts of cattle grazing and in-stream gravel mning
will be exami ned. Opportunities to nodify these practices and
provi de economi c incentives through alternative nanagenent
nmet hods will be exam ned.

Potenti al economi c opportunities of inproved riparian
corridors will be exam ned.
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SECTI ON 2. RESCOURCE ALLOCATI ON

The work effort for the proposed project has been devel oped
t hrough coordination with the resource elenents involved in the
project. The responsibility of the Project Manager (PM is
managenent and | eadership of the project throughout its life
cycle. The Sponsor’s Manager at the Kansas Water Office will
provide a central point of contact between the Corps and state
resources and will coordinate state resources. The project
delivery team PDT is conposed of Corps and State resource
nenbers and is responsi ble and accountable for delivering a
quality project. The Study Manager in Planning, Environnental,
and Regul atory Division provides supervision and coordi nati on of
formul ation, public involvenent, and report production. The
functi onal nanagers and state agency staff provide technica
resources for the study team and nust maintain the schedul e and
costs of their technical resources to neet overall study
obj ectives. The Corps and State techni cal nanagers provide
gual ity assurance of contracted products or services provided
through their area of expertise, as described in the Quality
Assurance Plan. The Corps technical managers ensure that
i ndependent technical reviews are utilized to provide quality
control of all products. |Independent technical reviewis an
i nherent process in every technical tasks throughout the conduct
of each phase of effort. (Technical review started at the end
of work phases is not the intent.) The Quality Control Plan for
this study is included as Section 7 of this Project Managenent
Plan. The resources needed for this project are briefly
descri bed bel ow by functional area. Additional Federal, State,
and | ocal groups may participate in the study, but these efforts
are not currently estimated in the study costs.

1. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT — CORPS OF ENG NEERS

The Corps’ resource organi zations are described below. In
the project network analysis software (NAS), the spreadsheet
vi ew shows the resource allocation of Corps or KWD in-kind or
both. The notes in the NAS describe the tasks and the resource
all ocation and may indicate specific team nmenbers, as necessary.

a. Prograns and Proj ect Managenent Division

(1) Gvil Wrks Branch (PP-C). The PMtypically
resides in the Cvil Wrks Branch and provi des overal
managenent and | eadership of the project. For this study, the
PMis assigned outside the Prograns and Project Managenent
Division. The Study Manager will also fulfill the PM
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responsibilities. The PMis responsible and accountable for
successful conpletion and delivery of the project to the
custoner within established costs, schedules, and quality
paraneters. The PM assures that the custoner's interests are
properly represented within the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers and
serves as the primary point of contact between the custoner and
t he Corps.

b. Pl anni ng, Environnental, and Regul atory D vision

(1) Planning Branch, Plan Fornmul ati on and Eval uati on
Sections (PE-PF and PE-PE). Plan Fornul ation Section provides
the Study Manager who coordi nates preparation of the technical
data and provides plan fornmulation to identify a selected plan.
Pl anni ng Branch prepares the study docunent, the feasibility
report. The econom st and the social scientist in the
Eval uati on Section assess project inpacts and benefits and
conpare themto project costs to check the condition of Federa
i nterest where benefits nmust exceed costs. The conparison is
made for econom ¢ val ues anortized over the project’s economc
life. The social scientist also directs public involvenent
activities.

(2) Environnental Analysis and Conpliance Branch
(PE-E). Provide technical expertise for the study with respect
to environmental elenments, field studies, and investigations.
The Environnental Analysis and Conpliance Branch prepares the
envi ronnment al docunents needed for the selected plan. They al so
coordinate with the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5) for
the Service's Coordination Act Report. 1In conjunction with the
Service, they develop a mitigation plan to offset the project's
i mpact on environnmental and cultural resources (if required).
The archeol ogist in this branch evaluates inmpacts to cultural/
historic resources. Oher technical staff in the branch
determ nes the potential for hazardous and toxic waste materials
within the study area.

(3) Regulatory Branch (PE-R). As part of
environnmental conpliance, the Regulatory Branch provides
gui dance in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
and Section 401 water quality certification. Depending on the
proj ect scope, the Regulatory Project Manager will issue a
nati onwi de permt or prepare an application for an individua
permt on behalf of the applicant. After the designated comment
period, a Section 404 pernit for the project will be issued,
with permt conditions stated.
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C. Contracting Division

(1) Gvil Contracts Branch (CT-C). This branch
adm ni sters and provi des any professional services contracts
that woul d be needed on the project that is not fulfilled by
Corps or Sponsor |abor resources.

d. Engi neering and Construction Division

(1) Gvil Design Section (ECG-DC). This group
provides feature design of alternative neasures and the sel ected
plan (in detail), prepares quantity estinmates, deterni nes
necessary utility relocations, and prepares signed engi neering
drawi ngs. They prepare right-of-way drawi ngs to show
acqui sition areas needed for the project, whether in fee or
easenment. Drawings and other information regarding real estate
requi rements are shared with Real Estate Division to obtain
acqui sition cost estimates.

(2) Ceotechnical Engineering and Dam Safety Section
(EC-DD). This group coordinates soil investigations and soils
testing that nay be needed for design of the selected plan. The
work for this study will nost Iikely be perfornmed by contract.
This group will provide the typical design sections. They will
al so obtain necessary field survey information to verify field
conditions for preparation of detailed plans.

(3) Cost Engineering Section (EC-DA). This group
prepares the detailed cost estinate (M CACES format) fromthe
materials quantities, and includes the real estate estimate to
determ ne the project inplenmentation cost of the selected plan
The cost estimate incorporates real estate costs. This estinmate
is provided to the economi st to devel op interest during
construction and an anortized cost.

(4) Hydrology and Hydraulics (H&H) Branch (EC HA).
H&H Branch provi des the hydrol ogic and hydraulic data needed to
determine the design criteria of the selected plan. They
determ ne the existing and nodi fied hydrologic conditions within
the study area and help identify alternative plans. They
provide data to the econom st in Planning Branch to determ ne
the econom c benefits of proposed plan features such as fl ood
control danmmge reduction
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e. Real Estate D vision.

Real Estate Division (RE) provides an estimate of the
val ues of the |lands, easenents, rights-of-way or disposal areas,
associ ated admi nistrative costs, and contingencies. The
estimate is provided to Cost Engineering Branch for inclusion in
the total inplenentation cost estinate.

f. O fice of Counsel.

The O fice of Counsel (0OC) provides gui dance as needed
t hroughout the study. It provides review conpliance with the
NEPA and | egal reviews of draft and final Project Cooperation
Agreenments prior to construction. This office also provides the
prelimnary |egal opinion of whether a facility or utility being
acquired for the project is due conpensati on.

g. Public Affairs Ofice.

The Public Affairs Ofice (PAO provides assistance with
nedi a and conmunity relations activities needed to keep the
public infornmed of study activities.

h. Oper ati ons Division.

Operations Division (OD) provides a review of the proposed
project to determ ne the costs of operation and nai nt enance,
i ncluding rehabilitation, repair, and replacenent of features.

i Sout hwestern Division (SW) and Headquarters

(HQUSACE) .

SWD provides quality assurance and HQUSACE provi des policy
gui dance on project specific issues. HQUSACE will prepare the
Chi ef of Engineers report signifying approval of the report
reconmendation. The Assistant Secretary of the Arny for Cvil
Works reviews the report and requests the O fice of Management
and Budget (OVB) to review it for conpliance with the
President’s program Wth approval of the OVB, the report can
be rel eased to Congress for authorization and funding.

2. LOCAL SPONSCR — KANSAS WATER OFFI CE

The Kansas Water Ofice is the cost-sharing partner on the
project. As the |ocal sponsor, the KWD agrees to the terns of
the Feasibility Cost-Sharing Agreenent. They will provide a
conbi nation of in-kind services and cash contributions, which is
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their 50% share of the total feasibility study cost. |In-kind
services are valued at the actual |abor cost plus associated
overhead for the individual team nembers. A final audit wll
verify the Federal and Sponsor shares. Because there is a large
resource pool from several State environnmental resource agencies
and other State offices, the sponsor has the opportunity to
appl y adaptive managenent practices during the feasibility study
in the assignnment and acconplishnment of in-kind services.
Therefore, participating offices will be identified bel ow and
primary team nenbers will be identified in the description of
team nmenbers. But, the presentation of the study Gantt chart
will only indicate KWO for resources. Accounting of in-kind
services, of course, will identify specific individuals, their
agency, and appropriate tinme and cost infornmation

a. Kansas Water Ofice (KWD). The KWOis the loca
sponsor. Their study teamleader will participate on the Study
Managenent Teamto keep the Executive Conmittee informed of the
progress of study activities.

b. Kansas Departnent of WIldlife and Parks (KDWP)
Agency staff will provide technical assistance in biological
assessment work in various areas of the basin and | oca
assi stance through the Ri parian and Wetland Easenment Program and
the Wldlife Habitat Inprovenment Program The agency may al so
provide informati on on potential riparian hiking, biking, and
horse trails, and recreation areas. The KDW w |l al so assi st
in identifying economic incentives related to riparian
corridors.

C. State Conservation Commi ssion (SCC). Agency staff
wi Il provide technical assistance in restoration and
preservation project design; |ocal assistance through the
Ri pari an and Wetland Protection Program and the Water Quality
Buffer Initiative Program The SCC has a good link with the
county conservation districts and provides |ocal cost-share
assi stance through the Water Resource Cost-Share Program and the
Non- Poi nt Source Pollution Control Fund. The SCC al so works
with wat ershed districts and provi des assistance through its
Wat er shed Pl anni ng Assi stance Program which helps in
devel opnent of general plans and rehabilitation projects. The
SCC al so has a Stream Rehabilitation Programto stabilize and
restore channelized streans. Mich of the noney for these
prograns cones from State water plan funds, and sonme m ght be
shifted to the Walnut project. Sone of this work, especially
the restoration design, can be used for in-kind.
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d. Kansas Corporation Conmm ssion (KCC). The KCC will be
i nvol ved, along with the Kansas Departnent of Health and
Environment (KDHE), for oil and gas well regulation. There is a
potential to identify abandoned oil wells during field
i nvestigations and during inplenentation. While this study will
not seek to renedy point source problens, there is an
opportunity to share information to the nmutual benefit of the
KCC, KDHE, KWD, and the Corps.

e. Kansas Departnent of Agriculture (KDA). The KDA will
be involved in any project that alters the "course, current, or
cross section"” of a streamunder their Stream Cbstruction
Programresponsibilities. They can facilitate State permts for
i mpl ementation, and will provide in-kind technical assistance
and revi ew of plans.

f. Kansas Ceol ogi cal Survey (KGS). The KGS can provide
maps and geo- hydrol ogi cal data and can al so provi de technica
assi st ance.

g. Kansas State Hi storical Society (KSHS). The KSHS will
provide informati on of sites of known historical significance in
the proposed denp areas to avoid violation of historic
preservation | aws.

h. Kansas Departnent of Transportation (KDOT). The KDOT,
in conjunction with the KDW, will provide infornmation as to
potential site |locations and avail abl e funding for
transportation related hiking and biking trails.

i Kansas Departnent of Health and Environnent (KDHE)
The KDHE is responsible for streamnonitoring and | ake
nmonitoring data. The KDHE staff will coordinate on TMDL i ssues
and needs. TMDL devel opnent in the Walnut Basin is scheduled to
start this year. The Environnmental Renediation Bureau can
provide listings and | ocations of waste sites. Non-Point Source
Section has individuals who can contribute to project design and
i mpl enrent ati on pl ans.

j. Kansas Forest Service (KFS). KFS staff will provide
techni cal assistance and advice in preferable tree species and

materials for various areas of the State. The KFS will help in
i dentifying economc incentives related to riparian hardwoods.
They will provide | ocal assistance through the Forest

St ewardshi p Program Comunity Forestry Program and
Conservation Tree Planting Program The KFS are potenti al
participants in operation and nmai ntenance of riparian buffers.
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3. ADDI TI ONAL PARTI Cl PANTS

a. U S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5). The USFWS
will participate in the evaluation and design of restoration
neasures and will assist through the NEPA Coordi nation Act
Report process.

b. Wat ershed Districts.

C. Wal nut River Basin Advisory Conmittee. Basin advisory
comm ttees provide advice to the Kansas Water Office and the
Kansas Water Authority regarding formulation and revision of the
Kansas Water Plan, its inplenmentation, and other matters.
Committees represent each of the 12 major river basins in the
state and are conprised of 11 nenbers. New nenbers are
nonmi nated by the present nenbership, subject to confirmation by
the Kansas Water Authority. Menbers nust reside in the basin in
whi ch they serve and
serve voluntary 4-year
Cerms wthout MAJOR RIVER BASINS IN KANSAS
conpensati on.

“—u_—r—‘
o

. UPPERREPUBLICAN 1
AERAL

Basi n advi sory
conmittee nenbers
represent one of five
wat er user categori es.

Donestic Users - To
be represented by anyone
that uses water for
cooki ng, cl eani ng,
sani tation, and ot her
pur poses nornal |y
associ ated with operation
of a househol d, Ko Wt D,y 153
. . This map intended for planning purposss only.

i ncl udi ng use by
i ndustries, restaurants, hotels, notels, churches, canps,
schools, or sinmlar entities using water for househol d purposes.

Muni ci pal Users - To be represented by an enpl oyee,
el ected, or other appointed official of a city that operates a
public water supply system as defined by K S. A 65-162a, and
anmendnents thereto, or by a consulting engi neer that focuses on
nmuni ci pal public water supply issues.
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Q her Public Water Supply Users - To be represented by an
enpl oyee, elected, or other appointed official of a city that
operates a public water supply systemas defined by K S. A 65-
162a, and anmendnents thereto, including a rural water district,
water district, public wholesale water supply district, or other
simlar entity, but excluding a nunicipality.

Industrial - To be represented by an individual or an
enpl oyee of a business that uses water in manufacturing,
production, transport or storage of products or in providing
commerci al services, including use in connection with steam
el ectric power plants, secondary and tertiary oil recovery, air
condi tioning and aggregate extraction including hydraulic
dredgi ng, or water used for stock watering of over 100 head.

Irrigation - To be represented by an individual that uses
wat er for the production of crops; the watering of parks and
gol f courses; and the watering of gardens, orchards, and | awns
exceeding 2 acres in area.

Fish, Wldlife, and Recreation - To be represented by an
i ndi vi dual that uses water “in-streanf for entertai nnent,
enj oynent, and rel axation, including nanagenent and protection
of aquatic and riparian resources for habitat and ot her
environnmental benefits, or by an individual with expertise on
these issues, as exhibited by enploynent or education
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SECTI ON 3. RESPONSI Bl LI TY ASSI GNMENT MATRI X

1. ORGANI ZATI ONAL BREAKDOMN STRUCTURE

The Organi zational Breakdown Structure (OBS) identifies the
organi zations that work on each study task. The association of
organi zational elenents to individual tasks is presented in the
spreadsheet portion of the Gantt chart. The Gantt chart is a
power ful managenent tool and will be nore frequently updated
than any other PMP conponent. Resource assignnents are shown in
the NAS, including task-resource relationships, duration, start
and finish dates, and cost allocation estimates.

Organi zati onal Breakdown Structure

Resour ce Techni cal El enent/ Description
Cor ps
( CESWI-)
PP-C Prograns and Project Managenent — Civil Wrks
Branch
PE- PF Pl anni ng, Environnmental and Regul atory (PER)
PE- PE Di vision — Formul ati on Section and Eval uati on
Section
PE- E PER Di vi sion - Environnental Analysis and
Conpl i ance Branch
PE- R PER Di vi sion - Regul atory Branch
PA Public Affairs Ofice
EC-D Engi neering and Construction (E&C) Division —
Desi gn Branch
EC-H E&C Di vision - Hydrol ogy and Hydraulics Branch
(0D Operations Division
oC Ofice of Counsel
RE Real Estate Division
KWO Kansas Water O fice (in-kind services)
USFWE US Fish and Widlife Service




SECTI ON 4. SCOPE OF STUDI ES

1. I NTRODUCTI ON

This section of the PMP describes the categories of work to
be acconplished. The work required for this study primarily
consi sts of detailed technical studies, field investigations,
and study managenent activities to identify ecosystem
restoration opportunities in the Wal nut R ver Basin. The study
results will be conpiled in a feasibility report, which wll
i nclude an Environnental Assessnent (EA), supporting appendices,
and an engi neeri ng appendi x.

The feasibility report will describe the problens
identified; plans fornul ated; engi neering, econonic, social, and
environnmental feasibility of each alternative; and the
constraints and inpacts. It will include the design and costs
and the benefits and i npacts of the recormended plan. The work
follows the guidelines set forth in the Planning Gui dance
Not ebook, ER 1105-2-100, dated April 22, 2000, and associ ated
Corps of Engineers regul ati ons and gui dance.

2. BASI C REQUI REMENTS

The work to be performed will be split into infornmal phases
with built-in checkpoints that allow the sponsor to eval uate
their willingness to continue the feasibility study and the
appropri ateness of the Federal governnent to continuing. These
checkpoi nts occur at every neeting scheduled in the NAS and as
requested by the sponsor or the Corps in addition to schedul ed
neeti ngs.

The work to be perfornmed consists of:
e Evaluating ecosystem | osses and needs,
e Developing alternatives to provide ecosystemrestoration
e Evaluating the alternatives to deternine which plan will

result in the greatest NER benefits through use of an
i ncremental analysis, and

e Selecting a recommended plan of action.

W will be follow ng the processes for Devel oping a Restoration
Pl an and Applying Restoration Principles as outlined in Chapters
4 through 8 of the report entitled “Stream Corridor Restoration
Principles, Processes, and Practices,” dated Cctober 1998,
prepared by The Federal |nteragency Stream Restoration Wrking
Group. This process incorporates the Corps’ “Six Step Process”.
Det ai | ed eval uation of outputs and costs will use the cost
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ef fectiveness anal ysis and i ncrenental cost anal ysis approach
The Institute for Water Resources |WR- PLAN software will be used
in the anal ysis.

3. PLAN FORVULATI ON

The Study Manager fromthe District’s Pl anning,
Environnmental, and Regulatory Division will coordinate the plan
formul ation process with invol venent and assi stance of the
coordinator fromthe | ocal sponsor. Managenent of the plan
formul ation effort includes such activities as planning team
neetings, upward reporting, preparing study managenent
docunents, coordinating with the | ocal sponsor and other
agenci es, and integrating technical investigations. The
District planner will summarize the results of the technica
studies leading to plan selection in the plan formul ation
section of the feasibility report. The report will docunent the
alternative formul ation, evaluation, and sel ection process used
to identify cost effective plans, best buy plans, and the
tentatively selected plan

The feasibility study follows the six-step planning process
specified in the Planni ng Gui dance Not ebook, ER 1105-2-100.
Cenerally the process is: (1) identify the problens and
opportunities; (2) describe existing and future w thout-project
conditions; (3) formulate alternative plans that address
pl anni ng obj ectives; (4) evaluate the alternatives against
specified criteria, (5) conpare alternative plans, and
(6) select a plan for reconmendati on.

