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Yhen the Corps of Enginuers estimates ccsts and
benefits of proposed water resource projects, it encounters
uncertainty. The two basic probability approaclies to analyzing
uncertainty uare the "relative frequency®™ apgroach which relies
on past events and the ¥subjective interpretation® apprcach
vhich depends on whether an event will occur at all.
Pindings/Conclusions: The Corps is more successful in znaiyses
of costs and benefits which depend or the "relative frequency"®
approach. For example, if £loods have occurred at a certain
frequency in the past, they can be exyected to cccur at similar
freqaencies in the future. However, predicticns cf events such
as future development in a floocd-prone area are stbjective. The
Corps® treatment of tihis type of uncertainty could be imprcved.
For example, when an est.imate of future events is based on the
judgment of a panel of experts, it should reflect the degree of
agreement in the panel, not just the "average" ogpinion.
Recommendations: The Corps should: explicitly recognize
intangible benefits and costs and show what effect they have on
judgments about a project, indicate the level cf confidence
surrounding estimates which involve uncertainty, make increased
use of sensitivity analysis tc show the pctential impact of
uncer tainty on expected costs and benefits, adjust estimates to
account for uncertainty, incorporate an %opilion"™ value in its
analysis to reflect the fact that an irreversiktle action may
preclude scme other action whcse future value could be greater
than expected, and consider devoting more aralysis to factors
that ave the greatest sources of uncertainty. (HIN)
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REPORT BY THE RELEASED LH’:S

Comptroller General
OF THE UNITED STATES

Better Analysis Of Uncertainty
Needed For Water Resource Projects

Two types of uncertainty surround estimates
of costs and benefits from water resource pro-
jects. The first involves events that are repeat-
able--like rainfall--and that will cccur with
some frequency. The second involves events
that will simply either occur or not occur--a
particular rate of population growth, for
example.

The Army Corps of Engincers’ approach in
dealing with the uncertainty cf repeatable
events is correct. For nonrepeatable events,
however, the Corps’ analysis could be im-
proved in several ways.

GAO recommends improvements designad to
indicate the range of likely values that a vari-
able might realize in the future.

This report was requested by the Senate Bud-
get Committe.

PAD-78-67
JUNE 2, 1978




COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20548

B-167941

The Honorable Edmund S. Muskie,
Chairman

The Honorable Henry Bellmon,
kRanking Minority Member

Committee on the Budget

United States Senate

In accordance with your August §, 1977, request, this
report discusses the use of probability analysis in cal-
culating benefits for water resources projects, with special
reference to the Corps of Engineers' feasibility studies.

At your reavest, we did not obtain written agency com-
ments. We did, however, discuss purtions of the revort with
Corps officials. We have also received informal ccmments
from th2 Corps, which have been incorporated in the report
"where appropriate.

Generally, the Corps' analysis could be improved by
giving more recognition to the possible differences between
expected and realized benefits and costs. Specifying the
sourcer, magnitudes, and likelihood of such differences would
help the decisionmakers evaluate proposed water orojects.

2s arranged wiih Committee staff, unless you oublicly
announce its contents earlier, we plar no further distri-
bution of this report until 7 days from the issuance date
At that time, we will send copies to appropriate Senate 2and
House committees; the Director, Office of Management andé
Budget:; and tne heads of departments and agencies dirgctly

involved.
Tiwar 17, e

Comptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S BETTER ANALYSIS OF UNCERTAINTY
REPORT TO THE SENATE NEEDED FOR WATER RESOURCE PROJECTS
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

— o e — — -

There is always an element of uncertainty
in the estimated costs and berefits of a
Proposed wat:r recource project. The
Corp. of Eng.ncers does a good job of
analyzing some types of uncer tainty, but
does less well with others. Cuongressional
and executive branch evaluations of water
resource projects couid be aided if the
Corps provided greater and more explicit
recognition cf the uncertainty in its cost
and benefit =stimates.

This report discusses two basic approaches
to analyzing different sorts of uncertainty.

One, the "rela“ive frequency" aprroach,
relies heavily or past events. I1f, for
example, circumstance: leading to a flood
of a certain size have occurred on the
average of once every 30 years for the
past century, this fact can be used to
deal with uncertainty about future floods.
The analysis would rely on the prorosition
that a flood of that size will occur, cn
the average, once every 30 years in the
future. The Corps' analyses of costs and
benefits generally handle this sort of un-
certainty quite well.

The second approach is the "subjective
interpretation" approach. 1In this case,
the issue is not how often a particular
event will occur, but whether it will
occur at all. For example, the benefits
of 1 flood control project will largely
depend on the extent of future develop-
ment in the potentially flood~prone area.
If intensive development will occur, the
damages avoided through flood control
(the benefits of flood control) will be
greater than if development were sparse.

Tear Sheet. Upon removai, the report
cover dzte should be noted hereon. i PAD-78-67



Unlike predictions of the frequency of
particular meteorological and hydrological
conditions, however, predictions of the
pace of development are inherently subjec-
tive. The Corps' treatment of such sub-
jective uncertainties could he improved.
For example, when an estimate of future
events is based on the judgment of a panel
of experts, the estimate should reflect
the degree ~f agreement in the panel, not
just the "average" opinion.

To help decisionmakers understand the extent
and significance of uncertainty in its esti-
mates of costs and benefits, the Cocrps should:

~-Explicitly recognize intangible benefits
and costs and shoéw #hat effect they have
on the Corps' judaments about 2 project.

--Indicate the level of confiderce surround-
ing estimates which involve urncertainty.

--Make increased use of sensitivity analysis
tc siow the potential imract of uncertainty
on expected benefits and costs.

~-Adjust its estimaies of expected costs and
benefits to account for uncertainty.

~-~Incorporate an "option™ value in its anal-
ysis, to reflect the fact that an irrever-
sible action taken today may preclude the
Nation from taking some other action whose
future value could be greater than cur-
rentiy expected. This nossibility exists
when there is uncertainty concerniuig the
future value of the ecisting situation, or
when the situation could be modified by new
information, such as the discovery of a
unigue natural resource.

