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APPENDIX F 

Capacity Assessment Process 

This appendix describes the process for assessing current capacity for a program or project and 
determining whether additional capacity is necessary for its success.  The capacity assessment 
process establishes a baseline of what capacity may be necessary to implement a program or 
project and promote sustainability of a program or project after transition or handover to the host 
nation or service recipient.  The capacity assessment is conducted for the purpose of identifying, 
understanding, and estimating the “risk” to program or project sustainability resulting from 
unmet capacity needs, also referred to as “capacity gaps”.  The assessment process is used to 
evaluate the current capacity, identify areas in which capacity should be enhanced to meet the 
program or project objectives, and to identify the potential for restructuring programs or projects 
so they can be met by existing capacity.     

Section 1 provides general background for conducting a capacity assessment for any type of 
program or project.  Section 2 describes the process of estimating capacity risk through a 
qualitative method and the use of a standard worksheet.   

1.  Background.  The capacity assessment is used to estimate the risk to the program or project 
based on current or unmitigated conditions.  It should be repeated, as necessary during the course 
of the program or project to reassess the risk as mitigation actions are employed by the 
stakeholders or to account for major changes in program or project conditions. 

a.  The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Program or Project Manager 
(hereafter referred to as “USACE Manager” in this appendix) and other stakeholders should 
determine the need for capacity in a program or project by considering various capacity 
categories in the Capacity Development (CD) framework (Figure 2).  This determination should 
include the extent to which sufficient systems, assets, and processes must be in place during 
program or project execution and upon completion to promote the objectives and sustainability.  
Capacity needs should be addressed through a systems approach, where consideration is given to 
interrelationships and linkages of CD needs at all levels of the framework.  

b.  Capacity categories to consider include, but are not limited to: 

(1)  Communications:  Methods and value of vertical and horizontal communications within 
the government and between/among stakeholders to support informed decisions about the 
activities and operations needed to support the program or project. 

(2)  Funding:  Financial resources for the development, implementation, and sustainment of 
the program or project. 

(3)  Governance:  National, regional, and local government stability, access to information 
and financial resources, and levels of commitment to the program or project.  

(4)  Institutions:  Political, educational, professional, economic, market, religious, cultural, 
and recreational systems needed to support and sustain the program or project. 
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(5)  Labor pool:  Capability and availability of local labor (public and private sector) to meet 
the quantity and skills requirements of the program or project. 

(6)  Legal framework:  Laws and regulations and their enforcement, decision processes 
(e.g., government transparency, accountability.)  

(7)  Physical infrastructure:  Physical assets of the key host nation organization(s) that are 
either internal to the program or project or external to the program or project.  These are the 
physical assets necessary for success and include structures and layout, computer systems, 
transportation, telecommunications, work environment, and other key infrastructure necessary to 
sustain the program or project.  

(8)  Organizational processes:  Operations of the key host nation organization(s) that are 
either internal to the program or project or external to the program or project.  These processes 
are necessary for success and include statements of objectives, goals and methods, administrative 
structure (e.g., human resources, accounts, budget, finances, contracting, payroll, staff salary and 
support), leadership and management, decision processes, timely delivery and schedule 
adherence, problem identification and resolution, roles and responsibilities, monitoring and 
evaluation, incentives, accountability, feedback and learning, internal/external communications, 
health/safety organization, research and development, general operating environment, 
independent audits, and interactions with stakeholders and product/service customers. 

(9)  Personal behavior:  Personal attitude toward ethics, accountability, management, 
responsibility, work in general, problem and/or conflict resolution, and other people that may 
affect the program or project. 

(10)  Personal skills:  Current personal capabilities, and desire for continuous improvements 
to support the success of the program or project. 

(11)  Social norms:  Community behavior and attitude toward the program or project, cultural 
and societal values of the host nation and service recipients, local customs, discrimination, and 
corruption that may affect the success of the program or project. 

(12)  Stakeholder processes:  Stakeholder operations, decisions, commitment, capabilities, 
availability, interactions with other stakeholders, and funding that affect the success of the 
program or project.   

(13)  Support infrastructure:  Materials, services, and information that are external to the key 
host nation organization(s), and may affect the success of the program or project, including 
technologies, security, economic, communications, transportation, natural resources (water, air, 
land, and minerals), energy, housing, medical, food, agriculture, raw or processed materials, 
supply/contracting/consulting vendors, and water/wastewater utilities. 