Screening of the alternatives is an iterative process. A
prelimnary set of alternatives is identified. Conceptua
design, cost estimates, and prelimnary ecosystemrestoration
benefit analysis are determined. This information, plus
informati on obtained fromthe | ocal sponsor and the interested
public, is used to screen the alternatives to a final set which
is then subject to detailed evaluation. Alternatives are
evaluated in a risk-based framework as specified in ER 1105-2-
100. Cost Effectiveness Analysis and I ncrenental Cost Anal yses
(CEA/I CA) are perforned to conpare the alternatives and
determine the NER plan. |IWR-PLAN will be used to conduct
CEA/ I CA. IWR-PLAN assists with plan formul ation by conbi ni ng
user-defined solutions to planning problenms and cal cul ating the
ef fects of each conbination, or "plan." The program can assi st
wi th plan conparison by conducting cost effectiveness and
i ncremental cost anal yses, identifying the plans which are best
financial investnents and displaying the effects of each on a
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range of decision variables. The locally preferred plan wll

al so be evaluated if it differs fromthe NER plan. Annual and
periodic activities for operating and nmi ntai ning the conpl eted
project are also described in the final report. This includes
environmental nitigation, if required; however, nitigation
shoul d not be necessary for an ecosystemrestoration plan

4. HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULI C STUDI ES

The Hydrol ogy & Hydraulic (H&H) activities will provide
dependabl e yi el ds of proposed reservoirs and will evaluate the
availability of water in the Wal nut River Basin for inplenenting
any of the alternatives considered in the feasibility study.

a. An exi sting hydrol ogi c nodel of the Wal nut River Basin
wi |l be updated using the Corps of Engi neers conputer program
Wat er shed Model i ng System (WVB), version 6.0. As base data,
7.5-minute series U S. Ceol ogical Survey Digital Elevation
Model s (DEMs) will be used for determining all basin
paraneters, such as drai nage areas, basin centroids, |engths,
sl opes, etc. The Walnut River Basin will be subdivided into
smal | er subbasins to nodel flows into and out of proposed
reservoir sites.

b. Rai nfall and evaporation data to be used in the water
accounting process will be devel oped from avail abl e NOAA
precipitation stations |ocated within and adjacent to the Wl nut
Ri ver Basin. Rainfall and evaporation data will be put into the
format needed for the Corps of Engineers’ WSROUT conputer
program

C. The H&H Branch will provide support for all GS
activities. Included will be devel opnent of a basin nmap with
al |l proposed dam sites, roads, highways, railroads, rivers and
streans, and other pertinent information.

d. Fi el d reconnai ssance visits of the Wal nut River Basin
will be conducted during the course of the study to verify data
and confirmpotential restoration neasure applicability and
specific | ocals.

e. A section of the Engineering Appendix will be prepared
docunenti ng the net hodol ogy and results of the hydrol ogic and
hydraul i ¢ analysis. The H&H Branch wi |l provi de supporting
graphics, plates, tables, and figures to adequately describe the
study process, nethodol ogies, results, and concl usions.
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f. Changes to time of peak flow, flood hydrograph
vol une, and flood discharges resulting from proposed
i mpl erent ati on neasures will be determ ned.

g. Stream channel velocities will be estimated to support
design of aquatic structures and terrestrial corridor
protection.

h. An i ndependent technical revieww |l also be
undertaken of all hydrol ogic and hydraulic conputations,
assunptions, procedures, and nethodol ogi es.

5. SURVEYS AND GEOTECHNI CAL STUDI ES

This task will provide essential information necessary to
conpl et e engi neeri ng anal ysis and design

a. Surveys. Field surveys may consi st of cross sectiona
surveys across the creeks and any other surveys needed to
accurately locate specific topographic features or structures
that could inpact the study. The Study Team rmay al so consi der
it necessary to establish first floor elevations (surveys) of
structures within the floodplain on a limted basis where these
structures may be inpacted by proposed restoration neasures that
may have an individual or curulative relationship to flood
damage reduction

b. Geot echnical Studies. These studies will consist of
obtai ni ng soil sanples along the streanms, as necessary;
anal yzi ng those sanples; and incorporating the |aboratory tests
results into a report to be included as an appendi x to the
feasibility report. Existing soil classifications nmay be
suitable for restorati on nmeasure design

6. ENG NEERI NG AND DESI GN ANALYSI S, COST ESTI MATES, AND
PRELI M NARY DRAW NGS

This task includes preparing conceptual and detail ed
designs for ecosystemrestoration features. Prelinnary designs
will be prepared for the project alternatives using a | evel of
detail sufficient to screen the alternatives.

a. A site plan will be devel oped for all restoration
neasures and will show rel ationships to floodplain structures,
access roads, utilities, etc. Currently avail abl e topographic
information will be utilized unless it is evident that materi al
guantities cannot be estimated within plus or mnus 20% of their
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probabl e actual values. |If this occurs, additional survey
information in the formof a topographic survey will be
obt ai ned, consistent with site conditions, to devel op details of
the structural features necessary for each alternative plan
(typical sections or drainage structure profiles), so that al
maj or costs relative to the project may be determned within an
accept abl e accuracy. The designs prepared shall be in
sufficient detail to develop cost estinmates that neet Corps of
Engi neers report standards.

b. Det ai | ed engi neering design of the NER plan will be
described in a Design Appendix in the feasibility report. The
associated drawings will present a plan of the overall project;
plan and profiles; and typical sections of features, along with
any other pertinent details such that the engi neering concepts
and consi derations are readily apparent.

C. Cost estimates of construction, preparation of plans
and specifications, and construction nanagenent shall be
prepared for each of the alternative plans. Quantity estinates
of materials will be prepared to allow a reasonabl e estinate of
construction costs. Unit costs will be current average unit
costs of materials. Mnor features may be estinated on a |unp
sum basis after determining the size of the feature and
conmparing costs of simlar features. The detailed cost
estimates will be included in the Design Appendi X.

d. When the project costs are determ ned, the econom st
wi || devel op average annual costs for each alternative using the
current Federal interest rate. Interest accruing during

construction will be determ ned and added to the project cost.
The total project investnent will then be anortized over a 50-
year period of analysis, using the discount rate specified by
the Corps of Engineers at the tinme of calculation. An annua
cost of operation and mai ntenance and any nmj or replacenents
will be determi ned and added to the anortized value. Al
operation, maintenance, and major replacenent costs are the
responsibility of the |ocal sponsor.

7. SOCl CECONOM C STUDI ES AND ANALYSI S

The existing social, econonic, and denographic conditions
for the project area are docunented in the feasibility report.
The with- and w thout-project conditions are described. The
wi t hout - project condition would reflect actions that nmay be
taken in the absence of a Federal project. Social inpacts on
the region, comunities, and groups within the project’s area of
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influence will be evaluated. Socioecononi c inmpacts considered
i nclude incone distribution; enploynent distribution; popul ation
di stribution and conposition; fiscal condition of the State and

| ocal governnents; quality of comunity life; life, health, and
safety factors; displacenents; |ong-term productivity; energy
requi rements; and energy conservation. Inpacts to mnorities

and | owincone groups are al so evaluated and incorporated into
the environnental justice analysis in the NEPA docunent. The
soci al and economi c inpacts of the proposed nodifications and
mtigation neasures are evaluated, and any inpacts on the
environment fromthe proposed project that can be translated to
econom ¢ and social |osses or gains are identified and

eval uat ed

The benefits of the environnental restoration features wll
be determ ned and included in the benefits analysis. Cost
Ef fecti veness and Increnental Cost Analyses will be used to
determ ne which alternative provides the greatest NER benefits.

A narrative report of the soci oecononi c inpacts and
environnmental restoration benefits evaluation will be prepared
and i ncluded as an appendix in the report. The cal cul able
benefits will be discussed in the report supported by
descriptions of the nethodol ogy of analysis and surveys
conduct ed, docunentation of the source of material, and a
di splay of the results of the anal yses. Supporting studies wll
be i ncl uded.

8. FI NANCI AL ANALYSI S

The non-Federal sponsor will provide a Statenent of
Fi nanci al Capability and a financing plan for supporting its
share of the proposed project reconmended as a result of the
study. The Statenent of Financial Capability will provide
evi dence of the sponsor's authority to utilize the identified
source(s) of funds and its capability to obtain remaining funds,
if any are required. This will require evidence that sufficient
funds are currently available or that the sponsor has a | arge
revenue base and a good bond rating.

The financing plan will include a current schedul e of
estimat ed Federal and non-Federal costs by fiscal year; a
schedul e of the sources and use of non-Federal funds during and
after construction by fiscal year; and the nethod of finance for
all non-Federal outlays, including OVRR&R associated with the
proj ect .
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The financial analysis will provide data and information

that denonstrates that the sponsor is credit worthy. |f the
sponsor is relying on non-guaranteed debt to obtain renmining
funds, the analysis will include data and information to

denpnstrate that the projected revenues are reasonably certain
and sufficient to cover the sponsor's stream of costs through
time.

The District Commander will assess the non-Federa
sponsor's financial capability in accordance with EC 1105-2-180,
dated 29 January 1988, which provides procedures and
responsibilities for financial analysis in support of
construction recomendati ons. The assessnent will denonstrate
that: 1) the sponsor has adequate funds to neet its financial
obligations as delineated by the project funding schedul e
provided by the Corps; 2) the reliability of the sources of
funds has been denonstrated; 3) the sponsor has full and | ega
access to those funds; and 4) all parties providing funding
essential to nmeeting the sponsor’s financial obligation are
legally conmitted to providing those funds.

9. REAL ESTATE SUPPLEMENT

In accordance with ER 405-1-12, Chapter 12, a Real Estate
Suppl enrent (RES) that outlines the mninumreal estate
requi rement for the proposed project will be prepared as an
appendi x to the feasibility report. The RES will provide a
description of the area; the acreage and proposed estates; a
di scussi on of any |and owned by State, Federal, or local public
entity or the sponsor; an estimate of the relocation assistance
requi red under Public Law 91-646; the M CACES cost estimte for
real estate; a discussion of the |ocal sponsor’s ability to
acqui re Lands, Easenents, Rights-of-Way, Relocations and
Di sposal area (LERRD s); a discussion of mneral activity if
any; a schedule of land acquisition; a prelimnary assessnent of
the facilities or utilities to be relocated; and any other rea
estate infornmation relevant to the project. At the request of
the Real Estate Division, the District |egal counsel wll
prepare the Opinion of Conpensability regarding utilities being
rel ocat ed.

The Real Estate Division will prepare a gross appraisal of
| and requirenents in accordance with the Real Estate Handbook
(ER 405-1-12). The appraisal foundation will be based on the
necessary estates to be acquired, i.e., fee or type of easenent.
Data will be collected on the local real estate narket regarding
recent sales and offers for sale of inproved and uni nproved
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properties conparable to the right-of-way required for
alternative plans. Research will involve searching deed records
and contacting |ocal appraisers, brokers, attorneys, central
apprai sal districts, and others know edgeabl e of the |ocal real
estate market. This market information will be the basis for
the values of the various types of properties within the
proposed proj ect.

The Real Estate Division, in coordination with the | ocal
sponsor, will obtain right-of-entry pernits for activities that
require entry onto private property. Representatives will also
attend neetings with the study team or sponsor when necessary.

10. RESTORATI ON MEASURE DESI GN

A technical group, ternmed the Restoration Measure Design
(RVD) Team will devel op restoration neasure designs. The RVD
Teamis a subset of the project delivery team This teamwl|
be responsible for field evaluations, site specific conposition
of best nanagenent practices in three levels of scope,
assessnment of existing and wth-project habitat val ues,
devel opnment of quantities for inplenentation of neasures, and
definition of operation and mai ntenance requirenents. The RMD
Teamwi | | receive general guidance fromthe full study team
prior to initiating field evaluations. The RVD Teamw Il review
their field evaluations and neasure designs with the full study
team The Corps’s |lead biologist will coordinate the activities
of the RVD Team The full study teamw |l be responsible for
sel ecting the recommended | evel of devel oprment and
i mpl ementation priorities.

11. ENVI RONMENTAL STUDI ES AND ENVI RONMVENTAL ASSESSMENT ( EA)

Environnmental studies will include all activities necessary
to comply with the NEPA and all applicable environnental |aws
and regulations. The Tulsa District will produce an

Envi ronnmental Assessnment (EA) with the assistance of the sponsor
and contractors, as required.

Public involvenent will include interagency coordination
bet ween the Tulsa District, Federal and State natural resource
agenci es; environnmental, watershed, and comunity groups; and
interested parties. Meetings will be held to discuss data
coll ection needs, alternatives, and environnental concerns.
Newsl| etters, fact sheets, and/or individually witten letters
will be generated to keep interested parties updated on the
status of the project. Public involvenent activities wll
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i ncl ude public meetings/workshops and interagency neetings.

Coordination with State, Federal, and |ocal agencies will be
initiated i medi ately and mai ntai ned t hroughout the NEPA
process. The Public Involvenment Teamw || conduct all NEPA

public involvenent and inplement the community relation plan.

Environnmental inpacts associated with construction and
operation of the project will be discussed and addressed in the
EA in accordance with 40 CFR Part 1502.2. Categories of inpacts
to be addressed include air quality, riparian vegetation, faunal
communi ties, floodplains and wetlands, wild and scenic rivers,
wat er supply, threatened and/or endangered species, soils,
agriculture, cultural resources, economc inpacts, and
cumul ati ve inpacts.

Al'l functional elenents of the District and the KO will be
i nvolved with determ ning inpacts. Planning, Environnmental, and
Regul atory Division is the |ead elenent for this activity.

Coordination with the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service
(USFWS) and the Kansas Departnment of WIldlife and Parks (KDWP)
wi Il be acconplished in accordance with the Fish and Wldlife
Coordi nation Act of 1958. Study funds will be nade available to
the USFWS in accordance with the Act for justified fish and
wildlife studies. Additional coordination with the USFWs wi | |
be required for threatened and endangered species in accordance
wi th the Endangered Species Act of 1973. (The Service does not
use District funds for Threatened and Endangered Speci es studies
or for Section 7 consultation.) Coordination with natural
resource agencies will be the responsibility of Planning,
Environmental , and Regul atory Division. Support from other
Tulsa District functional elenments will also be required.

A USFWS Coordination Act Report (CAR) will be furnished by
the USFWS for inclusion in the EA. A detail ed evaluation wll
be conducted of possible actions that woul d of fset unavoi dabl e
i mpacts associated with the project. Planning, Environnental,
and Regul atory Division will be responsible for funding all
USFW5 activities, report review, and dissem nation of
information to the natural resource agencies.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as anended, requires Federal agencies or project sponsors
seeki ng Federal funding and/or permts to conduct cultural
resource surveys to locate, identify, and evaluate historic
properties in advance of approving an undertaking. Cultural
resource surveys and eval uations of effects of undertakings on
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historic properties will be perfornmed in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Ofice (SHPO and affected Native
Anerican tribes. Because the scope of the study is |arge, no
detail ed surface or subsurface investigations wll be perforned.
Reconmended pl ans of devel opment will include contingencies,
negotiated with the SHPO to conduct surface investigations
during real estate appraisals prior to inplenentation, and
adaptive managenent will address potential inpacts prior to
physi cal inplenentation

After conpletion of the Draft EA and public review and
comment period, Planning, Environnmental, and Regul atory Division
will respond to review coments, revise the docunent, and
prepare a Final EA in accordance with 40 CFR Part 1502. 9.

After review and eval uation of public conments, the
District may deci de to conduct additional workshops or hearings
on the project.

12. PUBLI C | NVOLVEMENT AND COCRDI NATI ON

A public involvenent (PlI) Team of the District Planner
Public affairs Specialist, Social Scientist, NEPA coordinator,
and the | ocal sponsor will oversee inplenmentation of the Public
I nvol verent Plan. C ose communi cati on between technical staff
and the PI. Teamwi |l be required to ensure the rel ease of
accurate infornmati on about study activities to the |oca
community, property owners, interest groups, |local officials,
and the nedia. These activities include preparing for and
conducting public workshops and coordination neetings with other
agenci es and interested persons. The val uable resources of the
conservation districts, watershed districts and Basin Advi sory
Committee, City and County staff, technical groups, Resource
Conservation and Devel opnent groups, individual conservation
groups, the Extension Council, watershed staff specialists,
| ocal farm bureau, commodity groups are available to assist in
devel opnent and i npl enentati on of comunity rel ations.

The PI teamw || develop and distribute letters, notices,
news articles, or radi o announcenents to informthe public of
neeti ngs and workshops. The teamw Il maintain a public
i nvolvenrent mailing list of interested persons, nedia, agencies,
or groups for notification of study events. They will also
mai ntai n nmenoranda of the public neetings and prepare a brief
sumary of the comrents received during and after the workshops
and how t hey were addressed.
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The results of the public involvenent activities will be
docunented in an appendi x of coordination activities. The
appendi x will be part of the feasibility report.

13. PRQIECT AND STUDY MANAGENMENT

The feasibility study will be nanaged under the gui dance of
ER 5-1-11, Program and Project Managenent, and will follow the
si x-step planni ng process specified in the Planning Qui dance
Not ebook, ER 1105-2-100. Under ER 5-1-11, the PM provides
| eadership to a nulti-disciplined teamw th responsibility for
assuring that the project stays focused on the custonmer’s needs
and expectations and that all work is done in accordance with a
managenent plan and approved busi ness processes. The Study
Manager fromthe District's Planning, Environnental, and
Regul atory Division will lead the teamin day-to-day activities
and coordinate the plan formul ati on process and preparation of
the feasibility report. Mnagenent of the plan formul ation
effort will include activities such as team neetings,
preparation of study managenent docunents, technica
coordination with the |ocal sponsor and ot her agencies, and
integration of all technical investigations. The Study Manager
Wi ll sunmmarize the results of the technical studies leading to
plan selection in the feasibility report. The report wll
docurment the alternative fornul ation, evaluation, and sel ection
process used to identify the tentatively sel ected plan

As part of the formulation process, the study will consider
technical feasibility; economc feasibility; environnental
i mpact; real estate acquisition; and views of the USFWS5, the
| ocal sponsor, and study proponents. The Study Manager wil|l
| ead the study teamin screening alternatives. Based on review
of existing data and limted field reconnai ssance, the teamw ||
devel op concept |evel designs and cost estinmates and conduct a
prelimnary benefit-to-cost analysis of alternatives. This
information, plus infornmation obtained fromthe USFW5 wll be
used to screen alternatives.