--Consider devoting more of its analysis to
those factors (for example, economic vari-
ables) that are the greatest sources of
uncertainty.

i1



At the request of the Senate Committee or
the Budget, GAO did nnt seek written com-~
ments on this report. However, the conternts
were discussed informally with Corps offi-
cials. Some of GAO's recommendations are,
at least in part, already being mct by the
Corps--cthe use of sensitivity analysis, for
example.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRCDUCTION

When the expected benefits or costs of a water resource
projeci are uncertain, a single benefit-cost ratio provides
limited assistance in deciding whether to fund tte project.
A decisionmaker should also know the size of other possible
benefit-cost ratios and their likelihood of occurrence.
Corps of Engineers kerefit-cost analyses focus on the esti-
mation ot expected values and, generally, do not clearly show
the degrce of uncertainty inherent in particular projects.

In a letter dated August 5, 1977 isee app. I), the
Chairman and Rankina Minority Member of the 5. :. “ommittee
on the Budget reguested that we study certain aspects of
water resource programs. This report deals with one issue
discussed in that letter--the use of probability analvsis in

calculating benefits from water resource projects.

CONTENT OF THIS REPORT

Uncertainty, as applied to water resource orojects, has
two distinct interpretations. One, the relative frequency
approach, involves everts having repeatabl . outcomes. The
other, the subjective approach, is viewed as a quantified
statement of belief.

Chapter 2 discusses the relative frequency approach and
the calculation of expected benefits from flood control proj-
ects. Chapter 3 describes subjective uncertzinty and presents
a number of methods for dealing with it in benefit-cost
analvses. Chapter 4 summarizes our conclusiors and recommen-
dations regarding Corps of Fngineers benefit-cost analyses.

SCOPE_OF REVIEW

Our review was made primarily at the Coros of Enqineers
headquarters in Washingtcn, D.C. We examined Corrs manuals
and circulars, as well as the Federal Register, for volicy
statements. There are no written Corps policy statements
covering some of the issues discussed in this report. 1In
these cases we referred to a 1950 document issued by an inter-
agency committee on water resources. (See app. II, No. 10.)
All policy statements taken from this source (as well as those
taken from expired Corps engineering manuals and circulars)
were discussed with Corps officials and verified as describing



acctual Corps policy. Throughout the report this document is
(in the text) referred to as "Proposed Practices." We also
examined eight recent feasibility studies for prooosed water
projects, most of them concerned with flood control, to
determine the Corps' practice for dealing with uncertainty

in its benefit-cost analyses. (See apv. II, Nos. 14, 16-22.)

As agreed with the Committee, we limited the sccope of
our review to examining the use of probability analysis in
calculating benefits from water resources projects and to
vrecommending method.. by which this analysis could be improved.
At the Committee's request, we did not c.tain written agency
comments on our report. We did, however, receive informal
comments, waich have been incorporated in the report where
apprepriate. These comments were not subjected to internal
review within the Corps or the Army; consequently, they
should not be interpreted as the cfficial position of either
organization.



CHAPTER 2

RELATIVE_FREQUENCY APPROACH TO UNCERTAINTY

COMZUTING_BENEFITS

Principles

The relative frequency interpretation, the classical
interpretation of probability, is well suited for making in-
ferences about games of chance--the original application of
probability theory. 1/ In these instances, uncertainty can
involve the outcome of a coin toss, the spin of a roulette
wheel, or the value of a hand of cards. Aall of these games
have a common characteristin--the play of the game is reveat-
able under the same circumstances. The probability of a given
outcome is seen as the relative freguency of its occurrence
when the event is reneated manv times. The expected value
of a series of independent outcomes is the average value of
these outcomes when each is weighted by its probability
(observed relative freguency) of occurring.

The way this type of uncertainty should be dealt with
in the Corps' benefit-cost analysis can be demonstrated by
an example relating to flood control. 2/ The benefits from
flood control include the prevented damages to property on
the floud plain. The damages are determined by the value of
the property and the extent of flooding. Although the extent
of floodiny (and, hence, damages) cannot be known with cer-
tainty for z2ny future time period, the expected amount of
flooding can be predicted from past experience.

Suppose that for a certain river the damages caused by
its annual peak flood were recorded over a 100~year veriod.
Suppose further that in 5 of those 100 years, flooding
caused between $21,000 and $23,000 in damages. Taking the
midpoint of this range, we could say that there is a 5-percent
pcobability that in any 1 year flooding will cause $22,000 in
damages. This probability is simply the relative frequencv
with which floods ¢f this size occurred during the period of
observationr. 3/

The expected value of completely eliminating floods on
this river (the benefits of flood control) is computed by
first calculating the annual damajes expectad with no flood
control. This is done by multipiying each level of damages
by its probability of occurrence and summing the resulting
products. Suppose past observation had yielded the followina
data.



Hypothetical F.ood_Damages and

Probabilities of Occurrence

Probabilitv of fliood
Range of causing damage in
flood damage Midrange specified range

({000 omitted)

33-45 39 0.01
29-33 31 .02
25-29 27 .03
23-25 24 .04
21-23 22 .05
19-21 20 .06
15-19 17 .07
13-15 14 .09
11-13 12 .12
9-11 10 .14
0-9 4.5 -17

0 0 .20

The expected annual amount of flood damages would then he:
(.20 x ) + (.17 x 4.5) + ... + (.01 x 3%) = S11,115

With complete flood control, the probability of any level of
damages occurring would be 0.0, and expected annual damages
would then be:

(0.0 x 0) + (0.6 x 4.5) + ... + (0.0 x 39) = s0

The benefits of complete flood control are then the difference
between these two expected values ($11,135 - $0). Thus, an
average of §11,135 in damages would be prevented by completely
controlling floods on this river., Of course, in some years
the damages would have been greater, and in other years they
would have been less. Nonetheless, given the relative fre-
quency of various levels of damages obhserved in the past,
complete flood control would yield average annual benefits

of S$11,135.