This feasibility study will be managed by the Project
Manager (PM), with periodic assistance and assessnment from ot her
nenbers of the team Day-to-day technical activities will be
conducted by the Study Manager, Real Estate managers, and
project team nenbers to ensure tight control on tine and cost of
proj ect execution. A variety of nanagenent control tools have
been provided through the Project Managenent system and through
working level relationships with menbers of the study team The
tool s include conmputer software designed for project and
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resource scheduling and funds control. |In addition, the PMwill
have frequent informal contact as well as formal neetings with
resource nmanagers and project team nenbers. The District and

Di vision Project Review Boards (PRB) will be kept informed of
the project status, and will assist the PMin setting priorities
and regulating the progress of the land transfer process. In

addition, the Corps of Engineers Financial Managenent System
(CEFMS) will be used to control funds within the Tulsa District.

Study status reports will be sent on a quarterly basis to
Congressi onal representatives and Corps higher authority, when
request ed.

The PMwi |l be responsible for copies of letters exchanged
with the [ ocal sponsor that affect study costs, scopes, and/or
schedul es; official correspondence with higher authority on
simlar subjects; internal menoranda that bear on significant
study el enents, and, in general, any other correspondence that
af fects significant aspects of the study.

The PMwi |l be responsible for preparati on and nanagenent
of internal funds control docunents for allocation and
managenent of the study. The non-Federal Sponsor will assist in
proj ect nanagenent. The PMw Il nonitor expenditures, prepare
proj ect nanagenent reports, report study status and issues to
the District Engineer and the Executive Conmittee, and prepare
the PMP. This includes preparation of budget docunents and
financial reports.

The PMwi |l prepare witten trip reports that docunent
study area visits; nmeetings with the non-Federal sponsor; and
other trips that affect the scope, cost, or schedule of the
reeval uati on.

The PMwi |l be responsible for devel opnent and negoti ation
of a Project Cooperation Agreenent (PCA) to docunent project
cost sharing, OVRR&R, relative roles and responsibilities for
the project, and an analysis of the local sponsor's ability to
neet their responsibilities under the terns of the PCA The
Initial Draft PCA Package will acconpany the feasibility report
and will include: (1) the PCA, (2) Federal/Non-Federa
al l ocation of funds table; (3) PCA deviation report, if
appropriate; (4) certification of legal review, and (5) D strict
revi ew conment s.
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The Study Manager will ensure that the study will
acconplish the goals established, proceed at the antici pated
rate, and that the items in the Scope of Studies are foll owed.

a. Progress Meetings. At |east once each quarter during
the study period, or nore often if deened necessary by the Study
Managenent Team the teamw |l hold neetings or tel ephone
conference calls to discuss progress, problens, or other issues.
The Corps of Engi neers and the |ocal sponsor will hold the
neetings in Kansas | ocations nutually agreed upon. The costs to
the local sponsor of attending neetings will be considered a

part of project managenent costs and will be included in the
annual and final accounting of study costs. The Study
Managenent Teamwi ||l prepare a witten Menorandum for the Record
(MFR) of team neetings or tel ephone conference calls. The MR
will identify persons participating, subjects discussed, and
concl usi ons reached. A copy of these reports will be avail able
to study team nenbers and the Executive Conmittee to keep them

i nformed of the progress of the work itens underway.

b. Techni cal Meetings. The Study Teamwi |l hold periodic
neetings with technical elenents to review study progress;
prepare budget docunentation; nonitor and nanage funds; prepare
project-rel ated correspondence; coordinate with Federal, State,
and | ocal agencies to informthemof the alternatives identified
and the progress of the study; participate in Executive
Committee neetings as requested; and provide gui dance and
support as required to ensure responsiveness to questions and
concerns fromthe start of the study to review and approval of
the final report.

C. Moni tori ng of Funds. The Study Teamw |l use the
Cor ps Fi nanci al Managenent System (CEFMS) to nonitor and manage
study funds. The teamwill use CEFMS-generated reports to
nonitor the obligation and expenditures of funds, prepare funds
transfer with other agencies, and track fundi ng progress

d. Budgeting. The general investigation study process
requires preparation of quarterly and annual budget
docunentati on and nonitoring of study expenditures. Budget
docunent ati on nay consi st of project cost estimates, benefit
estimates, study cost estimates, and related project information
sheets needed to support budget requests. Budget documents
shall be updated periodically during each year in support of
budget reviews and to reflect changing interest rates or cost
esti mat es.
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e. Contracts. Contract negotiation and adninistration
may require that sonme or all of the following items be perforned
for each study el enment by individuals other than those enpl oyed
by the | ocal sponsor or the Tulsa District, Corps of ENngineers:
preparation of a scope of work and a cost estinmate; selection
and negotiation of a contractor; nonitoring progress of the
work, and reviewing interimand final products.

f. Agency Coordi nation. Coordination with other agencies
will require on-site visits and/ or correspondence w th Federal
State, and | ocal governnent agencies, institutions, businesses,
or groups with expertise, responsibilities, or resources rel ated
to drai nage, flood control, transportation, agricultura
activities, environnental resources, or other areas of interest
to this study. Particular attention will be directed to the
agenci es, special interest groups, affected cities, the U S
Fish and Wldlife Service, and those responsible for existing
physical facilities directly related to or affected by the
st udy.

g. I n-Kind Services Report. The |ocal sponsor wll
provide a quarterly witten statenent of its in-kind services.
The quarterly statement will describe the kind of service
perfornmed during that period and will include a sunmary of total
i n-kind services for the study. For contracts, the report
shoul d be supported by a copy of the contractor's billing or
witten report of progress. For |abor resources the statenent
will identify the individual staff, study activity, the nunber
of individual staff hours, the individual direct cost, and
associ ated administration costs (overhead). In-kind credit wll
be verified and docunented by the Project Manager follow ng
consultation with functional elenents within the district. A
final audit will verify in-kind service cost val ues.

h. Feasibility Report. The feasibility report wll
consist of a main report, an Environnmental Assessnent, and the
engi neeri ng appendi x. The report will be a conplete decision-
maki ng docunent; with plan formrul ati on based on technica
studi es data and published reports applicable to the project
study area. The main report will be witten in an easy-to-
understand style using graphics, illustrations, and/or
phot ographs to summari ze study findings.

(1) The length and detail of the Environnental
Assessnment will conformto the regulations contained in 40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508, "National Environnental Policy Act," dated
29 Novenber 1978

4-14



(2) The engineering appendix will be technical
reports witten for technical reviewers. The length and detail
of the appendix will be sufficient to cover the nmain aspects of
the subject and will follow applicable regulations for each
di scipline. Appendices for the foll owi ng subjects nay be
prepared: Hydrol ogy and Hydraulics; Econom ¢ and Soci al
Anal ysis; Geology and Soils; US. Fish and Wldlife Service
Coordi nation Act Report; Design and Cost Estinmates; Real Estate
Pl an; Pertinent Correspondence; and Financial Capability
Anal ysi s.

i Revi ew and Acceptance. During the feasibility study,
the Corps and the | ocal sponsor will review the technical
products as required. An independent, interdisciplinary peer
technical review teamw ||l review the products (technical
appendi x). Sout hwestern Division (SWD) will assure quality
conmpl i ance, and Headquarters (USACE) will evaluate for policy
conpliance. After responses are nade to the review comments and
the draft report has been nodified accordingly, the feasibility
report will be reviewed by appropriate Federal, State, and | ocal
governnment officials; |ocal agencies; and interested groups and
i ndividuals. Their coments will be included in the final
report.

j. Revi ew Conti ngency. During the review process, the
report will be submitted for Washington | evel review These
reviews nmay require that Tulsa District personnel and the | ocal
sponsor participate in preparing responses to the review
comments to ensure that report approval is processed in a tinely
manner. The anpbunt of work during review is deternm ned by the
nunber and nature of review coments and cannot be
predetermined. To ensure that the |ocal sponsor is afforded an
opportunity to participate in any significant effort as a result
of that review, a separate itemw |l be included for that
activity. |n accordance with EC 1105-2-108, funding for this
activity will be the |l esser of 5% or $50,000; the line item
included in the study cost estinate will be 5% of the total
study cost.

k. | ssue Resol ution Conferences. Two issue resolution
conferences are nandatory during the feasibility phase. The
first is the Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM. The second is
either an Alternative Fornmulation Briefing (AFB) or a
Feasibility Revi ew Conference (FRC).
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The FSMis called early in the study, soon after the NEPA
scopi ng process and the prelimnary plan formulation and
eval uati on have been acconplished. The FSM hel ps everyone to
focus the study on key alternatives, define the depth of
anal ysis required, and refine study constraints.

The Feasibility Review Conference (FRC) is held prior to
the rel ease of the draft Environnental Assessnment and draft
feasibility report, unless an Alternative Formul ation Briefing
(AFB) was held early in the study phase. The AFB process is
pl anned for this feasibility study. (If Washington-I|evel policy
concerns are resolved by the AFB, the District would be all owed
to submt the draft feasibility report concurrently for
Washi ngton | evel review and public release of the draft EA
This process saves the tinme involved in a sequential review
process necessary for the FRC.)

After the tentatively selected plan is identified, the AFB
will be scheduled to ensure that the Corps and the | ocal sponsor
focus their resources on alternatives that are in the Federa
interest. The District, the local sponsor, SW, and HQUSACE
will attend the AFB. The purpose of the AFB is to revi ew study
fi ndi ngs concerni ng probl ens and needs; evaluate the array of
alternatives and deternine their consistency with Federa
interest; and review the prelimnary analysis of the inpacts of
alternatives. This neeting will be a key decision point in
determ ni ng whether alternatives neet Federal policies and
shoul d be recommended for project inplenmentation. If the |oca
sponsor has a preferred alternative that differs fromthe
tentatively selected plan, it will be identified and revi ewed at
this time. The conference may be convened at a physica
| ocation or conducted through virtual electronic nmeans.

Background material in the formof pre-conference naterials
will be sent to SWD and HQUSACE at | east 35 days prior to the
AFB conference. The design and costs presented at the AFB wil |
be at a level of detail sufficient to screen alternatives and
select the plan that will be subject to a detailed anal ysis.
Pre-conference materials are outlined in ER 1101-2-100,

Appendi x G Exhibit G4. D scussion and resolution of al
policy issues are docurmented in an AFB Policy Guidance
Menor andum prepared by HQUSACE

l. Fi nal Report Docunentation. The final feasibility
report (including the final NEPA docunent) will incorporate the
review comments from agencies, the public, SWD, and HQUSACE
resulting fromreview of the draft docunent. The SWD Conmander
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will prepare a public notice to announce endorsenent of the

final report. HQUSACE will prepare a witten assessnent of the
final report to docunent conpliance with current policy. The
Chi ef of Engineers will prepare a brief summary of the report

and send it to the Assistant Secretary of the Arny for Civil
Wrks (ASA(CW). The Ofice of Managenent and Budget (OVB) will
notify the ASA(CW of the Administration's position on
transmtting the report to Congress for authorization. |If
reconmended by the OVB, the ASA(CW wll transmt the report
with the reconmendations to Congress. At that point, the
feasibility phase will be conplete.
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SECTI ON 5. WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE

The Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) is a task-oriented
hi erarchy of the scope of study, and is enbodied in a codified
system which organizes the study in a | ogical nanner. The
final product for this project is the conpletion of a
Feasibility Report. Following is a list of generic Wrk
Breakdown Structure (WBS) efforts and products. A functional
WBS code is automatically generated within the Network Anal ysis
Software (NAS) used to schedule, nonitor, and manage this study.
The NAS is Mcrosoft Project 2000. Because the NAS is the data
entry portal and is subject to frequent change, it is the single
di splay location for the WBS to reduce redundant information
revision. To facilitate initial review of the NAS, a graphical
sumary representation will be included.

GENERI C WORK BREAKDOWN | TEMS

Publ i c I nvol venent

Proj ect Managenent

Pl an Fornul ation

I nventory

Habi t at Eval uati on

Sur vey/ Mappi ng

Mtigati on Measure Design

Soci oeconomi ¢

Hydr ol ogy/ Hydraul i cs

Geot echni cal

Desi gn and Costs

Real Estate

Qual ity Assurance

Policy Conpliance

| WR- PLAN Model Preparation

Cost Effectiveness Anal ysis (CEA)
I ncrenmental Cost Analysis (ICA
Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM
Al ternative Fornul ation Briefing (AFB)
Draft Report

| ndependent Technical Review (I TR)
I ncorporate Comments

Fi nal Report

Di vi sion Engi neers Final Notice
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SECTI ON 6. REFERENCES TO STATUTES, REGULATI ONS, AND GUI DANCE

The principal ER that guides the Corps of Engineers
pl anni ng process is ER 1105-2-100, Pl anni ng Gui dance Not ebook,
dated 22 April 2000, U. S. Arny Corps of Engineers. Appendix A
of ER 1105-2-100 contains references to the applicabl e statutes,
public | aws, executive orders, and engi neering regul ations that
gui de preparation of Corps feasibility studies.

Additional references that will be utilized during the
conpl etion of work tasks include the follow ng:

EC 1105-2-208, "Preparation and Use of Project Managenent
Pl ans,” 23 Decenber 1994, U. S. Arny Corps of Engineers.

EC 1165-2-203, "Technical and Policy Conpliance Review, "
Departnent of the Arnmy, U S. Arny Corps of Engineers, 15 Cctober
1996.

ER 1110-2-1150, “Engi neering and Design of G vil works
Projects”, 31 August 1999.

ER 5-1-11, "Program and Project Managenent Regul ation,”
Departnent of the Arny, U S. Arny Corps of Engi neers, 17 August
2001.

CECWPM Pl anni ng Gui dance Letter 97-1, “WRDA 96
I mpl enentation,” 19 Novenmber 1996, U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers.

CECW PE, Pl anning CGui dance Letter 97-10, “Shortening the
Pl anni ng Process,” 26 March 1997, U. S. Arny Corps of Engineers.

Econom ¢ and Environnmental Principles and Guidelines for
Water and Rel ated Land Resource |nplenmentation Studies, 1983.

Econom ¢ and Envi ronnental Consi deration for |ncrenental
Cost Analysis in Mtigation Planning, |WR Report 91-r-1, 1991.




SECTION 7. QUALITY CONTRCL PLAN

1. STUDY TEAM

The study is assigned to and executed under the genera
funds and schedul e nanagenent of the PM The PMis responsible
for ensuring that the products and services of the team neet the
gual ity, expectations, and cost/schedule conmitnents nade to the
custoner. |In general, the study is directed by the Study
Manager and is executed by team nenbers. The study teamis a
mul ti-disciplinary group consisting of nenbers of the functiona
el enents of the district and may include nenbers from ot her
districts or the AA-E community. Team nenbers have adequate
training, technical expertise, and experience to performthe
work required. Appendix 4 contains biographies of team nenbers.

2. STUDY PROGRESS

Overall progress of the study is nmmintained through the
proj ect schedul e and budget. Study progress is al so neasured
t hrough coordinati on nechani sns, such as nonthly Project Review
Board neetings, study team neetings, in-progress-review
neetings, and issue resol ution conferences.

Revi ew neetings and i ssue resol ution conferences are
schedul ed to mai ntain coordination, support, and policy guidance
fromDivision and Headquarters. A Feasibility Scopi ng Meeting
is scheduled to foll ow the NEPA scoping neeting (public
wor kshop). An Alternative Formulation Briefing is al so
schedul ed to achi eve early Headquarters acceptance of the
reconmendation prior to report preparation

3. TECHNI CAL, LEGAL, AND PCOLI CY REVI EW

Techni cal products from plan fornul ation, environnental,
econom cs, engineering, cost estimating, real estate, and other

di sciplines essential to preparing a quality report will have an
i ndependent technical review. Reviews will be ongoing

t hroughout the study, using a review team of engi neers and
scientists. The reviewers will represent the appropriate

disciplines utilized in the study. Participants include but are
not linmted to disciplines covering G vil Engineering, Water
Resour ces Pl anni ng, Biol ogy, Archeol ogy, Econom cs, Counsel, and
Real Estate.

The technical reviewteamw ||l be conposed of senior |evel
technical staff, with oversight provided by senior technica
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managers. The review team nay performindividual or group
reviews. They will review the decision docunent, technical
appendi x applicable to their discipline, and any A-E contractor
reports that are part of the study. Participants of the review
teamw || be provided with a Techni cal Review Checklist (Figure
7-1). The checklist will facilitate their review and hel p
ensure that the decision docunent of the study conforns to

regul ati ons, gui dance, and sound professional practice. The
checklist is not intended to replace the reviewer's technical
expertise or engineering judgenent. Reviewer concerns or
comments should be noted along with the checklist. Reviewteam
nmenbers will provide witten conments to the Study Manager. The
Study Manager will coordinate a witten response through the
study team nenbers. The PMwill facilitate any nmeetings with
the review and study teans if responses to comments are deened

i nadequat e. Sponsor issues or concerns will also be resolved
through coordination efforts of the PM Each functional area is
responsi bl e for scheduling and coordi nati ng additional checks
and/or reviews as required by their functional area. Final
responsibility for resolution of technical reviewissues wll
reside with the technical functional chief at the District. The
functional chief will sign the Certification of Independent
Techni cal Review (Figure 7-2) docunenting that mgjor concerns
and issues were considered and resol ved.

The review teamw Il sign the Conpl etion of |ndependent
Technical Review (Figure 7-3), and District Counsel will sign
the Certification of Legal Review (Figure 7-4). The project
study team and the technical reviewers are listed in Figure 7-5.
(The list will be updated if there are personnel changes or
changes in work [ oad.) Docunentation of in-progress reviews and
the final quality control review will be maintained in the
project files and will be available to the PM

A policy conpliance review will be conducted in accordance
wi th gui dance provided in EC 1165-2-203, dated 15 Cctober 1996.
The policy conpliance review ensures that the proposed action is
consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the Cvil
Works program An inmportant mlestone in policy review occurs
at the Alternative Fornulation Briefing. At this briefing,
policy issues that have been identified will be addressed.
Appendi x B of EC 1165-2-203 presents a checklist of itens
consi dered during that review
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4. COORDI NATI ON DOCUMENTATI ON

Project information docunenting study team neetings, study
status, decisions, or issue resolution is maintained in the
District's project files. This includes technical review
coordi nation and conpletion and the Certifications of Technica
and Legal Review. Exanples of other pertinent technical data or
correspondence available in the project files include:

e Site maps/locations of the project area

* Real estate requirenents, including right-of-entry
permts, right-of-way maps, and easenents

e Technical data and appendi x

e Environnmental Assessnent, EA, and FONS

e Section 404 Deternination and Permt

e« Technical review conments

e Fact sheets

e Project related correspondence and nenoranda

e Letter of support or concern
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Figure 7-1
TECHNI CAL REVI EW CHECKLI ST

1. STUDY AUTHORI TY

Does the study conformto
the intent of the cited study
authority?

2. SCOPE OF | NVESTI GATI ON
a. Have the water

resource rel ated probl ens been
fully and clearly eval uat ed?

b. Have all significant
resource uses been adequately
consi der ed?

c. Have all foreseeable
short- and | ong-term needs
been adequately consi dered?

3. OBJECTI VE OF
I NVESTI GATI ON

Are pl anni ng objectives
clearly stated?
4. PLAN FORMULATI ON
a. Have the assunptions
and rationale for the without-
proj ect condition been

explicitly stated and are they
reasonabl e?

b. Have all reasonable
al ternatives, including
nonstructural and no action
pl ans, been adequately
addr essed?

c. Have alternatives that
are not inplementable by the
Corps been fully considered?
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d. For water supply, has
a range of measures been
adequat el y consi dered t hat
can, over tine, bal ance water
demand for various purposes

with water availability?

e. Has a justified plan
been identified and properly
eval uat ed?

f. Have a sufficient
nunmber of alternatives been
anal yzed to determine if there
is ajustified plan?

g. Is there sufficient
rationale for any recomrended
departure fromthe NED pl an?

h. Are the reasons for
sel ection of major elenents of
the recomended pl an sound and
adequat e?

i. Does the selected plan
conformto existing policy?
If not, have the reasons for
departure been adequately
docunent ed?

j. Would staged
construction be appropriate?

k. Is the selected plan
consi stent with applicable
conpr ehensi ve plans for the
area?

1. Have both benefici al
and adverse effects been
adequately evaluated for the



sel ected plan and
alternatives?

m Has acqui sition of
necessary |land for future
proj ect el enents been
adequat el y consi dered?

5. ECONOM C ANALYSI S
a. Has adequate
consi derati on been given to

trade-of fs between econom c
and environnental effects?

b. Do the conbi ned
beneficial econom ¢ and
environnmental quality effects
out wei gh the conbi ned adverse
econoni ¢ and envi ronment al
ef fects?

c. Are separable
features, including mtigation
neasures, increnmentally
justified?

d. Does the report state
the benefit-to-cost ratio
(BCR) for the reconmended pl an
assum ng exi sting conditions

prevail over the period of
anal ysi s?
1. Annual Charges

a. Do the interest
rate and the anortization
period conformto present
practice?

b. Has interest
during construction been
correctly cal cul ated and
i ncluded in the econonic
anal ysi s?
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2. Benefit Eval uation

a. Have NED benefits
been eval uated in accordance
wi th appropriate guidelines
and procedures? |f not, are
accept abl e reasons for
devi ati on from standard
procedures furnished?

b. Is the benefit
estimate mat hematically
correct?

c. Are the
assunptions regarding future
alternative conditions clearly
stated and justified, and are
these assunptions reasonabl e?

d. Have all known
benefits been included in the
benefit estinate?

e. Are the economc
proj ecti ons reasonabl e?

f. Have nethodol ogi es
and assunptions been expl ai ned
in sufficient detail?

g. Is the infornmation
and data adequate to
reasonably support the benefit
esti mat e?

h. Is the without-
proj ect condition reasonable
and believable, and does it
actually reflect how non-
Federal interests will act
the resource under study is
not devel oped?

i f

i. Have possibilities
of windfall benefits and
appropriate special cost



shari ng been thoroughly
i nvesti gat ed?

j. Are average annua
benefits on the same tine
basi s as average annual costs?

k. Have possible
negati ve benefits been
adequat el y consi dered and
eval uat ed?

. 1f NED enpl oynment
benefits are clainmed, is the
area still eligible?

m |If as a result of
i nvestigations by planning and
regul atory staffs it is
apparent that an activity to
be conducted by a project
beneficiary is not in the
public interest, has (have)
the projected econonc
benefit(s) associated with
that activity been elimnated?

n. |If recreation
benefits are cl ai ned, does the
report include an adequate
description of conpeting
facilities and their existing
and expected future use with
and without the proposed
project? Also, does the
report adequately distinguish
bet ween and descri be the
i mpacts on peak versus average
use in the with- and wthout -
proj ect conditions?

6. HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULI CS
a. Does the hydrol ogic
and hydraul i c engi neering
anal ysis conformto current
criteria?
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b. Have water contro
pl ans been devel oped to the
poi nt that pertinent
regul ati on schedul es and wat er

control diagrans have been
pr epar ed?
c. Have the regul ation

schedul es and water contro
di agrans been coordinated with

the | ocal sponsor/ project
owner ?
d. Has an interi mwater

control plan for control of
wat er during construction been
pr epar ed?

e. If this is the final
docunent before plans and
specifications, are al
necessary engi neering studies
to assure that the proposed
project will function as
i nt ended (i ncluding physical
and mat hermati cal nodel s)
conpl eted or ongoi ng during
PED?

f. Have the engineering
anal yses identified project
i mpacts upstream and
downstream of the project?

g. Are the residua
fl oodi ng probl ens and ot her
necessary project inpact
i nformati on adequate to forma
basis for the OVR&R cost
estimate and to provide a ful
di scl osure of project
perfornmance for the |ocal
sponsor ?



7. Rl SK AND UNCERTAI NTY -
SENSI TI VITY ANALYSI S

a. Have the plans and
their effects been
sufficiently exanmined to
determ ne the uncertainty

inherent in the data or in the
assunptions of future
econom ¢, denographic, social

attitudi nal, environnental,
and technol ogi cal trends?

b. Have the areas of
sensitivity been adequately
identified and proper analysis
perforned so that decisions
can be made with know edge of
the degree of reliability of
avail abl e information?

c. Does the report
address the risk and
uncertainty of the wthout-
project condition assunptions,
and does it test for
sensitivity?

d. Have the advantages
and costs of reducing risk and
uncertai nty been adequately
consi dered in the planning
process?

8. ENG NEERI NG
a. |s the supporting
engi neeri ng data of sufficient

detail to adequately describe
the proposed design?

b. Have adequate
subsurface investigations been
made to reasonably assure that
the foundation is
satisfactory?
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c. Does the structura
stability analysis conformto
current criteria?

d. Are special design
provi sions required for
seism c resistance?

e. Has an adequate
i nspection and nonitoring plan
been devel oped and a neans of
provi di ng feedback to the
desi gners been provi ded?

f. Is the proposed
proj ect based on sound
engi neering, and will the
i nt ended pur pose be perfornmed
over the life of the project?

g. |Is the construction
schedul e and peri od
reasonabl e?

h. Are there any
potential problens that could
result fromstructural failure
or operational procedure? If
so, are neasures proposed or
available to mininze or
elimnate the inpact?

i. Are there any
potential problens that could
result froma catastrophic
natural event? |f so, are
neasures proposed or avail able
to mininze or elimnate the
i mpact ?

j. Have all the
necessary project features
assuned in the engineering
anal ysis, both existing or
proposed (either by the Corps
project or sone other future
effort), been identified and



any necessary real estate

subj ugation taken to ensure
project function and viability
over the life of the project?

9. OPERATI ON, MAI NTENANCE
AND REPLACEMENT

a. Does the report
i ndi cate the physical criteria
for satisfactory project
perfornmance that can be used
as a basis for establishing
sponsor's operation,
mai nt enance, and repair and
| and use managenent
responsibilities?

b. Are annual costs for
operation, maintenance, and
repl acenment reasonabl e?

10. REAL ESTATE PLAN

a. Do the real estate
interests to be acquired
adequately reflect |and

requi rements necessary for
reconmended project el enents?

b. Are the cost estimates
for land requirenents
reasonabl e (including clean-up
costs that may be associ ated
wi th contam nated | ands)?

c. Is the acquisition
schedul e for | and requirenments
reasonabl e?

d. Are there estinmates of
the nunber and types of
owner shi p?

e. Is there an estimate
of the acreage involved in
each project purpose?
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f. Does the study include
the proposed estates, and are
t hey appropriate?

g. Is there an estinmate
of the nunber of Uniform
Rel ocati on Assi st ance
di spl aced persons and
busi nesses?

h. Is there an estimte
of the nunber and type of
utility or facility
rel ocations?

i. Does the initial Rea
Estate Cost Estimate include
estimtes for |ands and
damages, including |ands
associated with the rel ocation
of facilities, utilities,
etc.; URA relocations; and
adnm nistrative costs to
acquire the necessary |and and
conti ngenci es?

11. COST ESTI MATES

a. Are quantity and cost
estimat es reasonable and in
adequat e detail ?

b. Are cost estimtes
assenbl ed by the code of
accounts in EC 1110-2-538?

c. Are contingency
al | owances docunented and
di stributed? Are they
adequate to ensure high
probability of achieving
i mpl ementation within
estimated costs?

d. Are engineering and
desi gn and supervision and



admi ni stration charges
reasonabl e and/or in
confornmance with current
experience?

e. Have induced and
associ ated costs been given
proper treatnent? 1Is this
mtigation/environnental ?

f. Has the work to be
perforned by | ocal interests,
as required by the itens of
| ocal cooperation, been
properly included in the cost
esti mat e?

g. Have trade-offs
bet ween ri sk and costs been
explicitly identified as areas
for detailed evaluation in
proper design?

h. Does the overal
project cost estimate refl ect
the costs associated with
State and | ocal permt actions
required to inplenment the
reconmended pl an?
12. COST ALLOCATI ON
a. Is the cost allocation

in conformance with existing
policies?

b. Has the necessity for
sub-al | ocati on been adequately
consi dered?

c. Have all project
pur poses been included in the
al l ocation?
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13. COST APPORTI ONMENT

a. |s the apportionnent
of cost to local interests in
conformance with present
policy and eval uation
procedur e?

b. Are there speci al
ci rcunstances associated with
the project that warrant
consi deration of increased
non- Federal cost sharing?

14. COVPLI ANCE W TH NATI ONAL
ENVI RONMENTAL POLI CY ACT

a. Have the necessary
t echni cal studies and
coordi nati on been conducted in
accordance with the Nati onal
Envi ronmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as anended,
and ot her applicable
envi ronnental | ans?

b. Has mitigation of
adverse effects been
considered in each alternative
pl an and evaluated in
accordance with appropriate
Cor ps of Engi neer guidelines?

c. Is the appropriate
NEPA docunent ( EA/ FONSI)
included in the report?

d. Has the NEPA document
been devel oped and coordi nat ed
in accordance with 40 CFR
Parts 1500-15 and ER 200-2-2?

e. Have the environnental
i mpacts of all reasonable
alternatives been properly
eval uat ed and di spl ayed?



f. WII the activity to
be conducted require a
Departnent of the Arny permt
(e.g., Section 404 or Section
10 pernit), and if so, has the
activity been included in the
envi ronment al docunent ati on of
the project as required by the
NEPA?

g. |Is the appropriate
Fish and Wl dlife Coordination
Act docunent included in the

report?
h. Have HTRWsite
assessnent results been

i ncorporated in environnental
consi derati ons?

i. Is Section 7
coordi nation required on
endanger ed speci es?

j. Have environnental
i ssues been adequately and
t horoughly considered in plan
formul ati on, including inmpacts
on historic and cultura
resources?

k. Cul tural
cl ear ances.

resource

15. COORDI NATI ON

a. Has there been
adequat e coordination with
appropriate State, |ocal
Federal agencies, and have
their views been considered in
formul ati ng the recommended

pl an?

and

b. Has coordi nati on
conforned to | aw, executive
orders, and agreenents between
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agencies, and, if not, has the
departure been satisfactorily
expl ai ned?

c. Have the proper
preservation, conservation
historical, and scientific

i nterests been consulted, and
were their views given
adequat e consi deration during
pl an fornul ati on?

16. PUBLI C | NVOLVEMENT

a. Was adequate public

i nvol vermrent conduct ed during
the planning process to fully
informinterested parties and
to ascertain their views?

b. Have any internationa
i mplications associated with
the recomended pl an been
properly addressed?
17. LOCAL COOPERATI ON
a. Are the itens to be
furni shed by local interests
those nornally required under
the law and by present policy,
and, if not, is adequate

support given for classifying
the itens as those to be

furni shed by local interests?
b. If recreation or fish
and wi l dlife enhancenent is

included in nultiple-purpose
projects, is a letter of

i ntent from non- Feder al
interests included in
accordance with Public Law 89-
727

c. Have reporting officers
establ i shed that | ocal



interests fully understand and
are willing and capabl e of
furni shing the | ocal
cooperation specified?

d. Has the non-Federa
sponsor requested speci al
conditions different from
provisions in the nodel PA,
and, if so, have these
condi ti ons been agreed to by
HQUSACE and the ASA(CW ?

18. FI NANCI AL ANALYSI S

a. Does the report
include a letter of intent to
cost share fromthe non-
Federal sponsor?

b. Does the non-Federal
sponsor's letter of intent to
cost share provide evidence of
the sponsor's authority to
utilize the identified source
or sources of funds and
provide information on the
non- Federal sponsor's
capability to obtain remaining
funds, if any?

c. If the sponsor is
relying on third party
contributions, does the letter
of intent include conparable
data for the third party
together with evidence of
| egal conmitnent to the
sponsor ?

its

d. If a non-Federal
sponsor's financi ng depends on
contributions of funds by a
third party or parties, and
t he non- Federal sponsor does
not have the capability to
neet its financial obligations
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w t hout said contribution,
does the report have a
separate statenent of
financial capability and
financing plan for the
contributions fromthe third
party or parties?

19. POLI CY ASPECTS

a. Does the proposed
project conformto policies
establ i shed by | aw and USACE
di rectives governi ng Federa
partici pation?

b. Has the revi ew
consi dered current
Adm ni stration policies and
deci sions, as well as
directions, actions, and
interpretations by the OVB and
the ASA (CW?



Figure 7-2
CERTI FI CATI ON OF | NDEPENDENT TECHNI CAL REVI EW

Si gni fi cant concerns and the explanation of the resolution
are as foll ows:

(Describe the nmajor technical concerns, possible inmpact and
resol ution)

As noted above, all concerns resulting fromindependent
techni cal review of the project have been considered. The
report and all associated docunments required by the Nationa
Envi ronnmental Policy Act have been fully revi ewed.

Chi ef, Pl anni ng, Environnental Dat e
and Regul atory Divi sion

Chi ef, Engi neering and Construction Date

Di vi si on
Chi ef, Operations Division Dat e
Chi ef, Real Estate Division Dat e

7-9



Figure 7-3
COVPLETI ON OF | NDEPENDENT TECHNI CAL REVI EW

The District has conpleted the feasibility study of Wl nut
Ri ver Basin. Notice is hereby given that an independent
techni cal review has been conducted that is appropriate to the
| evel of risk and conplexity inherent in the project, as defined
inthe Quality Control Plan. During the independent technical
review, conpliance with established policy principles and
procedures utilizing justified and valid assunptions was
verified. This included review of assunptions, nethods,
procedures, and material used in anal yses; alternatives
eval uat ed; the appropriateness of data used and | evel of data
obt ai ned; and reasonabl eness of the results, including whether
the product neets the custoner's needs consistent with [ aw and
exi sting Corps policy. An independent District team
acconpl i shed the i ndependent technical review

Techni cal Revi ew Team Leader Dat e

Si gnat ures Team Menbers:
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Figure 7-4
CERTI FI CATI ON OF LEGAL REVI EW

The draft report, Wl nut River Basin Ecosystem Restoration,
i ncluding all associated docunents required by the National
Environmental Policy Act, has been fully reviewed by the Ofice
of Counsel, Tulsa District and is approved as legally
sufficient.

JOHN RCSELLE, JR
DI STRI CT COUNSEL
day of , 2001
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Figure 7-5
WALNUT RI VER BASI N

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATI ON STUDY

EXECUTI VE COW TTEE

NANVE SECTI ON DI SCI PLI NE
Mar gar et Fast Kansas Water Ofice Manager, Pl anning Unit
Susan J. Haslett U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Chi ef, Planning Branch
Al LeDoux Kansas Water O fice Di rector
G David Steele U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Chi ef, Pl anning,
Envi ronmental , Regul atory
Di vi si on
FEASI Bl LI TY STUDY TEAM
NANVE SECTI ON DI SCI PLI NE
Robert T. Angel o Kansas Departnent of Health & Chi ef, Technical Services
Envi r onment Section
Robert Atchi son Kansas Forest Service Rural Forestry Coordi nator

Philip G Balch

Kansas State Conservation
Conmi ssi on

Ri parian & Wetl and Program
Coor di nat or

Charlie Barton

U. S. Forest Service

Ri pari an Forester

Rob Bei | fuss Kansas Departnent of Health & Wat er shed Managenent
Envi r onnment Sect i on
Kurt Bookout City of E Dorado Director of Public
Uilities
Roger L. Boyd Baker University Chai r, Biology Departnent
Kansas Water Authority Chair, Planning Conmittee
Dennis Carl son Kansas State Forest Service Di strict Forester

Dewey Cast er

U S. Fish and Wldlife Service

Fish and Wldlife

Bi ol ogi st, Federal Projects

Tim Christian

Kansas Wetland and Ri parian Areas
Al liance

Coor di nat or

Ri ck Davis

Kansas Departnent of Health &
Envi r onnment

Non Poi nt Source Consultant

Brock Enmert

Kansas Water Ofice

St r eam Mor phol ogy — Proj ect

Manager
Janes M Fry U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Chai rman, VA&l nut Basin
Advi sory Conmittee
Marilyn Kay Hoover U S. Arny Corps of Engineers At t or ney
Counsel (CESW- OC)
St ephen A, Hur st Kansas Water O fice Legal Counsel/ Policy

Pl anner

Davi d Jackman, Jr.

Conmi ttee Menber

WAl nut Basin Advisory
Committee

Fred Kl oeckl er

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Engi neering and Desi gn ( CESW- EC- D)

Cost - Engr Ted Mcd eary
Specs - Steve Wlter
CGeotec - M ke Sout hern

G vil Engineer

Sandra K. Koontz

Butl er County Conservation District

Water Qual ity Coordi nator

R. Dean Krehbi el

Nat ural Resour ces Conservation

Butl er County District
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| Conmi ssi on | Conser vati oni st
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FEASI BI LI TY STUDY TEAM (Conti nued)

NAMVE

SECTI ON

DI SCI PLI NE

WIlliam M Langl ey

Butl er County Community Col | ege

I nstruct or

Chris S. Mammoli ti

Kansas Departnent of Wldlife and
Par ks

Chi ef, Environnent al
Services Section

Ron Mart eney

Kansas Departnent of Wldlife and
Par ks

Fi sheri es Biol ogi st

Marc L. Masnor U S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers Proj ect Manager/ St udy
Pl anni ng, Environnmental & Manager
Regul at ory (CESWI- PE- PF and CESW-
PP- O

Angel a McPhee U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Branch Chi ef

Chief, Acquisition & Realty
Servi ces Branch (CESW- RE- A)

JimE Mchaels

Land Services, Inc.