The expected annual benefits from partially controlling
floods on this river can be calculated similarly. With par-
tial flood control, the probability of each flood staqe occur-
ting would be reduced, but not to zero. If we constructed a



occurring by 90 percent, our expected annual damages would
also decrease by 90 percent, to $1,113—-leaving $10,022 in
expected damages averted as the annual benefits from this
project. 4/

Corps of Engineers policy

A general policy that all Federal agencies could follow
in evaluating flood control benefits was expressed in
"Proposed Practices." The section of this document re¢lated
to the relative frequency view o€ pProbability reads:

"The amount of flood damage to be expected in

a given area varies with the magnitude of the
floods expected. Although the date of occur-
rence of a flood of any given magnitude cannot
be predicted, the probability of cccurrence of
a flood of any given magnitude in a specified
period of time such as 50 or 100 years or in a
pParticular season of the Year can ke estimated
when adequate stream flow data are available.
Accordingly, the average annual damage to be
expected from all floods that may occur in the
period of analysis of a project can best be
computed on the basis of the expectancy in any
one ycvar of the various amounts of flood damage
that would result from floods of all magnitudes
up to those approaching the maximum probable
flood. The difference in eéxpected damages

with and without flood control is the benefit
atiributable to the projecuv." 5/

in benefit-cost analysis. The Corps in fa-t uses this ap-
proach in dealing with the uncertainty surrounding benefits
to be derived from its flood control projects.

Corps of Engineers practice

The Corps' approcach to estimating flood control benefits
is exemplified Fy a recent study of a proposed project:

"Benefits of the recommended plan would be the
reduction in future flood damages throughout

the Skagit River flood Plain, downstream from
the mouth of the Baker River. Future average



annual flood darmages p.evented represent the
difference in average annual flood damage that
would be expected without the project change
and residual average annual damages which
would exist with the change." 6/

This methodology parailels that expressed in the above policy
prescription.

Another recent study for a proposed project presents
tabies of relat+ive frequencies for various obszrved flood
levels and the Corps' estimates of corresponding damages.

One table relates to natural conditions and another expresses
the expected conditions with flood controi. 7/ These data
are used to cal.ulate expected annual damages with and with-
out a flood control project, which further substantiates our
spinion that the Corps' methodology, insofar as it deals

with relative freguencies and the estimation of expected
values, is correct.

Recommended changes in
the Corps' analysis

No changes are needed in either the Corps' policy or
analytical practice concerning events that are repeatable
and that have predictable future outcomes. Further, there
is no reason to change the presentation of 2ither the under-
lying data or the results of this analysis. This is not to
say, however, that the benefits estimates are necessarily
correct or that the times when benefits will be realized can

be predicted.

INCREMENTAL ANALYSIS AND
INTANGIBLE BENEFITS

A flood control project of a certain scale reduces to
zero the probability of damages from streamfi..”5 belcw some
magnitude. It also reduces the likelihood of damages from
larger streamflows, but these probabilities remain positive.
As the scale of a project increases by increments, the
threshold of zero probability rises to higher streamflow
levels, and the likelihood of damages from the greater
streamflows that remain only partially controlled diminiszhes.
After some point, however, additional increments will yield
progressively smaller expected benefits. This is true be-
cause the likelihood of a very large streamflow is typically
small; thus, the expected damages associated with it, even
with no flood control, are also small. Eliminating the
possibility of $1 million in damages, that have only a
0.05-percent chance of occurring, yields an expected annual
benefit of $500.



With measurable benefits, it is appropriate to limit
the scale of a project to the level at which the incremertal
benefit equals the corresponding incremental cost. Increasing
the scale beyond this point would yield an incremental bene-
fit smaller than its associated cost, which is a waste of re-
sources. As stated in "Proposed Practices":

"* * * the optimum scale of development is
that at which the net benefits are at a maxi-
mun. Net benefits are maximized if the scale
of development is exterided to the point where
the benefits added by the last increment of
scale or scope are eqjual to the costs of add-
ing that increment.” 8/

The Corps of Engineers has adopted the maximization o.
net benefits as its general poliry guide for determining the
scope of flood control projects. A recent Corps policy cir-~
cular advises that the planner “determine the ‘evel of pro-
tection afforded by maximizing tangible net economic bene-
fits." 9/ That the Corps puts this policy into practice is
confirmed by recent studies for proposed flood control
projects. 10/

"Maximization of net benefits. The proposed
plan was fermulated to yield the maximum excess
benefits over cost. After establishing that the
three-element plan was economically superior,
preliminary cost estimates and benefits for
similar three-element plans of varying scope
were evaluated to determine the extent of im-
provements which would yield the maximum excess
of benefits." 11/

Determining the scope of a project using this maximiza-
tion criterion is possible only when all benefits and costs
can be expressed in dollar values. With many projects this
is not the case. There can be intangible benefits from flood
control, such as reduced risk to human life, as well as in-
tangible costs, such as a decrease in the beauty of a river
and its surroundings. Although benefits and costs do not
enter into the maximization calculus, they can nonetheless
influence decisions about the scope of a flood control
project. This is exenplified by the economic criteria used
in a recent Corps study for a proposed flood control project.

"Scope of the development is such to provide
the maximum net benefits, however, intangible
considerations, such as risk to lives and



property, could result in a project size which
is greater than that which would produce maxi-
mum net benefits." 12/

It is appropriate that intangihle considerations affect
the scale of a flood control project. However, the Corps'’
analysis of these intangibles could be improved, along with
its presentation of their importance to congressional decision-
makers. The analysis could be improved by increased quanti-
fication of intangible elements that lend themselves to
numerical measurement. The Corps has apparcrently already
begun doing this, 13/ and further efforts would be desirable.
in addition, probabilities attached to intangible elements
shculd be specified as accurately as possible.

As with other benefits, the expected number of lives that
will be saved each year by successive increases in the scope
of a flood control project will litely diminish. Some people
may be uncomfortable with this caiculated view of human life.
Corps officials have, in fact, suggested that the number of
lives expected to be saved by successive irncrements should
not be considered in deciding a project's scope, because it
is not possible to place a value on human life. However, we
believe that such informaticn gives decisionmakers a more
concrete idea of the benefits (and costs) involved in changing
the scope of a project thau do general statements of concern
for public health and safety.

When the Corps believes that the scale of a project
should be other than that which maximizes net tangible bene-
fits, it should present the following for various possible
scales of the project, including both the "maximum net
benefits" and "recommended” scales:

--The expected benefit-cost ratio.
--The level of tangible net benefits.

--The intangible benefits and costs that are guantifi-
able.