Presi dent of Land Services,
Inc., and Witewater
WAt er shed Manager

Rick Mller

State of Kansas

State @ S Coordi nat or

Janes C. Randol ph

U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Pl anni ng, Environnmental &
Regul at ory ( CESWI- PE- E)

Envi ronnent al i st, NEPA Team
Leader, and RVD Team Leader

Edwi n J. Rossman

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Pl anni ng, Environnmental &
Regul at ory ( CESWI- PE- PE)

Soci ol ogi cal Anal ysis and
Public I nvol venent

Lawr ence (Leigh)
Skaggs

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Institute for Water Resources
( CEl \R- ND)

I WVR- PLAN Expert

James R Sullivan

U.S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers
Pl anni ng, Environnmental &
Regul at or y( CESW - PE- PE)

Econom c Anal ysi s

Paula R WIllits

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Pl anni ng, Environnmental &
Regul at ory ( CESWI- PE- PE)

Witer - Editor

Browni e W1 son

Kansas Water Ofice

Envi ronnment al Scienti st

Russel | Wckof f

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Hydr ol ogy & Hydraulics Branch
(CESWT- EC- H)

Hydraul i ¢ Engi neer

Not Confirnmed
()

U.S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers
Operations Division (CESW- QD)

Oper ati ons Managenent
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RESTORATION MEASURE DESIGN TEAM

(a subset of the study team)

NAME

SECTI ON

DI SCI PLI NE

Janes C. Randol ph

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers

Envi ronnental i st, NEPA Team

Pl anni ng, Environnmental & Leader, and RVD Team Leader
Regul at ory ( CESWI- PE- E)

Robert T. Angel o Kansas Departnent of Health & Chi ef, Technical Services
Envi r onment Section

Robert Atchi son Kansas Forest Service Rural Forestry Coordi nator

Philip G Balch

Kansas State Conservation
Conmi ssi on

Ri parian & Wetland Program
Coor di nat or

Charlie Barton

U. S. Forest Service

Ri pari an Forester

Denni s Carl son

Kansas State Forest Service

District Forester

Ri ck Davis

Kansas Departnent of Health &
Envi r onnment

Envi ronnental Scienti st

Fred Kl oeckl er

U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers

Engi neering and Desi gn ( CESW- EC- D)
Cost- Engr Ted McCeary
Specs- Steve Wl ter
Geot ec- M ke Sout hern

Civil Engineer

Sandra K. Koontz

Butl er County Conservation District

Water Qual ity Coordi nator

R Dean Krehbi el Nat ural Resources Conservation Butler County District
Commi ssi on Conser vati oni st

Marc L. Masnor U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Proj ect Manager/ St udy
Pl anni ng, Environnmental & Manager
Regul at ory ( CESWI- PE- PF and CESWI-
PP- O

Angel a McPhee U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Branch Chi ef

Chief, Acquisition & Realty
Servi ces Branch (CESW- RE- A)

Lawr ence (Leigh)
Skaggs

U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Institute for Water Resources
( CEl \R- ND)

| WR- PLAN Expert

Russel | Wckof f

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Hydr ol ogy & Hydraulics Branch
(CESWT- EC- H)

Hydraul i ¢ Engi neer
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TECHNI CAL REVI EW TEAM

NAME SECTI ON DI SCI PLI NE
Managed by Russell An SWD Sister District H&H Resour ce
Wckof f
Ri ck Gardner U S. Arny Corps of Engineers Real Estate Acquisition

Chief, Acquisition & Realty
Servi ces Branch (CESW- RE- A)

Managed by Fred
Kl oeckl er

Cost Engr - Ted Mcd eary
Specs Steve Wl ter
Geotec - Mke Southern

Desi gn Techni cal Review

Managed by Janes
Randol ph

An SWD Sister District or Contract
Resour ce

Ecosyst em Restorati on
Desi gn and Formul ati on, and
NEPA Coor di nat i on.

Craig Wlls

U.S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers
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Walnut NAS vl

2002 2003 2004
ID @ |Task Name Duration Start Finish Corps Funds| KWO In-Kind KWO Cash Total Cost A/S|IOIN|ID|J|FIMIAIM|J|J|A|S ON|D|J|F|M J|F
1 g Walnut Feasibility Phase 549 days Jan 15 Feb 20 485,000.00 $385,000.00 $100,000.00 $970,000.00
2 Start Odays  Jan15 Jan 15 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Q-]January 15, 2002
—r
3 Feasibility Study 489 days Jan 15 Nov 28 395,000.00 $380,000.00 $790,000.00
4 Start Community Relations Planning 23days Jan15 Feb 14 $8,000.00 $25,000.00 $16,000.00
5 |& Identify Stakeholders 5 days Jan 15 Jan 21 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 dentify $takeholders
2
|
6 |& Prepare Study Start Notice 4 days Jan 22 Jan 25 $2,000.00 $5,000.00 $4,000.00 PrTare St}ldy Start I\‘loti(‘:e
57,16
|
7 & Contact, Brief, Discuss 20 edays Jan 25 Feb 14 $4,000.00 $18,000.00 $8,000.00| Contac}, Brief, [)fiiscuss w/stakeholders
wi/stakeholders ’[I:I—IWI
8 Stakeholder Participation and 40days Feb 15  Apr 11 $14,000.00 $38,400.00 $28,000.00
Landowner Assessment
9 |& Develop Participation Handout 5 days Feb 15 Feb 21 $2,000.00 $5,000.00 $4,000.00 Develop Ral timpatlo‘n Handout
7
I
10 |& Coordinate with ALL groups 15 days Feb 22 Mar 14 $4,000.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00 Coordi‘wate‘ M?th ALL groups
I
11 |& Assess Landowner Interests 20 days Mar 15 Apr 11 $8,000.00 $25,400.00 $16,000.00 Assess L d Wner Interests
13
I
12 Formulation Concepts 44 days Feb 15  Apr 17 $2,500.00 $4,500.00 $5,000.00
13 |& Restoration Measure Design (RMD) 4 days Apr 12 Apr 17 $1,000.00 $1,500.00 $2,000.00| Restoration Meggure Desjign (RMD) Team Identification
Team Identification I I I I L7 I I I
14 |& Define 3 Levels of Development and 4 days Feb 15 Feb 20 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000.00|ine 3 Levgls of De elopmen and Typical Measures
Typical Measures
15 NEPA Compliance 126 days  Jan 28 Jul 22 $16,600.00 $4,600.00 $33,200.00
16 Scoping Meeting Prep 6 days Jan 28 Feb 4 $2,500.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 Scoping Meetin
6 1 ),20 21
I
17 |& Conduct Scoping Meetings 8 days Apr 18 Apr29 $5,000.00 $1,000.00 $10,000.00 :md udt Scoping Meetings
1 ’J 1 /I
| I
18 Initiate Start of EA 120 days Feb 4 Jul 22 $9,100.00 $3,600.00 $18,200.00
19 |& Cultural Resource Coordination 120 days Feb 5 Jul 22 $3,000.00 $3,000.00 $6,000.00 Cultural Resource Coordination
1 90
20 |& Initiate USFWS CAR 0 days Feb 4 Feb4  $100.00 $100.00 $200.00 I
Coordination Ly Ilzebrluar?/ 4,|20(f2
21 |& T&E and Sensitive Species 45 edays Feb 4 Mar 21 $6,000.00 $500.00 $12,000.00 T&E and Serjsitive Species Evaluatior
Evaluation
22 Compile Existing Information 55days Jan 15 Apr1l $1,100.00 $45,300.00 $2,200.00
23 | Electronic Coordination of Team with 20 days Mar 5 Aprl  $100.00 $11,800.00 $200.00]| lectronic|Coordination of Team with GIS Coordinatior
e GIS Coordinatior a1
24 Digital 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $1,000.00 $14,500.00 $2,000.00
25 GIS 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $1,000.00 $14,500.00 $2,000.00
Project: Walnut NAS v1 Task [:] Split Progress I Milestone ‘ Summary ﬁ Project Summary ﬁ External Tasks I:I External Milestone ‘
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Walnut NAS vl

2002 2003 2004
ID |@& |Task Name Duration Start Finish  |Corps Funds| KWO In-Kind | KWO Cash Total Cost S|O[N[D|J[F[M[A[M[I]I]A]S D|J|F|M AlS N J | F
26 |& DOQQs 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $1,000.00 $8,000.00 $2,000.00 DOQQ
2
|
27 |& Riparian Inventory 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $0.00 $4,000.00 $0.00 Riplarian Inv tor‘y
2+qﬁj
|
28 |& County GIS Data 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $0.00 $2,500.00 $0.00 Cqunty GIS Data
2+;;£H
|
29 Reports 55days  Jan 15 Aprl $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 | Report
2+qm
|
30 Paper 55days Jan 15 Apr 1 $0.00  $14,000.00 $0.00
31 Maps 55 days Jan 15 Apr1l $0.00  $11,000.00 $0.00
32 |& NWI 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 NWI
2
|
33 (& NRCS (SCS) photo land use 55days  Jan 15 Aprl $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 NRCS (SCS) photo land Use over time
over time 2
34 Reports 55days Jan 15 Apr 1 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00
35 [& NRCS Soils Survey Maps and 55 days Jan 15 Aprl $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 NRCE Soils Survey Maps and Reports
Reports 2 41|
36 Field Evauations 41 days Aprl May 28 $11,900.00 $39,000.00 $23,800.00
37 |& GIS Preparation of Field Trip 14 edays Aprl Apr 15 $1,000.00 $5,000.00 $2,000.00 GIS Preparation af Field Trip Materials
Materials ‘ ‘2 |8 ‘
38 |& Arrange RMD Team Meeting 15 edays Apr 15 Apr 30 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 Arrange‘ RMID Team Meeting
37 39SS,40FF
L1
39 |[& Prepare Public Information Handout 8 days Apr 16 Apr 25 $3,000.00 $5,000.00 $6,000.00 Prepare Public|ln Orma‘tiOT Handout
38S85 11
|
40 |& Field Evaluation Criteria 2 days Apr 29 Apr 30 $2,000.00 $6,500.00 $4,000.00 Hield Evaluation CrjteriaDevelopment Meetin
Development Meeting | 38K ]|
41 |& Schedule Field Trips 5 days May 1 May 7 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 Schedy|e Field Trips
40,23,35,39,1L04] l4’T<‘.Fs+10 days
42 Field Trip 5days May22 May 28 $5,900.00 $21,000.00 $11,800.00 +
43 |& Day One and Review Meeting lday May22 May?22 $1,200.00 $4,500.00 $2,400.00 Day Oneland [Review Mgeting
41FS+10 dayls 4 ‘ ‘
44 | Days Two thru Four 3days May 23 May 27 $3,500.00 $12,000.00 $7,000.00 Days Two thru‘ FO‘JI’
4 5
|
45 | Day Five and Review Meeting lday May28 May28 $1,200.00 $4,500.00 $2,400.00 Day Five and |Review Meeting
éll 6,|50F|S+5I daP/s,4|7
46 & Upload Field Evaluation Findings to 15days May 29 Jun 18 $1,200.00 $12,000.00 $2,400.00 Upload Field Evalyation Findings to GIS
GIS 4 9F|5-5 |(Jiayls,71
a7 | Start Upload of Alternatives to Odays May28 May 28 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1T
IWR-PLAN rMay 28, 2002
48 Evaluate & Cost Alternatives and 275days May 29  Jun 17 192,700.00 $179,200.00 $385,400.00
Outputs
49 & Arrange Team Meeting 15 edays Jun 12 Jun 27 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 Arrange(Team Meeting
4|6FS-5 dla) S »D-‘-Fl‘
50 | Prepare GIS Data and Maps 10 days Jun 5 Jun 18 $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 Prepare GIS Data ard Maps
45I|:S+5 dellys i 1 ‘ ‘ ‘
Project: Walnut NAS v1 Task [:] Split Progress I Milestone ‘ Summary ﬁ Project Summary ﬁ External Tasks :] External Milestone ’ Deadline @
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Walnut NAS vl

2002 2003 2004
ID |@ |Task Name Duration Start Finish |Corps Funds| KWO In-Kind | KWO Cash Total Cost S[O[N JIFIM[A[M[J[J]A[S|O[N[D|JI[F[M[A J|IJ|A]s J|F
51 |& Team Meeting - Two Days 2 days Jun 27 Jun 28 $2,000.00 $5,000.00 $4,000.00 Team Meeting - Two Da)f
9,50 5
|
52 |& RMD Team Completes General 32 days Jull  Aug 13 $9,000.00 $45,500.00 $18,000.00 RMD Tedm Completes Jeneral Site/System
Site/System ‘ i 3,55 ‘ ‘
53 |& Transmitt Design to GIS coordinator 5days Aug14 Aug20 $2,000.00 $3,500.00 $4,000.00 Tranjmit‘t DTugrh to GIS‘ co‘ordinat‘or
52{]_F4
54 |& Individually Continue Description of 16days Aug2l Sep11l $3,000.00 $8,000.00 $6,000.00 Individually Cgntjnue Description of Measure Outputs
Measure Outputs ‘ ‘ ‘ 5 7|0-7‘|‘-57‘ ‘
55 |& Upload Feature Design to GIS 20days Aug1l4 Sep 10  $500.00 $5,000.00 $1,000.00 Upload Featurg| Design to GIS|
‘ ‘ ‘ 52 5|9FS|-5 o:aysl,selss
56 |& GIS Coordinator Estimates Tracts 5days Augl1l4  Aug 20 $0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 GIS Coprdinatar Estimates Tracts per Measure
per Measure 55SS 59 -|S-5|dayls,7|2
57 Start Upload of Measure Outputs to Odays Sepll Sepll $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 T
IWR-PLAN 1215epltem|ber| 11, 2002
58 Develop Scoping Costs 81 days Sep4 Dec 25 $71,200.00 $38,200.00 $142,400.00
59 |& Arrange RDM Team Meeting 15 days Sep4 Sep?24 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 Arrange RD eam Meeting
55FS-5 days,56FS-5 da|1) S ‘
60 |2 RDM Team Meeting 3days Sep25 Sep27 $1,500.00 $4,500.00 $3,000.00 RDM Te eeting
5%2 63, 64
|
61 Cost Engineering Estimates 45days Sep 27 Nov 29 $64,200.00 $27,200.00 $128,400.00
62 |& Real Estate Costs 40 edays  Sep 27 Nov 6 $17,400.00 $17,400.00 $34,800.00 Real istate Costs
D
63 |& Design Costs 45days Sep30 Nov 29 $41,800.00 $800.00 $83,600.00 S|gn %osts
O4 6FS-5 days
64 | O&M Costs 20days  Sep 30 Oct 25 $5,000.00 $9,000.00 $10,000.00 D&M
BOMTTH
65 Review Cost Estimate 23days Nov25 Dec?25 $5,500.00 $6,000.00 $11,000.00
66 |2 Arrange RDM Team Meeting 15edays Nov25 Dec10 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 Arrange RDM Team Meeting
63|.Fs-|5 days ,|62,?4-.[p_ﬁ7 ‘ ‘
67 |& RDM Team Meeting - Review 2days Decl10 Decll $1,500.00 $4,500.00 $3,000.00 RDM Team|Meeting - Review of Draft Cost Estimates
of Draft Cost Estimates ‘ ‘ 66H-£8 ‘ ‘ ‘
68 |& Cost Engineering Final 10days Decl1l2 Dec?25 $4,000.00 $500.00 $8,000.00 Cost Engineering Final Estimates
Estimates 67*D-h70~78
69 Compile Alternative Descriptions, 151 days Jun19 Jan 15 $28,000.00 $7,000.00 $56,000.00
Costs, and Outputs
70 |& Description 15days Dec 26 Jan 15 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $12,000.00 Description
54.6 86
71 & Photos 20 days Jun 19 Jul 16 $3,000.00 $1,000.00 $6,000.00 Photos
46D—'| 3,86
72 |& Maps 20days Aug2l1 Sep1l7 $3,000.00 $3,000.00 $6,000.00 | IMaps
5 5{[}773 86
_ i | |
73 |& Artist View of typical 20days  Sep 18 Oct 15 $8,000.00 $1,000.00 $16,000.00 Artist |View of typica| implementation photos and maps
implementation photos and maps 172 ?6
74 | Outputs 20days  Sep 12 Oct9 $8,000.00 $1,000.00 $16,000.00 Qutputs|
54*[%—](6
|
75 Economic Evaluation 173days May 29 Jan 24 $30,000.00 $2,000.00 $60,000.00
Project: Walnut NAS v1 ] |
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Walnut NAS vl

2002 2003 2004
ID |@ |Task Name Duration Start Finish |Corps Funds| KWO In-Kind | KWO Cash Total Cost A[S|O[IN[D[J[FIM[A[M[JI[JI]A[S|OIN[D|JI[F[M[A[M[J]J[A[S|[O|N[D[J[F[M[A[M]JI]J
7% | IWR-PLAN Model Outline 15days May 29 Jun 18 $4,000.00 $500.00 $8,000.00 IWR{PLAN Model Qutline
47 77
|
77| IWR-PLAN Model - Add Outputs 10edays Sepll Sep?21 $8,000.00 $500.00 $16,000.00 IWR-PLAN Model - Add Qutputs to Model
to Model - 178 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
78 |& IWR-PLAN Model - Add Costs to 10edays Dec 25 Jan 4 $8,000.00 $500.00 $16,000.00 INRTLﬁlN Model|- Add CO‘StS ‘to I\‘/Iodel
Model ! 68 779{ |7
[ |
79 (& IWR-PLAN Model - Run and 20 edays Jan 4 Jan 24 $10,000.00 $500.00 $20,000.00 IWR-{PLAN Moglel -|Run and Revise
Revise 7 Ejmm
80 Establish Initial Priority List 17 days Jan 24  Feb 17 $5,000.00 $16,000.00 $10,000.00
USING IWR-PLAN
81 |& Distribute IWR-PLAN Summary 4 days Jan 27 Jan 30 $2,000.00 $5,000.00 $4,000.00 Distribute IWR-PLAN %mmary Reports to Team
Reports to Team ‘ ‘ TONB2FS S days
82 |& Arrange Team Meeting 15 days Jan24  Feb 13 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 Arrange [Téeam Meeting
81FS-5 dayls ‘3 ‘
83 |& Team Review 2days Feb14 Feb 17 $3,000.00 $10,000.00 $6,000.00 Tea Rewerv
8 4
84 |& Initial Ecosystem Restoration Odays Feb17 Feb17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 |
Alternative Priority List i d elbru"r“y |17, |200:|”
85 |& Detailed Community Relations Plan 60 edays  Feb 17 Apr 18 $12,000.00 $40,000.00 $24,000.00 Detajled Community Relations Plan Presentations
Presentations aa 6
86 |& Final Data for USFWS CAR 0 days Apr 18 Apr 18 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ‘
;Qjo\plril 1|8, 2|003
Ad
87 |& USFWS Develops CAR 60 edays Apr 18 Jun 17 $30,000.00 $0.00 $60,000.00 USFWS Develops CAR
85@790
| |
88 |& Environmental Assessment EA (and 204 days Feb 17 Nov 28 147,000.00 $32,000.00 $294,000.00
Feasibility Report)
89 |& Start Preliminary Draft (pd) EA (and Odays Feb17 Feb17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 N
Draft Feasibility Report) W*Felbru?fy |17, |2003|"
90 |& Complete pdEA (and Draft 60 edays Jun17  Aug 16 $40,000.00 $11,000.00 $80,000.00 Complete pdEA (and Draft Feasibility Report)
Feasibility Report) i-°~|217"|7w°| 5[;:;)7?1 ‘ ‘
91 |& District and Team Review - 15days  Aug 18 Sep5 $5,000.00 $11,000.00 $10,000.00 District and Team Review - Electronic Copy
Electronic Copy ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ o 2 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
92 |& Revise pdEA (and Draft Feasibility 10 days Sep8 Sep19 $8,000.00 $2,000.00 $16,000.00 Revise pdEA (and Draft Feasibility Report)
Repor) T ] (s T
93 |& Draft EA for Public Review (and 30 edays  Sep 19 Oct 19 $48,000.00 $4,000.00 $96,000.00 Draft EA for Public Reyiew (and Feasibility Report
Feasibility Report) ‘ ‘ ‘ o o4 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
94 Revise Draft EA after Public 15 days Oct 20 Nov 7 $11,000.00 $1,000.00 $22,000.00 Revise Draft EA after Public Comments
L[ | [ ]
95 Finalize EA and FONSI (and 15 days Nov 10 Nov 28 $35,000.00 $3,000.00 $70,000.00 Finalize EA and FONSI (and Feasibility Report)
Feasibility Report) 9 Eﬁ%‘ ‘ ‘
96 Feasibility Report and EA Complete Odays Nov28 Nov28 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 DT
Iovelmbelzr ZE‘E, 2?03
97 |&  Sponsor Review Contingency AND Odays Nov28 Nov 28 $45,000.00 $0.00 $90,000.00 T T
Matching Corps Contingency Mlovelmbfl” 2% 2?03
98 |&  Submission to Congress Odays Nov28 Nov 28 $45,000.00  $5,000.00 $90,000.00 T T
»@—November ZE‘E, 2?03
99 Authorized in WRDA Odays Feb20 Feb20 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 \
’® Fe‘bru‘ary |20, |20
B:;j:cé;";é”“t NAS v1 Task [:] Split Progress I Milestone Summary I Project Summary ~ E— External Tasks |:| External Milestone Deadline
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APPENDIX A

FEASIBILITY COST-SHARING AGREEMENT
AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AND
THE KANSAS WATER OFFICE
FOR THE WALNUT RIVER BASIN ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION STUDY

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this day, of , 2002, by and between the
Department of the Army (hereinafter the "Government™), represented by the District Engineer
executing this Agreement, and the Kansas Water Office (hereinafter the "Sponsor"),

WITNESSETH, that

WHEREAS, the Congress (Senate and/or House Committees) has authorized the Secretary of the
Army to conduct a study of flood control and related water resource issues in the Walnut River
Basin, Kansas pursuant to the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 2000 (Public
Law 106-60); and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has conducted a reconnaissance study of "flood
control and related water resources issues in the Walnut River Basin, Kansas” pursuant to this
authority, and has determined that further study in the nature of a "Feasibility Phase Study"
(hereinafter the "Study") is required to fulfill the intent of the study authority and to assess the
extent of the Federal interest in participating in a solution to the identified problem; and

WHEREAS, Section 105 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-662,
as amended) specifies the cost sharing requirements applicable to the Study;

WHEREAS, the Sponsor has the authority and capability to furnish the cooperation hereinafter
set forth and is willing to participate in study cost sharing and financing in accordance with the
terms of this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Sponsor and the Government understand that entering into this Agreement in no
way obligates either party to implement a project and that whether the Government supports a
project authorization and budgets it for implementation depends upon, among other things, the
outcome of the Study and whether the proposed solution is consistent with the Economic and
Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
Studies and with the budget priorities of the Administration;

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

ARTICLE | - DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this Agreement:

A. The term "Study Costs" shall mean all disbursements by the Government pursuant to this
Agreement, from Federal appropriations or from funds made available to the Government by the

Sponsor, and all negotiated costs of work performed by the Sponsor pursuant to this Agreement.
Study Costs shall include, but not be limited to: labor charges; direct costs; overhead expenses;
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supervision and administration costs; the costs of participation in Study Management and
Coordination in accordance with Article IV of this Agreement; the costs of contracts with third
parties, including termination or suspension charges; and any termination or suspension costs
(ordinarily defined as those costs necessary to terminate ongoing contracts or obligations and to
properly safeguard the work already accomplished) associated with this Agreement.

B. The term “estimated Study Costs” shall mean the estimated cost of performing the Study as
of the effective date of this Agreement, as specified in Article I11.A. of this Agreement.

C. The term “excess Study Costs” shall mean Study Costs that exceed the estimated Study Costs
and that do not result from mutual agreement of the parties, a change in Federal law that
increases the cost of the Study, or a change in the scope of the Study requested by the Sponsor.

D. The term "study period"” shall mean the time period for conducting the Study, commencing
with the release to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Tulsa District of initial Federal feasibility
funds following the execution of this Agreement and ending when the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Civil Works) submits the feasibility report to the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for review for consistency with the policies and programs of the President.

E. The term "PMP" shall mean the Project Management Plan, which is attached to this
Agreement and which shall not be considered binding on either party and is subject to change by
the Government, in consultation with the Sponsor.

F. The term "negotiated costs" shall mean the costs of in-kind services to be provided by the
Sponsor in accordance with the PMP.

G. The term "fiscal year" shall mean one fiscal year of the Government. The Government fiscal
year begins on October 1 and ends on September 30.

ARTICLE Il - OBLIGATIONS OF PARTIES

A. The Government, using funds and in-kind services provided by the Sponsor and funds
appropriated by the Congress of the United States, shall expeditiously prosecute and complete
the Study, in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement and Federal laws, regulations,
and policies.

B. In accordance with this Article and Article II1LA., 111.B. and I11.C. of this Agreement, the
Sponsor shall contribute cash and in-kind services equal to fifty (50) percent of Study Costs
other than excess Study Costs. The Sponsor may, consistent with applicable law and regulations,
contribute up to 50 percent of Study Costs through the provision of in-kind services. The in-kind
services to be provided by the Sponsor, the estimated negotiated costs for those services, and the
estimated schedule under which those services are to be provided are specified in the PMP.
Negotiated costs shall be subject to an audit by the Government to determine reasonableness,
allocability, and allowability.

1. Crediting and/or reimbursement is subject to satisfactory compliance with applicable
federal labor laws covering non-Federal construction, including, but not limited to the Davis-
Bacon Act (40 USC 276a et seq), the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 USC
327 et seq) and the Copeland Anti-Kickback Act (40 USC 276¢) Crediting and/or reimbursement
may be withheld, in whole or in part, as a result of the Non-Federal Sponsor’s failure to comply
with its obligations under these laws.
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C. The Sponsor shall pay a fifty (50) percent share of excess Study Costs in accordance with
Acrticle I11.D. of this Agreement.

D. The Sponsor understands that the schedule of work may require the Sponsor to provide cash
or in-kind services at a rate that may result in the Sponsor temporarily diverging from the
obligations concerning cash and in-kind services specified in paragraph B. of this Article. Such
temporary divergences shall be identified in the quarterly reports provided for in Article I11.A. of
this Agreement and shall not alter the obligations concerning costs and services specified in
paragraph B. of this Article or the obligations concerning payment specified in Article 111 of this
Agreement.

E. If, upon the award of any contract or the performance of any in-house work for the Study by
the Government or the Sponsor, cumulative financial obligations of the Government and the
Sponsor would result in excess Study Costs, the Government and the Sponsor agree to defer
award of that and all subsequent contracts, and performance of that and all subsequent in-house
work, for the Study until the Government and the Sponsor agree to proceed. Should the
Government and the sponsor require time to arrive at a decision, the Agreement will be
suspended in accordance with Article X., for a period of not to exceed six months. In the event
the Government and the sponsor have not reached an agreement to proceed by the end of their 6
month period, the Agreement may be subject to termination in accordance with Article X.

F. No Federal funds may be used to meet the Sponsor’s share of Study Costs unless the Federal
granting agency verifies in writing that the expenditure of such funds is expressly authorized by
statute.

G. The award and management of any contract with a third party in furtherance of this
Agreement which obligates Federal appropriations shall be exclusively within the control of the
Government. The award and management of any contract by the Sponsor with a third party in
furtherance of this Agreement which obligates funds of the Sponsor and does not obligate
Federal appropriations shall be exclusively within the control of the Sponsor, but shall be subject
to applicable Federal laws and regulations.

H. The Sponsor shall be responsible for the total cost of developing a response plan for
addressing any hazardous substances regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-510, 94 Stat. 2767, (codified
at 42 U.S.C. Sections 9601-9675), as amended, existing in, on, or under any lands, easements or
rights-of-way that the Government determines to be required for the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the project. Such costs shall not be included in total study costs.

ARTICLE Il - METHOD OF PAYMENT

A. The Government shall maintain current records of contributions provided by the parties,
current projections of Study Costs, current projections of each party's share of Study Costs, and
current projections of the amount of Study Costs that will result in excess Study Costs. At least
quarterly, the Government shall provide the Sponsor a report setting forth this information. As
of the effective date of this Agreement, estimated Study Costs are $ 970,000 and the Sponsor's
share of estimated Study Costs is $485,000. In order to meet the Sponsor's cash payment
requirements for its share of estimated Study Costs, the Sponsor must provide a cash
contribution currently estimated to be $100,000. The dollar amounts set forth in this Article are
based upon the Government's best estimates, which reflect the scope of the study described in the

A-3



PMP, projected costs, price-level changes, and anticipated inflation. Such cost estimates are
subject to adjustment by the Government and are not to be construed as the total financial
responsibilities of the Government and the Sponsor.

B. The Sponsor shall provide its cash contribution required under Article I11.B. of this Agreement
in accordance with the following provisions:

1. For purposes of budget planning, the Government shall notify the Sponsor by 15
January of each year of the estimated funds that will be required from the Sponsor to meet the
Sponsor's share of Study Costs for the upcoming fiscal year.

2. No later than 60 calendar days prior to the scheduled date for the Government's
issuance of the solicitation for the first contract for the Study or for the Government's anticipated
first significant in-house expenditure for the Study, the Government shall notify the Sponsor in
writing of the funds the Government determines to be required from the Sponsor to meet its
required share of Study Costs for the first fiscal year of the Study. No later than 30 calendar
days thereafter, the Sponsor shall provide the Government the full amount of the required funds
by delivering a check payable to "FAO, USAED, Tulsa" to the District Engineer.

3. For the second and subsequent fiscal years of the Study, the Government shall, no
later than 60 calendar days prior to the beginning of the fiscal year, notify the Sponsor in writing
of the funds the Government determines to be required from the Sponsor to meet its required
share of Study Costs for that fiscal year, taking into account any temporary divergences
identified under Article 11.D of this Agreement. No later than 30 calendar days prior to the
beginning of the fiscal year, the Sponsor shall make the full amount of the required funds
available to the Government through the funding mechanism specified in paragraph B.2. of this
Article.

4. The Government shall draw from the funds provided by the Sponsor such sums as the
Government deems necessary to cover the Sponsor's share of contractual and in-house fiscal
obligations attributable to the Study as they are incurred.

5. In the event the Government determines that the Sponsor must provide additional
funds to meet its share of Study Costs, the Government shall so notify the Sponsor in writing.
No later than 60 calendar days after receipt of such notice, the Sponsor shall make the full
amount of the additional required funds available through the funding mechanism specified in
paragraph B.2. of this Article.

C. Within ninety (90) days after the conclusion of the Study Period or termination of this
Agreement, the Government shall conduct a final accounting of Study Costs, including
disbursements by the Government of Federal funds, cash contributions by the Sponsor, the
amount of any excess Study Costs, and credits for the negotiated costs of the Sponsor, and shall
furnish the Sponsor with the results of this accounting. Within thirty (30) days thereafter, the
Government, subject to the availability of funds, shall reimburse the Sponsor for the excess, if
any, of cash contributions and credits given over its required share of Study Costs, other than
excess Study Costs, or the Sponsor shall provide the Government any cash contributions required
for the Sponsor to meet its required share of Study Costs other than excess Study Costs.

D. The Sponsor shall provide its cash contribution for excess Study Costs as required under

Article I1.C. of this Agreement by delivering a check payable to "FAO, USAED, Tulsa" to the
District Engineer as follows:
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1. After the project that is the subject of this Study has been authorized for construction,
no later than the date on which a Project Cooperation Agreement is entered into for the project;
or

2. In the event the project that is the subject of this Study is not authorized for
construction by a date that is no later than 5 years of the date of the final report of the Chief of
Engineers concerning the project, or by a date that is no later than 2 years after the date of the
termination of the study, the Sponsor shall pay its share of excess costs on that date (5 years after
the date of the Chief of Engineers or 2 year after the date of the termination of the study).

ARTICLE IV - STUDY MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION

A. To provide for consistent and effective communication, the Sponsor and the Government
shall appoint named senior representatives to an Executive Committee. Thereafter, the
Executive Committee shall meet regularly until the end of the Study Period.

B. Until the end of the Study Period, the Executive Committee shall generally oversee the Study
consistently with the PMP.

C. The Executive Committee may make recommendations that it deems warranted to the
District Engineer on matters that it oversees, including suggestions to avoid potential sources of
dispute. The Government in good faith shall consider such recommendations. The Government
has the discretion to accept, reject, or modify the Executive Committee's recommendations.

D. The Executive Committee shall appoint representatives to serve on a Study Management
Team. The Study Management Team shall keep the Executive Committee informed of the
progress of the Study and of significant pending issues and actions, and shall prepare periodic
reports on the progress of all work items identified in the PMP.

E. The costs of participation in the Executive Committee (including the cost to serve on the
Study Management Team) shall be included in total project costs and cost shared in accordance
with the provisions of this Agreement.

ARTICLE V - DISPUTES

As a condition precedent to a party bringing any suit for breach of this Agreement, that party
must first notify the other party in writing of the nature of the purported breach and seek in good
faith to resolve the dispute through negotiation. If the parties cannot resolve the dispute through
negotiation, they may agree to a mutually acceptable method of non-binding alternative dispute
resolution with a qualified third party acceptable to both parties. The parties shall each pay 50
percent of any costs for the services provided by such a third party as such costs are incurred.
Such costs shall not be included in Study Costs. The existence of a dispute shall not excuse the
parties from performance pursuant to this Agreement.

ARTICLE VI - MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS

A. Within 60 days of the effective date of this Agreement, the Government and the Sponsor
shall develop procedures for keeping books, records, documents, and other evidence pertaining
to costs and expenses incurred pursuant to this Agreement to the extent and in such detail as will
properly reflect total Study Costs. These procedures shall incorporate, and apply as appropriate,
the standards for financial management systems set forth in the Uniform Administrative
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Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to state and local governments at 32
C.F.R. Section 33.20. The Government and the Sponsor shall maintain such books, records,
documents, and other evidence in accordance with these procedures for a minimum of three
years after completion of the Study and resolution of all relevant claims arising therefrom. To
the extent permitted under applicable Federal laws and regulations, the Government and the
Sponsor shall each allow the other to inspect such books, documents, records, and other
evidence.

B. Inaccordance with 31 U.S.C. Section 7503, the Government may conduct audits in addition
to any audit that the Sponsor is required to conduct under the Single Audit Act of 1984, 31
U.S.C. Sections 7501-7507. Any such Government audits shall be conducted in accordance with
Government Auditing Standards and the cost principles in OMB Circular No. A-87 and other
applicable cost principles and regulations. The costs of Government audits shall be included in
total Study Costs and shared in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement.

ARTICLE VII - RELATIONSHIP OF PARTIES

The Government and the Sponsor act in independent capacities in the performance of their
respective rights and obligations under this Agreement, and neither is to be considered the
officer, agent, or employee of the other.

ARTICLE VIII - OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT

No member of or delegate to the Congress, nor any resident commissioner, shall be admitted to
any share or part of this Agreement, or to any benefit that may arise therefrom.

ARTICLE IX - FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS

In the exercise of the Sponsor's rights and obligations under this Agreement, the Sponsor agrees
to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including Section 601 of
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352) and Department of Defense
Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant thereto and published in 32 C.F.R. Part 195, as well as Army
Regulations 600-7, entitled "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and
Activities Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army". The Non-Federal Sponsor is
also required to comply with all applicable federal labor standards requirements including, but
not limited to the Davis-Bacon Act (40 USC 276a et seq), the Contract Work Hours and Safety
Standards Act (40 USC 327 et seq) and the Copeland Anti-Kickback Act (40 USC 276¢)

ARTICLE X - TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION

A. This Agreement shall terminate at the conclusion of the Study Period, and neither the
Government nor the Sponsor shall have any further obligations hereunder, except as provided in
Acrticle I11.C.; provided, that prior to such time and upon thirty (30) days written notice, either
party may terminate or suspend this Agreement. In addition, the Government shall terminate this
Agreement immediately upon any failure of the parties to agree to extend the study under Article
I1.E. of this agreement, or upon the failure of the sponsor to fulfill its obligation under Article IlI.
of this Agreement. In the event that either party elects to terminate this Agreement, both parties
shall conclude their activities relating to the Study and proceed to a final accounting in
accordance with Article I11.C. and I11.D. of this Agreement. Upon termination of this
Agreement, all data and information generated as part of the Study shall be made available to
both parties.