--The intangibie benefits and costs that are not gquan-
tifiable.

This information could be more readily evaluated if it
were presented in a concise, tabular form as part of the
benefit-cost analysis for a proposed project. Further, the
estimates for the "maximum net benefits" and "recommended"
scales might be highlighted in such a way as to aid the
d:cisionmaker in selecting one or the other.



CHAPTEK 3

SUBJECTIVE APPROACH TO UNCERTAINTY

The subjective interpretation of uncertainty is well
expressed by an originator of this area of probability analysis,
who states that, in the subjective view:

“* * * probability measures the confidence
that a particular individual has in the
truth of a particular proposition.* = =
[This view postulates] that the individual
concerned is in someways ‘reasonable,® but
[it does] not dery the possibility that two
reasonable individuals faced with the same
evidence may have different degrees of con-
fidence in the truth of the same proposi-
tion." 14/

A subjective statement involves events that have ur :rtain
outcomes and that are not repeatable (the 1978 World Series,
for example), and is interpreted as a measure of degree of
belief; a quantified judgment of a particular individual.

The distinction between the subjective and relative
frequency views of uncertainty is exemplified by the different
interpretation given to a projection of future population
growth in an area, as opposed to a projection of future rain-
fall. 1In the case of rainfall, the average annual amount can
be calculated from past observations. Athough :his may be
an overestimate one year and an underestimate another, on the
average it will be correct. This is not necessarily true
for a population projection, however. A prediction of future
population growth in an area can be based on past trends,
but such growth is not a repeatable event. Thus, there is no
assurance that a population projection will be correct on
average.

The uncertainty inherent in this type of prediction can
be dealt with in a number of ways in benefits-cost analysis.
Each of our suggested approaches will be discussed separately,
along with . review of the Corps of Engineers' policy and
practice regarding each approach.

MEASURES OF DISPERSION

Principles

While for many uncertain factors "no appropriate basis
is available for prediction,” 15/ such is not the case for



others. For example, to estimate tne expected benefits of

a flood control project, one might have to estimate future
development on the flood plain, since this woula determine
the extent of future damages prevented by flood control. 16/
One method ¢f deriving such a projection would be to ask
various qualified individuals to make their own projections,
and then derive a projection from these. Suppose 10 individ-
vals were sampled and they made the following projections of
annual population growth (coluwmn A).

Table 2

Hypothetical Population Growth Rates

Projected growth rate

Individual A B
1 2% 7.5%
2 5 7.4
3 10 7.5
4 8 7.2
5 3 7.3
6 17 7.6
7 4 7.4
8 o 7.7
9 5 7.1

10 11 7.3

The average of these growth rates, 7.4 percent, could be used
as an estimate of 2xpected future population growth.

However, it is important to consider the confidence that
can be attached to this estimate. If, instead of the projec-
tions listed in column A, suppose that the individuals polled
had responded with those in column B. The average of these
growth rates is also 7.4 percent. The projection of population
growth would be the same in either instance, but one would
have more confidence in an estimate derived from column B
responses than one derived from column A because there is
greater consensus among the experts in the former case. This
consensus can be measured by the dispersion of the individual
estimates around their average value. 17/ The greater the
dispersion relative to the expected (average) value, the less
confidence the decisionmaker could have in this expectation.
The degree of dispersion can be used as a gauge for caution
in interpreting a project's benefit-cost analysis.

10



Corps of Engineers policy

Corps policy statements do not discuss calculating meas-
ures of dispersion wnhen the expected value of a variable is
derived from a sample of estimates. 18/

Corps of Engineers practice

A recent Corps pollution control study 13/ involved an
analysis similar to the hypothetical example presented above.
Instead of soliciting a range of population growth estimates,
the Corps obtained a sample of studies estimating the costs
of salt pollution to water users in an area. Estimates from
area studies were combined to obtain an “average user cost
factor,” measuring the benefits to users of having the
Corps control the pcllution. #or an acre-foot of water, the
cost estimates for municipal and industrial users ranged
from $4.27 to $18.42 per unit of pollution, with an average
of $9.89, which was used in the benefit estimates. 20/ No
summary measure cf dispersion was presented, in keeping with
the fact that the Corps policy guidelines do not mention
calculating such measures. .

Recommended changes in
the Corps’ analysis

When the Corps bases an ectimate for some cost or bene-
fit factor on a sample of possible values, it should report
not only the average of these values, but also some measure
of dispersion around this average. It should also develop
criteria relating this measure of dispersion to the average
and indicating the amount of confidence that can be placed
on the average. 21/ This infcrmation should be presented
ag part of a project's benefit-cost analysis, and should be
highlighted whenever the measure of dispersion indicates
the need for caution in evaluating estimated benefits and
costs.

ASSIGNMENT OF PROBABILITIES

Principles

One methcd for indicating the deqree of uncertainty
associated with components of a benefit-cost analysis is to
quantify that uncertainty in a probability estimate. When
dealing with events that are not repeatable, this quantifica-
tion amounts to a subjective probability statement. While
assigning probabilities to individual components (such as a
population projection) can be informative, this approach is

11



more useful to the decisionmaker when probability statements
are attached to the summary estimates of benefits and costs
themselves and to the corresponding benefit-cost ratio and
net benefits estimates.

It is often more useful tc establish a confidence in-
terval for some statistic rather than simply assigring it a
subjective probability. For example, to say that there is
a 50-percent chance that a project's realized penefit-cost
ratio will be 2.0 is cof limited value, since such 2 state-
ment does not indicate the likelihood cf alternative possi-
bilities. It would be more informative to say that there
is a 90-percent chance that the project's realized benefit-
cest ratio will fall between 1.5 and 2.5. 22/

Corps officials point out that such a confidence inter-
val would have to be based on judgment, rather than a statis-
tical estimate of probabilities. This is to be expected
since the uncertainty associated with many elements of a
ben2fit-cost analysis is of a subjective, rather than rela-
tive frequency, nature. Of c.urse, this observation is
equally applicable to the Coips‘ present designation of un-
certainty levels for these elements, as described below.

Corps of Ergineers policy

The Corps' policy concerning the assignment of probabili-
ties in a benefit-cost study is summarized in the following
statement.

“Probabilities of Occurrence. Although often
difficult to quantify, some indication of
probability should be associated with each
variable, hypothesis and assumption found

to be significant to the study results.
Whereas study results may be highly sensitive
Lo a given assumption, if the planner has a
high level of confidence (high probabilitv)
in its occurrence, its use in plan formula-
tion and evaluation would be justified * * =,
In extreme cases where the probability of
occurrence or validity may be critical * *
the methods by which these probabilities were
derived should be well documented. 23/

This policy statement has two shortcomings. First, it
does not call for assigning probabilities to benefits and
costs themselves, but appears to limit such assignments to
the unde~lying factors. (In practice, however, the Corps*

12



analysis does go beyond this limitation.) Second, it makes
no mention of confidence intervals, but simply suggests at-
taching single probability estimates whenever quantification
of uncertainty is possible. 24/

Corps of Engineers practice

The quantification of uncertainty in the Corps' penefit-
cost analysis is exemplified by a recent study of a proposed
flood control project. 25/ In that study the Corps quantified
uncertainty regarding the project's tangible benefits and
costs, as well as its effects on a number of intangible fac-
tors, in the following way.

UNCERTAINTY

a Level of uncertainty associated with the impact
is greater than 50 percent because of data
limitations or inadequacy of theoretical
fcamework or methodology.

b Level of uncertainty is between 10 and 50 per-
cent.
c Level of uncertainty is less than 10 percent. 26/

While we appreciate this effort at quantification, we
do not feel that the information is presented in a manner
useful to a decisionmaker. For example, by attaching uncer-
tainty level b (10 to 50 percent) to a portion of its estimated
annual benefits, 27/ the lorps is essentially saying that the
probability of its benefits estimate being realized is between
50 and 90 percent. It is not clear how this should be inter-
preted, because wWwe are not told what other possibilities
exist or how likely they are. Does the statement mean that
there is a “fairly good" chance that the estimated benefits
will be realized? 1If so, then a verbal statement would have
sufficed, since the numerical version adds nothing to our
understanding of the risks involved. 1In addition, the Corps
did not assign any probability statement to the estimated
benefit-cost ratio presented in the body of the report (the
discvssion of uncertainty appears in an appendix). 28/

Recommended changes in
the Corps' analysis

Our survey of eight recent Corps studies did not reveal
any more extensive attempts to quantify uncertainty than the
one just described. Based on these findings, we sugaest the
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following changes. First, the Corps should establish, as

a mattec of policy as well as practice, that any quantifica-
tion of uncertainty be applied to its estimates of a project's
net benefits and benefit-cost ratio. Second, the Corps

should establish the policy and practice of using confidence
intervals to bracket the expected values of those variables
that it views with uncertainty. Third, the quantijfied ef-
fects of uncertainty on a project's benefit-cost analysis
should be included in the main presentation of that analysis.

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Principles

The principle underlying sensitivity analysis is straight~
forward. If uncertainty exists about the future value of
some component of an analysis, but a range of values can be
established within which it might vary then this range can
be used to calculate how the final estimates of the analysis
will vary with variations of *the uncertain component.,

For example, the benefits of a flood control project
might depend on future population growth on the flood plain.
The expected rate of population growth may be somewhat uncer-
tain, however, and, consequently, it would be desirable to
see how benefits would change if the estimate werea wrong.
This can be accomplished by substituting alternative rates
of population growth into the benefits calculation, deriving
a different estimate of benefits for each rate of growth.
Such a procedure reveals how crucial uncertainty about the
population projection is in evaluating the proposed project.
If, for all reasonable rates of population growth, benefits
were sufficient to justify the project, there would be less
cause for concern than if a small decrease in the growth
rate caused benefits to fall short of expected costs.

Corps of Engineers policy

s—

The Corps' stated policy regarding sensitivity analysis
mirrors our suggested approach.

"Sensitivity Analysi:, Sensitivity analysis is

a necessary feature of any good, multivariable
analysis. The planner cannot be satisfied with

the definition of a plan for resource (e.g., land,
water, recreation, etc.) allocation that is optimal
for a specific set of conditions if the plan is
particularly sensitive to changes in the mode].
Water and land resource allocation models require
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the planner to predict both the rate of changes
in the assumed values of the model parameters
and the range of conditions over which any
particular plan is recommendable; these data
are cbtained by sensitivity analysis. 1In

cases where a solution is found to be par-
ticularly sensitive to a given variable or
parameter, such information must be made
explicit in the plan forwulation and evalua-
tion report." 29/

We agree completely with this position.

Corps of Engineers practice

An example of the Corps' use of sensitivity analysis is
contained in a recent study for a proposed water pollution
(by salt) control project. The problem and the Corps‘’ ap-
proach are described below:

"hs previously stated, the recommended project
would control an average of 1,360 tons of total
dissolved solids each day. However, the salt
lcad downstream from the project would probably
not be immediately reduced by this same amount
because of residual salt in the streambed of

the Brazos River and three main stem lakes. Thus,
the quality improvement * * * would not be fully
realized until this residual salt can be flushed
into the Gulf of Mexico. * * * Information

on which to base a reasonable time-lag period

is not available; * * * however, it can be

shown * * » what the estimated benefits and
benefit-cost ratio would be assuming various
time-lag periods." 30/

Accompanying these statements are a diagram and a table
showing how the benefit-cost ratio and net benefits vary

with (presumably) reasonable variations in the time-lag
between construction of the project and flushing of the river
(ranging from 0 to 50 years). This analysis is completely
consistent with the Corps' policy.

There is, nonetheless, one shortccwing in this particular
application of sensitivity analysis. “he analysis shows
that, if the time lzg were zero, the benefit-cost ratio
would be 2.1 and that, for longer time lags, the ratio wonuld
be lower. However, the benefit-coust ratio attributed to the
Corps’' recommended plan is 2.2, which can only occur if the
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time lac is negative--an impossibility. It would pe more
feace2nable for the Corps to assume a time lag within the
range it uses for its sensitivity analysis, with zero being
a minimum. Also, the Corps' presentation of its benefit-
cost analvsis does not explicitly state the time lag assumed
in calculating the net benefits and benefit-cost ratio of
its recommended plan. The decisionmaker could more readily
interpret the analysis and evaluate the proposa)l if this
information were clearly stated.