B. Any termination of this Agreement shall not relieve the parties of liability for any obligations
previously incurred, including the costs of closing out or transferring any existing contracts.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement, which shall become
effective upon the date it is signed by the District Engineer for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Tulsa District.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY KANSAS WATER OFFICE
BY BY

Robert L. Suthard, Jr. Al LeDoux

Colonel, Corps of Engineers Director

District Engineer
Tulsa District

KANSAS WATER AUTHORITY

BY
Kent Lamb
Chairman
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APPENDI X B

FEASI BI LI TY COST ESTI MATE

For reduced PMP nanagenent, revision, and redundant
information entry, the cost estimate is entered in the
network anal ysis software. The NAS summary is Figure

7-6.



APPENDI X C

PRQIECT SCHEDULE

For reduced PMP nanagenent, revision, and redundant
information entry, the project schedule is entered in
the network analysis software. The NAS sunmary is
Figure 7-6.



APPENDI X D

Bl OGRAPHI ES



—— - e -

Nane: Robert T. Angelo, Ph.D

Organi zation: Bureau of Environnental Field Svcs.
Kansas Dept. of Health & Environ.
Forbes Field, Building 283
Topeka, KS 66620

Phone: (785) 296-8027/296- 6603
Fax: (785) 291-3266
E-mail : bangel o@dhe. st at e. ks. us

Position: Chief, Technical Services Section
Anti ci pated Labor Contribution: 8 hours/nonth

Nat ure of Contri buti on:

Provision of information on physicochenical and biol ogical condition
of Wal nut River (and selected tributaries) and factors responsible
for documented water quality inpairments.

Educati on:

Ph.D., Biological Sciences, Mntana State University, 1989
MS., Biology, Wchita State University, 1978
B.S., Biology, Wchita State University, 1976

Pertinent Wbrk Experience:

Have served as an environnental program nmanager for 5 years with the
North Dakota State Departnent of Health and for 12 years with the
Kansas Departnent of Health and Environnent (KDHE). Both positions
have enphasi zed water quality nmonitoring and the identification of
factors responsible for observed water quality inpairnments. Current
responsibilities at KDHE i nclude but are not limted to:

(1) supervision of ten environnental scientists and technicians

i mpl emrenti ng statew de surface water, groundwater, and fish tissue
contam nant nonitoring prograns, conpliance nonitoring operations,
surface water use designation program and special water pollution

i nvestigations; (2) participation in regional and nationa
scientific workgroups responsi ble for devel opi ng technica
guidelines for tiered aquatic |ife uses and biological criteriain
surface water quality standards; and (3) participation in Federal -
State-Tribal task force responsible for identification and
enuneration of mning rel ated damages to natural resources of Tri-
State M ning Area under Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act.
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Name: Robert Atchi son
Organi zation: Kansas State Forest Service
9 West 28'" Suite B
Hut chi nson, KS 67502
Phone:
Fax:
E- Mai | :

Posi tion: Rural Forestry Coordi nat or
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Name: Philip G Balch
W dlife Biologist/Geonorphol ogi st

Organi zation: Kansas State Conservation Conmi ssion
109 SWO'" Street, Suite 500
S5

Topeka, KS 66612-1283
>
Phone: (785) 296- 3600 3 L
Fax: (785) 296- 6172
E- mai | : pbal ch@cc. st at e. ks. us KANSAS

Ofice Web: www. i nk. or g/ publ i c/ kscc

Posi tion: Ri pari an and Wetl and Program Coor di nat or
Labor / Contribution to Study:

Can assist in conducting streamand riparian condition assessnments
along with stream bank stabilization assessnent, surveys and desi gn.
10 hours per nonth.

Educati on:
B.S., WIldlife Biology, Kansas State University
Qualifications:

Have worked for the State Conservati on Conmi ssion since Decenber
1992. Since that tinme, have worked to develop and inplenent a

Ri pari an and Wetland Protection Programfor the State of Kansas.
Since 1995, have specialized in stream bank stabilization design and
riparian restoration, providing technical assistance to Kansas

| andowner s.

Wrk Rel ated Trai ni ng:

W dl and Hydr ol ogy
Appl i ed Fluvial Geonorphol ogy
Ri ver Mrphol ogy and Applications
Ri ver Assessnent and Monitoring
Ri ver Restoration and Natural Channel Design

Robbin B. Sotir
Soi | Bioengineering for Stream Bank Stabilization
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US. Arny Corps of Engineers
Bendway Weir Design
Advanced Stream Bank Stabilization

USDA
Stream Vi sual Assessnent

U S. Departnent of Interior
Assessing Ri parian Proper Functioning Condition

I1linois Water Survey
Illinois Stream Bank Stabilization

Publ i cati ons:

Principle Author and Editor, Kansas Ri ver and Stream Corri dor
Managenent Cui de
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Nane: Rob Beil fuss

Organi zation: Kansas Departnent of Health
& Envi ronment
Wat er shed Managenent Section
Forbes Field, Building 283
Topeka, KS 66620

Phone:
Fax:
E-mui | ;

Posi ti on:
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Nane: Kurt Bookout

Organi zation: City of El Dorado
380 E. Central

El Dorado, KS 67042 Cify of
TTANAAAAAST
Phone: (316) 321-9100 EL. DORADO
Fax: (316) 321-1898 KANSAS
E-mai | ; wi | dcat @l doks. com
Positi on: Director of Public Uilities

Labor / Contribution to Study:

The City of El Dorado is definitely interested in participating in

any project that will protect the water quality in El Dorado
Reservoir. The feasibility study of Ecosystem Restoration
possibilities in the basin will definitely be a step towards
protecting our nost valuable resource — water. | amnot famliar
enough with the project to know what we can offer, but we will help

out in any way we can.
Educati on:

B.S. WIdlife and Fisheries Biology, Kansas State University
Class |V Water and Wastewater — State of Kansas Certifications

Qualifications:

First job out of college was working on habitat assessnent studies
for the Kansas Dept. of WIldlife and Parks to create habitat nopdels
for the U S. Fish and WIldlife Service.

Have a minor in Agriculture and life experiences in agriculture
having grown up on a farm
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Nane: Roger L. Boyd

Organi zation: Baker University
Kansas Water Authority

Phone:
Fax:
E-mai | ;

Position: Chair, Biol ogy Depart ment
Chair, Planning Conmittee
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Nane: Denni s Carl son

Organi zation: Kansas State Forest Service
9 West 28'", Suite B
Hut chi nson, KS 67502

Phone: (316) 663-3501

Fax:

E-mai | ; dcar| son@znet . ksu. edu
Positi on: District Forester

Work Experience Relative to the Project:

Expertise in riparian forest nanagenent, tinmber harvesting and
thinning to inprove the health and productivity of existing

woodl ands, and establishment of riparian forest buffers to reduce
non- poi nt source of pollution and i nprove water quality.
Contact’s Interests:

Servi ce | andowners and natural resource agency personnel for
riparian forest managenent and establishnment practices.
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Nane:
Organi zat i on:
Phone:

Fax:
E-mai | ;

Posi ti on:

Educati on:

B.S.,
Uni versity, 1970.

Experi ence:

Fi shery Biology and Wl dlife Managenent,

Dewey Caster
U S Fish and Wldlife Service
Manhat t an, KS R
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE
(785)-539-3474, ext. 108
(785) 539- 8567 4-(
Dewey Caster @ws. gov | -
' T/
. . . RS, = ) f _éﬁ"_.r’
Fish and Wldlife A

Bi ol ogi st, Federal Projects

Kansas State

Thirty years of experience with the Service, working in New Engl and,

t he Dakot as, and Kansas.
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Nane: Tim Christian

Organi zation: Kansas Wetland and Ri parian Areas Alliance

Phone:

Fax:

E-mai | ;

Posi ti on: Coor di nat or
Educati on:

Experi ence:
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Nane: Ri ck Davi s

Organi zation: Kansas Dept. of Health & Environ.
Bureau of Water, Non-Point Source
Section
Forbes Field, Building 283
Topeka, KS 66620 -
7 s DE JT:TF\ )

Phone: 785-296- 8037 R
Fax: 785-296- 5509
E-mui | ; rdavi s@dhe. st at e. ks. us

Ofice web: www. kdhe. st ate. ks. us/water/ nps. htm c

Position: Non- Poi nt Source Consul t ant

Labor/ I nput Contribution:

Managenent gui dance and advi ce, restoration design, project
i mpl emrent ati on and general fieldwork will be provided as needed.

Educati on:

B.A , Agriculture; mgjor horticulture, Kansas State University, 1977
Master of Landscape Architecture, Kansas State University, 1992

Wor k Experience Relevant To Project:
Has been enpl oyed by the Kansas Departnment of Health and Environnent

since 1992 to inplenent riparian area nanagenent practices for water
quality protection.
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Nane: Cark Duffy

Organi zation: Kansas Water Ofice
901 S. Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1249

Phone: (785) 296-4094
Fax:

E- Mai | ;

Posi tion: Assi stant Director
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Nane: Brock Emmert

Organi zation: Kansas Water Ofice
901 S. Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1249

Phone: (785) 296-3185

Fax:

E-nmail:

Posi tion: St ream Mor phol ogy — Project Manager
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Nanme: Mar gar et Fast

Organi zation: Kansas Water Ofice
901 S. Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1249

Phone: (785) 296-0865

Fax:

E- Mai | :

Posi tion: Manager, Pl anning Unit
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Nane: Janes M Fry —
§ —
ERL L EE

Organi zation: U S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers AN e
2710 N.E. Shady Creek Access Road § Rl §
————

El Dorado, KS. 67042

2l
3
n

L
v
n
I

Phone: 316-321-9974 of En

idinéeis e
E-nmail: fryj @w 02. swt. usace. arny. m | T
Posi tion: Lake Manager El Dorado/ Chairman, Wal nut Basin

Advi sory Conmittee
Labor/ Contribution to Study:
At this point | amnot sure how nmuch tinme will be needed. Wile I
will wear two hats, my agency involvenent should not take rmuch tine.
| see ny primary role as providing informati on and keepi ng Basin
Advi sory Conmittee nenbers inforned.
Educati on:

B. A Biology, Enporia State University
M S. Biology, Enporia State University

Qualifications:
Have served as Lake Manager at El Dorado for past 21 years. Have

served the Wal nut Basin Advisory Commttee of the Kansas Water
Ofice for the past __ years.
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Nane: Al LeDoux

Organi zation: Kansas Water Ofice
901 S. Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1249

Phone: (785) 296-0868
Fax:

E-mai | ;

Posi tion: Executive Director
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Nare: Mari |l yn Kay Hoover

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°" East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

 ——————— 1
W W

Phone: (918) 669- 7572 8, @ Ed

Fax: (918) 669-7576 | —

E' |VHI I e K. -
[ 92 ﬂj,!l_! Ul D

Posi ti on: Att or ney or Engineerse

Tulsa District
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Nane: St ephen A Hurst

Organi zation: Kansas Water Ofice
901 S. Kansas Avenue
Topeka, KS 66612-1249

Phone: (785) 368-6201
Fax: (785) 296-0878
E- Mai | : shur st @wo. st at e. ks. us
O fice Wb: WWW. Kwo. or g
Posi tion: Legal Counsel / Policy Planner

Labor / Contribution to Study:

WIIl serve as Kansas Water Ofice Project Manager / Coordinator,
acting as conmunications liaison with the Corps and State Agencies
and | ocal participants on “Project Managenent Teani. Tinme will

i nvol ve neeting notices; e-nmail comuni cation; agenda devel opnment in
conjunction with Corps of Engi neers; phone contact; neeting
attendance, project planning sessions, progress reports review and
analysis. Since these duties are closely tied with nmy Wal nut Basin
Advi sory Conmittee staffing duties and WAl nut Basin State Water Pl an
devel opnent duties, as rmuch as 20-30 hours per nonth could be

i nvol ved.

Educati on:

Juris Doctor, University of Mssouri, Kansas City
Masters in Public Adm nistration, University of Kansas, Lawr ence
B.A , Political Science, University of Mssouri, Kansas City

Qualifications:

Have been enpl oyed with the Kansas Water Office for 18 years and
currently serve as Legal Counsel and Water Resource Policy Planner.
The Kansas Water Office is the State’s water resource planning and
coordi nation agency. Have served as Director of the agency from
June 1991 - July 1995.

During 18 years with the agency, have provided | egal support to both
the agency and the Kansas Water Authority; worked in the areas of
wat er resource policy devel opnent and | egislation; public education
and information; hydrol ogy; Large Reservoir financing; Fish,
Wldlife & Recreational issues; Basin Plan devel opnent in the 12
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river basins in Kansas; water marketing (public water supply); R ver
Wat er Assurance Program devel opnent (in coordination with Kansas
City and Tul sa Corps of Engineers). Most recently have been working
with State, Federal, and local officials on devel oping a statew de
wetland and riparian inplenentation plan to address water quality,
sedi nrentation, flooding, and recreational issues in the State’'s 12
river basins.

Li censes:

State of Kansas Bar
U S District Court - Kansas
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& Organization:

Phone:

Fax:
- E- Mai | :
Position: G vil Engi neer

Fred Kl oeckl er

U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District

1645 S. 101%' East Avenue

Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

(918) 669- 7055 oyl

(918) 669- 7526 iN.. o,  ES
iFi‘m° i us
| ——
5
usS Army Corps
af Ensinanre
'l Rl Igll Tl oF W
Tulsa Disingt
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Nare: Sandra K. Koontz (Sandy)

Organi zation: Butler County Conservation District

2503 Enterprise, Suite B
El Dorado, KS 67042
> (58
'E"j <3

Phone: 316- 320- 5891

Fax: 316-321- 4956

E-nmail: sandy. koont z@s. usda. gov KANSAS
Posi tion: Water Quality Coordi nator

Labor/ Contri bution to Study:

Conservation Districts are the grass roots representative of

| andowners and the general public. Districts provide |eadership and
direction and encourage voluntary cooperation in natural resource
conservation progranms. Soil and water conservation practices are
encouraged and cost share noni es are expended throughout Butl er
County to assist |landowners in protecting our natural resources.
The Conservation District’s Non-Point Source Pollution Program
addresses i ssues concerning agriculture waste and chem cal s, urban
runoff, on-site waste sewage systens, riparian and wetl and
restoration and devel opnent, abandoned water wells and pasture and
rangel and nanagenent. An ongoing water nonitoring and
education/information program above El Dorado Lake has al so been

i mpl emrented to nmake residents aware of the issues concerning non-
poi nt source pollution. The Water Quality Coordinator, under the
direction of the District’s Board of Supervisors, can contribute to
this study by witing news articles, putting information about this
programin newsletters, assisting with the coordination/setup of
public information neetings, attending neetings and providing one-
on-one contact with | andowners in the study area. It is estimted
that the Coordinator can contribute 5 to 10 hours per nonth.

Educati on:
B.S., Agriculture Education, Kansas State University
Qualifications:

Butl er County Conservation District Water Quality Coordi nator,
5 years.
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Nat ural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Technician, Washington
State, 2 years.

Pi erce County (WA) Conservation District Resource Technician,
3 years.

NRCS Soi| Conservationist, Marion and Sedgw ck Counties, 3 years.
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Nane: R. Dean Krehbi el

Organi zation: U S. Departnent of Agriculture
Nat ural Resource Conservation
Servi ce (NRCS)
2503 Enterprise, Suite B
El Dorado, KS 67042-3229

Phone: (316) 321-5814

Fax: (316) 321-4956

E- Mai | : dean. kr ehbi el @s. usda. gov
Posi tion: Butl er County District Conservationi st
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Nane: WIlliam M Langl ey

Organi zation: Butler County Community Col |l ege
2425 CGentry Lane
El Dorado, KS 67042

Phone: (316) 321-3495
Fax:

E- Mai | ;

Posi tion: | nstruct or
Educati on:

Ph.D. 1978, Arizona State University, Tenpe, AZ
MS., 1968, Mchigan State University, E. Lansing, M
B.S., 1965, Earl ham College, Richnond, IN

Teachi ng and Research Experience:

Instructor, 1983 - present, Butler County Conmunity Coll ege, 901
S. Haverhill Rd., El Dorado, KS 67042. Taught courses in Anatony &
Physi ol ogy, Biology Majors | and Il, General Biology, Bird
I dentification, Human Cadaver Dissection, General Chem stry,
Statistics, General Physical Science, College and Internediate
Al gebr a.

Honors Program Director, 1991- 1996, Butler County Comrunity
Coll ege, 901 S. Haverhill Rd., El Dorado, KS 67042. Devel oped
program managed budget and operations, taught Honors Seni nars,
directed research projects of students.

Water Quality Monitoring Program Director, 1994 - present, Butler
County Comrunity College, 901 S. Haverhill Rd., El Dorado, KS 67042.
Initiated and devel oped program obtained grants from Col | ege,

Butl er County Conservation District, City of El Dorado Water
Departnent, taught summer offering for high school seniors, and
di rected student research projects.

Adj unct Professor, sunmers 1987, 1988, 1989, Phillips University,

Field Canp, Box 2000 University Station, Enid, OK 73702. Taught
courses in Onithology and directed student research projects.
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I nstructor, sumrer 1987, Coll ege of Education, Wchita State
University, Wchita, KS 67208. Taught at NSF Workshop for niddle
school science teachers.

Adj unct Professor, 1985-86, Division of Psychol ogy and Educati ona
Testing, College of Education, Enporia State University, Enporia, KS
66801. Engaged in joint research projects.

Adj unct Professor, 1985-86, College of Education, Wchita State
University, Wchita, KS 67042. Taught courses for NSF workshop for
m ddl e school science teachers.

Assi stant Professor, 1975-82, Departnent of Biol ogical Sciences,
Wchita State University, Wchita, KS 67208. Taught courses in
Maj ors Bi ol ogy, Ani mal Behavi or, Soci obi ol ogy, Bionetry and
Onithology. Directed labs for majors biology and nasters thesis
for two students.

Recent G ants:

Turner Foundation, 1999, Storm sewer stenciling project.

Kansas Good Nei ghbor Grant from Kansas Departnent of Health and
Envi ronment, 1998 — 2001, Nutrient renoval by buffer strips in
runoff fromcattle grazed areas.

Envi ronmental Protection Agency Grant, 1997-1998, Water festiva
program for Wal nut Ri ver Basin Drai nage.

Gsprey Introduction Project, 1996 - 2000, Hacki ng young osprey at
El Dorado State Lake and supervising cooperative education students,
Kansas Departnment of WIdlife and ParKks.
Fel | owshi ps and Awar ds:

Educat ors Environnmental Excellence Aware, EPA region VIl 2000.

Gustav Chaus | nnovations Award in Science Teaching at Coll ege |evel,
2" Pl ace, 2000.

Kansas Leadership Trai ning Program Kansas State University, 1999 -
2000.