Recommended changes in
the Corps' analysis

We do not disagree with either the Corps' policy or,
for the most part, its practice regarding sensitivity analysis.
However, we feel that, when this analysis identjifies a vari-
abie which could significantly affect a project's net benefits,
the Corps should clearly state the value assumed for it in
calculating expected benefits and costs. 1In addition, the
Corps ought to use sensitivity analysis more than it has in
recent studies.

Corps officials cite two problems. First, the quantity
of sensitivity analysis provided t¢ decisionmakers could
easily become unwieldy, since numerous uncertain ‘actors are
usually involved in any benefit-cost anmalysis. Sacond,
benefit-cost ratios less than unity would often result from
reasonable variations in many of these factors, evenh when
the expected ratio exceeds unity. This raises the Qquestion
of what project authorization decision rule is appropriate.
The first problem will huve to be resolved by Corps analysts,
while the second must be left to the Congress.

The Corps is required to make recommendations on projects,
not simply provide information. It bases its recommendations
on a project's most likely benefit-cost ratio, and recommends
authorization when this ratio exceeds unity. Such a decision
rule need not be abandoned when sensitivity analysis shows
that the ratio could reasonably fall below unity. This in-
formation merely gives congressional decisionmakers a basis
for either accepting or rejecting the Corps®' recommendation.

ADJUSTMENT OF EXPECTED
BENEFITS AND COSTS

Princigles

When the future values of either costs or penefits are
uncettain, they can be adjusted to reflect the extant degree
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of uncertainty. Benefits could be decreased and costs in-
creased in order to reduce the likelihood of an undesirable
project being approved.

Ccrps officials contend that there is no inherent
value in being conservative when dealing with uncertainty.
Not approving a project that would have been desirable is
as objectionable as approving an undesirable one. Conse-
quently, the analyst should not necessarily adjust benefits
down or costs up to account for uncertainty.

There is nothing basically wrong (or, for that matter,
right) with this view. How much, if any, adjustment should
be made for uncertainty depends simply upon the decision-
maker's attitude toward risk taking, with more conservativsz
adjustments to costs and benefits being made as this attitude
becomes more negative.

Corps of Engineers policy

The Corps' policy regarding adjustments for uncertainty
is expressed in the following general policy guideline.

“Methods of allowing for uncertainties or un-
predictable risks include the use of estimates
of benefits that are reasonably conservative:
* * » or including ¢ contingenzy reserve in
project costs to cover unforeseeable develop-
ments.” 31/

The uncertainties accounted for in the “contingencies* adjust-
ment relate specifically to the design and construction of a
project; they do not include adjustments for uncertainties
about benefits.

As far as such benefits adjustments are concerned, the
Corps' policy is to base its estimates of future benefits on
what it considers the most likely future conditions for a
flood plain, chosen from a set of possible conditions.

“# * * [A] number of reasonably probable alter-
native future conditions should be projected * * *
and presented to the public. * # * The one which
best reflects the public's desires and aspirations,
consistent with * * * economic * * * environmental,
social and political systems (is) the mocst probable
fucure.



"Most Probable Future is the * * * pasis for
defining the 'without condition' and the
pPlanning objectives.* * =

“The primary use of the without condition is
in evaluating plan impacts.

“Other determinants of the without condition
include * * * economic, environmental, social,
and political projections and constraints using
the existing conditions as a base." 32/

These statements do not indicate that the estimated
benefits derived from these expected conditions should be made
conservatively to account for uncertainty, but this appears
to be the Corps' approach.

Corps of Engineers practicc

Recent Cnrps studies suggest that, insofar as the “"con-
tingencies" adjustment is concerned, the Corps' practice is
consistent with the above general policy guidelines. 33/

The Corps also appears to follow its stated policy of basing
estimates of fiood control benefits on the most likely future
conditions for a flood plain. 34/ 1In addition, in a few
instances the Corps deliberately made conservative benefits
estimates, in one case specifically citing uncertainty of
future conditions as its reason for caution. 35/ This also
accords with che policy guideline.

Recommended changes in
the Corps' analysis

Wwhen there is uncertainty about the future benefits or
costs of a project, the Corps should adjust its estimates
tc reflect this uncertainty. Although the Corps appears
to follow this practice, it does not, in the case of benefits,
present its analysis in a way that shows the amount of adjust~
ment made due to uncertainty. Instead of calculating separate
conservative and expected estimates, the Corps seems to com-
bire its knowledge of past trends, its view of likely future
conditions, and its uncertainty into one conservative estimate.
The Corps would do better to indicate the degree of uncertainty
surrounding a project's benefits by estimating them both with
and without adjustments for this uncertainty.

The amount by which expected benefits or costs are ad-

justed for uncertainty should be clearly stated in a project's
benefit-cost analysis. The differences between both net
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benefits and the benefit-cost ratio with and without the un-
certainty adjustment should be presented. Finally, the

sources of uncertainty should be specified and described,

and the extent of uncertainty quantified whenever possible. 36/

TREATMENT OF "OPTION VALUE"

Adjustments of expected benefits or costs for uncertainty
become particularly important when the construction of a proj-
ect irreversibly eliminates activities or local ecological
conditions that could yield future benefits to some people.

An example of such a situation is a proposed flood control
project that would create a reservior innundating “several
miles of high guality trout stream and about 3000 acres of
forest and upland wildlife habitat." 37/ 1In such cases,
when the future value of an activity that would be precluded
by a project is uncertain, there exists an “option value"

to maintaining the present environment.

This option value, which is in addition to the present
evaluation of the expected future benefits derivable from
the environment, results from the possibility that our un-
certain future valuation of these benefits may exceed their
present expected value. As two authors have recently arqued:

“* * * environmental modifications having
irreversible consequences may require a
premium, over and above all costs, in order

to he etficient. The premium is the value

of retaining an option to consume the amenity
services of an unspoiled environment under
conditions of uncertainty as to future demands
for the services.” 38/

Further , caution chould be increased if the future will

yield additional iniormation concerning the value of the
present “unspoiled environment.” It may pay to wait for

more information if this can reduce the chances of committing
an irreversible error.

Although Federal policy on water pirojects recognizes
the importance of possible irreversible consequences, 39/
we have found no Corps policy statements suggesting that,
in the face of uncertainty, a local environment may have an
option value in addition to the expected value of its benefits.
Likewise, we have not found any policy statements indicating
that a project's cost estimate should be increased to reflect
this option vaulue when the project would detrimentally and
irreversibly alter the local environment.
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We suggest that the Corps explicitly recognize option
values by increasing its cost estimates when a project would
irreversib.y eliminate activities or local ecological condi-
tions whose future values are uncertain. This adjustment
should reflect the value of maintaining an option, such
value being additional to the expected value of the ameni-
ties that would be eliminated.

Corps officials have two comments on option value.
First, they correctly point out that the option lost by
building a water project would not necessarily be an “un-
spoiled environment," but rather could be any possible
alternative use of a site. Determining the appropriate
alternative could make calculating option value more diffi-
cult. Second, they prefer to omit option value from benefit-
cost calculations because, for this reason and others, it
would be difficult to measure reliably. We recognize that
calculating option value may be difficult, but we nonetheless
maintain that it should be considered in a project's benefit-
cost analysis, even if it receives only a heuristic treatment.

MINIMIZING UNCERTAINTY

Uncertainty, either of a relative frequency or subjective
nature, surrounds many factors in a project‘'s benefit-cost
analysis (for example, future weather conditions, population
and economic development, and water quality needs). In
evaluating a contemplated project, the Corps must integrate
all of these factors into a summary measure of expected
benefits and costs. The uncertainty inherent in this measure
should be minimized (subject to the constraint imposed by
limited analvtical resources), and as we have sugge:sted
above, the extent of uncertainty that remains should be made
known to decisionmakers.

Minimizing uncertainty requires that the Corps concen-
trate its information-gathering and analysis efforts on
factors which have values that are relatively more uncertain,
which are of greater quantitative importance in determining
benefits and costs, and for which the uncertainty is reduc-
ible by increased analytical effort.

It is not possible to determine whether or not the Corps
has, in the sense of these criteria, effectively allocated
its analytical resources. The studies reviewed reveal
neither the relative amounts of effort devoted to analyzing
the various factors involved in the benefit-cost analyses
nor the relative degrees of uncertainty associated with
these fectors. Consequently, our purpose here is merely
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to make some observations for the Corps' consideration rather
than to suggest particular actions.

These observations are contained in a study that in-
vestigates the relative importance of various factors in
determining the performance of a particular water resources
system. 40/ The techniques usad included sensitivity
analysis and computer simulation. Four factors were con-
sidered in the study. The first factor included hydrologic
variables relating to rainfall and waterflow. The second was
estuarial behavior, reflecting "the way in which the various
factors affecting dissolved oxygen in the estuary are inter-
related.” 41/ Third, an economic variable encompassed "as-
sumptions about economic growth characteristics of water
utilization and waste generation in munpicipalities * *» =,
technologic change in production process; and * * * demands
for various products for consumption.” 42/ Finally, a vari-
able represented the level of water quality to be achieved.

The study found that the relative importance of the
variables, measured by the effect that variations in a factor
had on total system performance, was:

1. Economic development projection.
2. Water quality objective.

3. Dissolved oxygen modeling.

4. Hydrology.

In relation to the criteria listed above, tlLese results
suggest that the uncertainty surrounding economic variables may
impart more uncertainty to final benefit-cost estimates than
does the uncertainty associated with hydrologic phenomena.

A better allocation of limited Planning resources for a par-
ticular project might devote more time to economic projec-
tions and less time to detailed hydrologic specification.
As the Corps has pointed out, however, any reduction in the
hydrologic analysis used to estimate the expected benefits
of a water project is limited by the fact that the same
analysis is used to design the project. Corps officials
have said that the minimum amount of hydrologic analysis
required for the latter purpose will typically exceed the
optimum amount needed for the former. In addition, they
noted that some past studies have encountered problems due
to insufficient hydrologic analysis.
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A similar argument can be made for costs and benefits
in general. This is partly because most costs are incurred
immediately, while most benefits are deferred, and deferred
aeffects involve more uncertainty than do immediate effects. 43/
In addition, “whercas real benefits depend primarily upon
variables of an evolutionary and hence, relatively unpredic-
table nature, real costs depend upon the semi-static orinciples

of engineering theory." 44/
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this report, we examine the various ways in which
uncertainty affects the evaluation of Corps of Engineers
water projects. Uncertainty is viewed from two perspectives:
relative frequency, in which probability estimates are based
on observations of repetitive events, and subjective, in
which probability estimates are seen as statem:nts of belief
concerning nonrepetitive events. We have reviewed the Corps'
policy and practice in dealing with uncertainty in its
benefit-cost analysis, and have made comparisons with the
policy and practice that we feel are needed, suggesting
changes in the Corps' approach when we found a difference.
Accordingly, we recommend the following to the Secretary of
the Army.

Regarding uncertainty of a relative frequency nature
(flood activity, for example), we see no difference between
the Corps' approach and what we would recommend for estimating
tangible benefits and costs. However, when the recommended
scale of a project is influenced by intangible benefits (the
protection of human life, for example), we recommend that,
for all possible scales considered, the Corps

--calculate the expected benefit-cost ratio,
--calculate the level of net benefits,

--calculate intangible benefits and costs that are
quantifiable, and

--delineate unguantifiable benefits and costs.

Further, the quantified information should be presented in
concise, tabular form in a study's benefit-cost analysis,
and the information relating to the project scale that maxi-
mizes net benefits and the scale that the Corps recommends
should be highlighted.

Regarding the analysis of subjective uncertainty (for
example, that which surrounds a population projection), we
recognize a number of approaches that the Corps could use.
Some are already embraced by the Corps' policy or practice,
alttough not necessarily to the extent or i~ the manner that
we believe is appropriate. Specifically, we recommend that:
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-~When a projection is based on the expected value of a
variable derived from a sample, the degree of sample
dispersion around this expected value be repor ted.
Also, the degree of dispersion should be related to
the expzcted value by criteria that indicate the
confidence warranted by the estimate.