Who' s Who anpbng Anerica's Teachers, 1998, 2000.
Faculty Assisted Science and Technol ogy Fell owship, 1998, Nationa

Sci ence Foundati on.
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Greatest Institute Fellowship, 1997, Sunmer workshop in
Envi ronnmental Technol ogy Training, North Central Partnership in
Envi ronnment, Technol ogy and Educati on

Who' s Who anpbng Anerica's Teachers, 1995.
Publ i cati ons:

W M Langl ey, 2000, Grassroot G oups, National Honors Report, 21
37- 38.

W M Langl ey, 2000, Water quality nonitoring program an honors
program approach, Splashings, April, 22-24.

W M Langl ey, 2000, Water quality testing program Hydrogram
Spring, 22-23.

W M Langley, 1999, Changes in wintering crow populations in
Kansas. Bulletin of Kansas Ornithol ogi cal Society, 50, 35-38.

W M Langley, 1999, Perch and habitat use by red-tail ed hawks and
American Kestrels along a highway in eastern Kansas. Transactions
of Kansas Acadeny of Sciences, 102, 92-99.

W M Langley, Chris Frey and M ke Taylor, 1998, Conparison of
wat erfow and shorebird use of a man-made wetl and, |ake and pond.
Transacti ons of Kansas Acadeny of Sciences, 101, 114-119.

W M Langl ey, 1994, Conparison of predatory attack behaviors in
deer m ce (Peronyscus nani cul atus) and grasshopper m ce (Onychonys
| eucogaster). Journal of Conparative Psychol ogy, 108, 394-400.

W M Langley, 1992, Foragi ng behavior of winter roosting crows in
the Wchita area. Report for Kansas Departnent of Wldlife and
Parks. 56 p.

W M Langley, 1991, Rel ationship between attack and feeding in
the insect-predatory behavior of grasshopper nice. Aggressive
Behavi or, 17, 275-284.

W M Langl ey, 1989, Behavior of winter roosting crows in the
Wchita area. Report for Kansas Departnment of WIldlife and Parks,
29 p.

W M Langley, 1989, G asshopper nouse's use of visual cues during
a predatory attack. Behavioural Processes, 19, 115-125.
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W M Langley, H Lipps and J. Theis, 1989, Conparison of the
inhibitory effects of denatonium saccharide and quinine in
gr asshopper nice, Onychonys | eucogaster. Perceptual and Mbtor
Skills, 68, 551-557.

W M Langley, H Lipps and J. Theis, 1989, Responses of Kansas
notorists to snake nodels on a rural highway. Transactions of the
Kansas Acadeny of Sciences, 92, 43-48.

J. R Choate, W M Langley, V. Bailey, 1988, The |east weasel in
sout heastern Kansas. Prairie Naturalist, 20, 57.

G A Cress and W M Langley, 1988, Effects of annual and habit at
variations in prey on the growth and productivity of red-tailed
hawks (Buteo jammi censis). Transactions of the Kansas Acadeny of
Sci ences, 91, 96-102.

W M Langley, 1988, Spiny nouse's (Aconys cahirinus) use of
di stance sense in localization of prey. Behavioural Processes, 16,
67-73.

W M Langley, 1987, Specializations in the predatory behavior of
grasshopper mce (Onychonys |eucogaster and O torridus): a
conpari son with the gol den hanmster (Mesocricetus auratus). Journa
of Conparative Psychol ogy, 101, 322-327.

W M Langley, J. Theis, S. Davis, M Richard, and C. G over,
1987, Effects of denatoni um saccharide on the drinking behavior of
the grasshopper nmouse (Onychonys | eucogaster). Bulletin of the
Psychononi ¢ Society, 25, 17-19.

W M Langl ey, 1986, Devel opnent of predatory behaviour in the
sout hern grasshopper nouse (Onychonys torridus). Behaviour, 99,
275- 295.

W M Langley, 1986, Differences in the decision to attack between
grasshopper nice and hansters: effects of novel, noxious and
aversive stinmuli. Bulletin of the Psychononic Society, 24, 294-296.

W M Langley and A. Wi gand, 1986, Inportance of tactile and
ol factory cues to the inhibition of the grasshopper nouse's attack
t hrough toxicosis. Behavioral and Neural Biology, 46, 337-347.

S. F. Davis, L. A Cunningham T. J. Burke, M Richard, W M
Langl ey and J. Theis, 1986, A prelimnary analysis of the
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suppressive effects of denatonium saccharide. Bulletin of the
Psychonom ¢ Society, 24, 229-232.

W M Langley, 1985, Relative inportance of distance senses in
hanst er predatory behavior. Behavioural Processes, 10, 229-239.

W M Langley and K Knapp, 1984, Effects of toxicosis on the
predat ory behavi or of the gol den hanster (Mesocricetus auratus).
Journal of Conparative Psychol ogy, 98, 302-310.

W M Langley, 1984, Recognition of prey species by their odors in
the grasshopper nmouse (Onychonys | eucogaster). Behavioura
Processes, 9, 277-280.

W M Langley, 1983, Stimulus control of feeding behavior in the
grasshopper nouse. Zeitschrift fur Tierpsychol ogie, 62, 291-306.

W M Langley, 1983, Relative inportance of distance senses in
grasshopper nouse predatory behaviour. Aninal Behaviour, 31, 199-
205.

W M Langley and K. Knapp, 1982, Inportance of olfaction to the
suppressi on of the attack response through conditioned taste
aversion. Behavioral and Neural Biology, 36, 368-378.

W M Langley, 1981, The effects of prey defenses on the attack
behavi or of the southern grasshopper nouse (Onychonys torridus).
Zeitschrift fur Tierpsychologie, 56, 115-127.

W M Langley, 1981, Failure of food-aversion conditioning to
suppress predatory attack of the grasshopper nouse, Onychonys
| eucogaster. Behavioral and Neural Biology, 33, 317-333.

W M Langley and B. Bowran, 1980, Effectiveness of portable
audi otutorial vs. lecture formats in presentation of ecol ogica
concepts. Journal of College Science Teaching, 10, 236-238.

W M Langley, 1980, Habitat preference in the southern
gr asshopper nouse, Onychonys torridus (Miridae). Southwestern
Nat ural i st, 25, 266-267.

W M Langley, 1979, Preference of the striped skunk and opossum
for auditory over visual stimuli. Carnivore, 2, 31-34.

R L. Smith and W M Langley, 1978, Cicada stress sound: an assay

of its effectiveness as a predator defense nechanism Sout hwestern
Nat ural i st, 23, 187-196.
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G Brown and W M Langley, 1975, Qutside activities in
audi otutorial format. Anerican Biol ogy Teacher, 37, 432.

Pr of essi onal Organi zati ons:

Kansas Acadeny of Sciences
Kansas Ornithol ogi cal Society
W chita Audubon Soci ety
Presi dent 1991-92, 1992-93
Vi ce President 1988-89, 1989-90
Kansas Water and Environment Associ ation
Chai rperson for Education Session, 1997 - 2000
Partnership for Environnent, Technol ogy and Education
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Nane: Chris S. Mammoliti, Chief
Envi ronnment al Services Section

Organi zation: Kansas Departnent of Wldlife & Parks
512 S.E. 25th Ave
Pratt, KS 67124

Phone: 620/ 672-5911
Fax: 620/ 672- 2972 LBLIFE
E-mai | : chri sm@w. st ate. ks. us 'f_ﬂ“

<mai | to: chri sm@w. st at e. ks. us>
Di sci pline: Aquati c Ecol ogy

Labor/input Contribution to Study:

CY 2001 = 40 hours
CY 2002 = 80 hours
Educati on:

B.S., Fisheries and WIldlife Biol ogy
Mast er of Science in Environnmental Science.

Qualifications:

Chi ef of the Environmental Services Section with the Kansas
Departnent of WIldlife and Parks. In this position, oversee a staff
of three full-tine ecologists and two full-tine stream bi ol ogi sts.
The overall mssion of the Environnmental Services Section is to
deter and mitigate degradation and | oss of aquatic and terrestrial
wildlife habitat through review, assessnment, and coordi nation input
to proposed devel opnent projects, and to conduct speci al

i nvestigations regarding the status of the state’'s stream
ecosystens. The section also administers the regulatory pernit
program for devel opnent projects inpacting State-listed threatened
and endangered speci es.

Wor k Experi ence:
Have been with Kansas Departnment of WIldlife and Parks 17 years.
Currently hold nmenmbership in the Anerican Fisheries Society; the

Kansas Chapter of the American Fisheries Society, serving as
Secretary/ Treasurer; and the Kansas Herpetol ogi cal Society.
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Contribution to the Study:

Techni cal resource consultant on aquatic and terrestrial habitat
conditions as well as State- and Federally-listed T/E species within
the Wal nut Basin. Coordination of biological sanpling to documnent
aquatic and terrestrial wildlife conmunities.
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Nanme: Ron Mart eney

Organi zation: Kansas Departnent of Wldlife & Parks

Phone: (316) 322- 7513 WLBLIFE
Fax: ~ MAKS
E- Mai | : ronm@w. st at e. ks. us ———

Hoine Page
Position: Fi sheri es Bi ol ogi st

Labor Contribution to Study:

Amount of time will vary dependi ng upon the tine of year and other
work conmmitnents. Hopefully, | could contribute an average of 3 or
4 days a nonth.

Pr of essi onal Duties:

Adm ni ster and coordi nate fisheries nanagenent plans for two Federa
reservoirs, three State fishing | akes, five conmmunity |akes, and
nunerous private waters in four counties in south-central Kansas.
Duties include collecting, conpiling, and anal yzing fish popul ation
dat a; determ ning suppl enental stocking needs; formulating water-

| evel fluctuation plans; and submitting and justifying
reconmendati ons on regul ati on changes. Devel op and submit budget
proposals for Federal aid projects. Design, subnmit, and initiate
fisheries research projects within nmy district. Participate in
state-w de research projects. Fornul ate state-w de stocking

gui del i nes and managenent recomrendati ons while serving on species-
speci fic managenent task forces. Qher duties include liaison with
vari ous agencies and organi zati ons, brood fish collection, and fish
kill investigations. Experienced with |BM conpatible and Macl nt osh
conputers. Proficient in SAS, Excel, Quatro Pro, Excel, dBase |11+,
FishCalc, Wrd Perfect, Mcrosoft Wrd, PowerPoint, and Desi gnCAD
software packages. Directly supervise pernmanent and tenporary
personnel on a variety of projects.

Previ ous Professional Experience:

Wat ershed District Manager, WIf River Watershed Joint District 6
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Name: Marc L. Masnor P. E

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°' East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

Phone: (918) 669- 7349 E%_ = ;E
Fax: (918) 669- 7546 iN. .o, NI
- IF:m° i
E-Mai | : 1 B—
Posi tion: Proj ect Manager/ Study Manager :‘:I;f‘i:‘:im_%"ﬁi';im:
Vi iiginivwi o @
T

Pr of essi onal Duties:

:
8

Lead planner for various Cvil Wrks projects in the Planning Branch
of the Planning, Environnental, and Regul atory Division.

Educati on:

B.S., Cvil Engineering, University of Mssouri at Rolla (formerly
the M ssouri School of M nes and Metall urgy)

Experi ence:

 hydrol ogy and hydraulics,

e project managenent,

e study and project planning,

e District website evaluation, acquisition, and installation,

e District Ofice tel ephone system eval uation, acquisition, and
instal |l ati on,

e PER Division office automation planning and acquisition, and

e District Co-webraster.

Duti es:

Lead pl anner for:

* Grand Lake studi es,

 Wchita River Basin Chloride Control Reevaluation, and
. Wal nut Ri ver Basin Reconnai ssance Study

. PER Di vi si on conputer acquisition planner

. Di strict Co-Wbnaster

D- 33



—— - e -

Nane: Angel a McPhee

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°" East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

Phone: (918) 669-7677
Fax: (918) 669- 7489
E- Mai | :
Posi tion: Branch Chief, Real Estate e f‘_‘m:;:;.‘—‘—
Acqui sition and Realty Services Ui DNgaICSiS ®

Duti es:
Responsi ble for acquiring a variety of interests in real property.

Responsi ble for nonitoring real estate activities of cost-sharing
sponsors.
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Nane: JimE. Mchaels

Organi zation: Land Service, Inc.
12698 S. W Thunder Road
Augusta, KS 67010

Phone: (316) 775-1554
“’F Fax:

E-mail : | andservi ce@wr | dnet. att. net
Posi tion: Presi dent of Land Service, Inc., and Whitewater

Wat er shed Manager
Experi ence:

Spent 15 years in public segnent dealing with water quality, wetland
habi t at and nanagenent, urban erosion and sedi nentation control,
doresti c herd waste managenent, dry |and agriculture, and golf
course and professional turf nmanagenent related i ssues. Have done
extensive work with nulti-Ilevels of government and on private | ands,
primarily on the west coast.

Expertise in land mtigation and nediation.
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Narre: Rick MIler
Organi zation: State of Kansas
Phone:

Fax:
E-mai | ;

Posi ti on: State G S Coordi nat or
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Name: Janes C. Randol ph

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°%" East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

Phone: (918) 669-4396 e w1
Fax: (918) 669- 7546 gl :
E-Mai | : 1 B §
Posi ti on: Envi ronment al i st, NEPA Team i"';"':-‘“—"!_'!}" ~Qorps
Leader, and RVD Team Leader OF Cihiginesis e
Tl Nictn

Duti es:

Envi ronment al conpli ance and NEPA docunentati on and threatened and
endangered studi es.

Educati on:

B.S. Degree in Biology
M S. Degree in Zool ogy
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Nane: Edwi n J. Rossnman, Ph.D.

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engi neers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°' East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

Phone: (918) 669-4921 —

Fax: (918) 669-7546  f t

E- Mai | : T IRl LR 1
[ T —
e

Posi ti on: Soci ol ogi cal Anal ysis and US Army Corps
Public | nvol venent of Eﬁg:ﬁee:-g@

Tuisa District

Educati on:

Ph.D. University of North Texas, 1990
M A., Texas Tech University, 1977
B. A, Texas Tech University, 1974

Experi ence:

Have been a social scientist in Planning Branch, Planning,
Environnmental, and Regulatory Division at Tulsa District since 1980.
Responsi bl e for conducting social inpact and denographi c anal yses
for mlitary and civil works projects.

Have provi ded social and economic information in support of the
original round of Base Realignment and Cl osure actions and
conpliance with the National Environmental Policy Act. Have been

i nvol ved i n devel opi ng net hodol ogi st, policies, and procedures for
eval uating social and econom c paraneters in the Corps of Engineers
civil and mlitary prograns. Wbdrk includes public involvenent and
community relations strategies for civil and mlitary projects.
Have provi ded support for clients such as Fort Sill, Fort Chaffee,
Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant, U S. Department of Energy Pantex

Pl ant, Okl ahoma Arny National Guard, Cklahoma Departnent of Tourism
and Recreation, U S. Navy, and U S. Air Force. Corps districts in
Sacranento, St. Paul, San Juan, and Puerto R co have used his
expertise in public involvenent and social inpact assessnent.

Active in professional organizations and recently published in the
International Journal of Mass Energencies and Disasters,
Soci ol ogi cal Practice Review, Environnental Mbdeling and Assessnent,
and I ndustrial and Environnental Crisis Quarterly. M witings on
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public involvenent al so has been published in Spanish in Desnond
Connor’s book How to Prevent and Resolve Public Conflict (title
transl at ed).

Proj ect Experi ence:

Served as Techni cal Manager on Conmunity Rel ations Plans —
Departnent of Energy Pantex Plant, Corps of Engineers Fornerly Used
Def ense Sites in Ckl ahona and Texas.

Served as Technical Manager on civil works social inpact assessments
for Red River Chloride, Mngo Creek Flood Control Project, and other
| arge water resource projects.

Served as Assistant Project Manager, Social and Econom ¢ Anal ysis
Team Base Realignnment and Closure Ofice (through the U S. Arny
Corps of Engineers Institute for Water Resources).

Work History:

Social Scientist: US. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa, Cklahoms,
Sept enber 1980 — Present

Teaching Fellow. University of North Texas, 1978-1980

Research Associ ate: Texas Tech University School of Medicine, 1976-
1978

Prof essi onal Registrations/Certifications/C earances/ Menbershi ps:

Menber, American Soci ol ogi cal Associ ation
Sout hwestern Soci al Science Associ ation
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Nane: Lawr ence (Lei gh) Skaggs

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Institute for Water Resources (CEl WR)
7701 Tel egraph Road
Casey Bui |l di ng
Al exandria, VA 22315-3868

Phone: (703) 428-9091
Fax: (703) 428-8435
E-nmail: | awr ence. | . skaggs@isace. armny. m |
Position: | WR- PLAN Expert

Experi ence:

Lei gh Skaggs is a CGeographer with the U S. Arny Corps of Engi neers,
Institute for Water Resources (IVWR). A native of Atlanta, he
graduated fromthe University of Georgia with a BA in Economc
CGeography. He has worked at IWR since 1987 in the Technica

Anal ysi s and Research (now Deci si on Met hodol ogi es) Divi sion, working
on the Pl anni ng Met hodol ogi es, Ri sk Analysis, Evaluation of

Envi ronnmental Investnents, and Decision Support Technol ogi es
research progranms. Prior to his Corps experience, he attended
graduat e school at the University of Georgia and worked as a
researcher at the National Geographic Society in Washi ngton, DC
Leigh currently volunteers for the C arendon Alliance, an urban

pl anni ng partnership in Arlington, Virginia, and gives tours at the
Sm thsonian Institution's National Museum of American Hi story on
weekends.
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Name: Janes R Sullivan

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°' East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

Phone: (918) 669-7547
Fax: (918) 669-7546 R .ATh.&
E- Mai | : By i@
i_= =N
Posi tion: Econom ¢ Anal ysi s US Army Coms
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'::-Ef..‘.i- Nane: Paula R Wllits

of

ﬁ% Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
b | Tul sa District

= 1645 S. 101" East Avenue

Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

\ﬂl

Phone: (918) 669-4928
Fax: (918) 669- 7546
E-mail :
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Posi tion: Witer-Editor
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Nane: Browni e WI son

Organi zation: Kansas Water Ofice
Conservati on and Eval uati on Unit
901 S. Kansas Avenue

o
Topeka, KS 66612-1249 Bl S
TER R
Phone: (785) 296-4231
Fax:
E- Mai | : bwi | son@wo. st at e. ks. us
Position: Envi ronment al Sci enti st
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Name: Russel I Wckof f

Organi zation: U S. Arny Corps of Engineers,
Tul sa District
1645 S. 101°' East Avenue
Tul sa, OK 74128-4629

e

Phone: (918) 669-7107
Fax:
E-mail :

Posi tion: Hydraul i ¢ Engi neer
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