--When the Corps assigns probabilities to benefits or
costs, it assign corresponding probabilities tc
estimates of net benefits and benefit-cost ratios
appearing in the main section of its benefit-cost
analysis. The Corps should also use confidence
intervals for bracketing the expected values of
variables viewed with uncertainty.

--When the Corps uses sensitivity analysis, it state
the value of the analyzed variable that it uses in
calculating expected benefits and costs. It should
also show where this value falls in the ranye of
possible values considered. Sensitivity analysis
should be more extensively used than it is now.

--The Corps modify its practice of adjusting benefit or
cost estimates to account for uncertainty associated
with expected benefits. The amount of adjustment and
its effect on the expected net berefits and benefit-
cost ratio should be reported. The sources of un-
certainty should be cited and the extent of uncer-
tainty described and quantified whenever possible.

--The Corps explicitly recognize option values by in-
creasing cost estimates when a potentially dJdesirable
activity or local ecological condition would be ir-
reversibly eliminated by a proposed project.

--The Corps devote its limited resources to analyzing
variables which involve the greatest amount of un-
certainty, which significantly affect the benefit-
cost analysis, and for which the uncertainty is
reducible by increased analytical effort. This
approach could entail a greater concentration on
economic projections, as well as on the estimation
of benefits rather than costs.
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August 5, 1977

The Honorable Elmer B. Staat
Comptroller General ’
General Accounting Office
411 G. Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Elmer:

We are requesting that a study of certain aspects of water resources
programs be conducted by your office for the Senate Budget Committee.
This study will center on those aspects of water resources programs that
affect the authorization of individual projects. Results of the study
should be presented to the Committee in a series of separate repurts.

Water is a limited res.irce. Where it is scarce, development of any
kind is limited drastically. Carefuyl ailocation and wise, conservative
use of our remaining water resources are becoming more anc more critical
as our population expands and our supplies of fresh water are depleted.

Moreover, our water reousrces programs bear closer scrytiny from an
economic standpoint. The Administration recently has raised quéstions
concerning the documention of need, the accuracy of benefit-cost ratio
analyses, and the enormous cost overruns that have occurred in some
water projects. Congress and the Administration agree on the need for a

water resources program which promotes prudent fiscal policy and careful
resource planning.

To enable Congress to set national spending priorities and accordingly
to direct and control water resources programs, all pertinent information
pertaining to water projects authorizations must be accurately presented to
the committees involved, To provide a complete picture, alternatives to
projects and their associa*ed costs must be delineated. Also, Congress
sorely needs better information on costs at the time of project authorizatior
and during construction for predictive purposes. Committees shgu]d be

notified as estimated costs change during construction, so that projects
can be reevaluated on a reguler basis.

We wish to see the GAD study directed to four main areas elaborated
vpon here:

1. Benefit-cost ratio analysis

(a) A procedure should be outlined whereby the benefits and
costs of alternatives to ndividual projects are identified for
authorizing committees. These datz would make possible rigorous
comparisons with the standard benefit-cost ratio analyses on water

projects and provide for well-informed decisions as to the need for
particular projerts,

29



ADPINDIX APPENDIX I

(b) The general methodology 6f benefit-cost ratio analysis as
carried out by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation
should be investigated. Particular emphasis should be directed to
fdentification of questionable benefits such as area redevelopment,
enhancement of project values, recreation values, and fish and wildlife
enhancement. These types of benefits deserve special consideration, for
by pushing benefit-cost ratias above unity, they can make-projects appear
economically sound. As examples, projects in varying stages of
completion should be examined to find if the validity of benafits claimed
at project authorization can be reaffirmed during and after construction.

(c) The use of probability analysis in the calculation of benefits for
water resotrces projects should be reviewed. For example, for a flood
control project, is the probability of the flood occurring during the life
of the project used to calculate benefits or is the flood assumed to be
a Cerwainty? Similarly, are probabilities assigned to such variables as
local population growth projections? Data on the effects of probability
analysis on benefit-cost ratios and determination of the most realistic
method of calculating the valne of benefits should result.

2. Cost projections

(a) The accuracy of the estimated costs in authorization bills for
water resources projects should be evaluated. Alternative methods
of cost estimation should be suggested that would permit increased
accuracy at the time of project authorization. We recognize that GAD
has investigated cost indexing during project _construction by the
Bureau of Reclamation. / STmilar analyses should be done for the Corps

oT Engineers. Suggested means of monitoring intra-agency cost estimation
and cost indexing should be made. .

(b) Alternative procedures for funding projects leadine to closer
regulation by authorizing committees should be determined. The
effectiveness of cost ceilings on Bureau of Reclamation projects should be
evaluated, and recommendations concerning similar treatment of Corps
of Engineers projects should be made. The impact of requiring re-
authorization of Corps projects when the estimated cost is exceeded
should be included. Regulation of spendout rates by authorizing orojects
in steps (as in the Phase j stage of Corps projects) should be studied.

(c) A determination of the total number of authorized projects and
the estimated remaining cost of these should be made. The proportion of
these for which funds have not been appropriated, current methods of

project deauthorization, anc new suggestions for deauthorization should
be determined.
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3. Efficiency of project construction. The GAO should investigate
the rates at which projects should be constructed such that the

resources of a particular agepcy are best utilized and the real
costs are kept at . minimum.

. 4. Individual project authorization. The study should include an
analysis of general options for continuing authorizations of individual
‘water resources projects. It may be that benefits to the nation can
be maximized through authorization of yeneral water resources develop-
ment plans rather than through individual project authorizaticuns.
Alternative plans should be identified and their merits reviewed.

A1l sections of this s:udy should be completed and transmitted to the
Budget Committee by October 1, 1978. We have chosen this rather lengthy
time frame for two reasons. First, a very detailed, in-depth analysis of
the more complicated parts of this study should be possible in thi' time
periog. Second, it will allow the GAD to incorporate the recommendations
and revisions resulting from President Carter's review of national water
resources policy (to be completed November 1) in the study, and to evaluate
these formally. We believe, however, that some parts of the stusy could
be completed well before the final deadline. Therefore, we are requesting
that your staff meet with Brenda Tremper of the Senate Budget Committee
staff to schedule completion of draft and final versions of a series of
separate reports on these issues.

- With best wishes, we are

Henry Bellimo
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