(14)  Other:  To be defined as appropriate for the program or project setting. 

c.  Not all the categories listed above may be relevant to a specific program or project.  Those 
that are relevant will become the benchmarks against which existing capacity is measured.  The 
USACE Manager and stakeholders should compare their collective assessment of existing 
capacity against these benchmarks to identify areas that require improvement during the course 
of the program or project.  Any benchmarks must be set in consideration the societal and cultural 
values of the host nation and the political context under which the work will be performed.  
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United States Government (USG) values or other western norms may or may not be appropriate 
for certain aspects of the program or project.  The following elements should be considered and 
estimated by the USACE Manager and the stakeholders: 

(1)  probability or likelihood that a capacity gap will occur; 

(2)  consequence that a capacity gap may have on program or project completion and 
viability;  

(3)  risk to program or project completion and sustainability for each capacity gap; and 

(4)  risk to program or project completion and sustainability through cumulative impact of all 
capacity gaps. 

d.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders should jointly plan a risk mitigation strategy for 
each capacity gap that will improve the chance of meeting program or project objectives and 
sustainability.  Evaluation of probability and consequence should take into account any risk 
mitigation actions that are in place when the assessment is conducted. 

2.  Capacity Assessment Worksheet.  The capacity assessment is conducted by the USACE 
Manager and other stakeholders in a workshop setting or other forum appropriate for the 
program or project.  It is documented on a simple worksheet, shown on Table F-1.  The capacity 
assessment worksheet serves as a uniform program or project template for information related to 
each capacity gap.  This worksheet is maintained as a “living” compilation of data and 
information and should be updated as significant new information becomes available, as 
mitigation actions are undertaken and completed, and as external factors alter the conditions 
under which the program or project will be implemented and sustained. 

a.  The USACE Manager should use the following information during a stakeholder 
workshop setting to complete the capacity assessment worksheet: 

(1)  objectives in conducting the capacity assessment at this time;  

(2)  basis for including specific stakeholders; 

(3)  description of the assessment process and the capacity assessment worksheet; 

(4)  background and context of the program or project, including its goals and objectives, 
description, funding sources and levels, and current status;  

(5)  summary of previous capacity assessments, if any; and 

(6)  host nation strategy, USG strategy, Commander’s Intent, or other guidance materials. 

b.  The capacity categories shown in Section 1 should be considered as appropriate for the 
program or project, along with additional categories that may be necessary.  The capacity 
categories should be considered in terms of all three levels of the USACE CD framework 
(Figure 2).  The USACE Manager and stakeholders should consider the example issues and basic 
lines of inquiry shown in Figure 3 as a starting point in completing the capacity assessment 
worksheet, expanding as necessary, to meet the specific program or project attributes. 

c.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders should focus their CD planning to close the 
capacity gaps that result in the highest risk to the program or project (i.e., “critical” or “high” risk 
rating).  They should also consider addressing gaps that present any level of risk if 

 F-3



EP 5-1-1 
 30 June 2009 

implementation of the mitigation action can be quick, easy, and inexpensive (i.e., “low-hanging 
fruit”) and sustainable.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders should strongly question 
mitigation actions for which implementation is difficult, expensive, and time consuming relative 
to the potential for significant risk reduction.  Mitigation actions to address “medium” risk 
capacity gaps are addressed next, in an effort to further strengthen the program or project.  
Mitigation actions to address “low” or “minimal” risk capacity gaps are addressed in the context 
of optimizing the results after more serious threats have been addressed or as other CD specific 
opportunities arise.  The presence of multiple “critical” or “high” risk capacity gaps should cause 
the USACE Manager and stakeholders to consider wholesale changes to the program or project, 
or even question program or project viability and timing.  Mitigation actions may or may not 
result in reduction of risks to acceptable levels in these cases.  The USACE Manager should 
report these conclusions back through the management chain to senior leadership, as appropriate. 

d.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders should determine whether there are opportunities 
within the program or project to increase the capabilities and capacity of the host nation or 
service recipient, even if the increased capacity is not required to directly support the program or 
project.  The program or project may provide an excellent platform to enhance the capabilities of 
individuals so they can work more productively and efficiently on other programs and projects.  
This creates a win-win scenario in which the program or project benefits from the direct input 
and contribution of host nation resources and the host nation benefits by acquiring expanded 
capabilities for its resources (e.g., host nation government staff, private sector within the host 
nation, or host nation university staff).  The steps for the capacity assessment process and 
completing the capacity assessment worksheet (Table F-1) are described below. 

(1)  Enter Program or Project General Information.  Enter the program or project name, 
program or project number, start date and scheduled completion date at the top of the capacity 
assessment worksheet (Table F-1). 

(2)  Identify Capacity Needs.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders should agree on the 
capacity needs to support the program or project during the initiation phase of the program or 
project.  This is a key step in the process, because everything that follows is dependent on an 
accurate identification of capacity needs.  The USACE Manager and the other stakeholders 
(including the host nation or service recipient) identify capacity needs related to the program or 
project and evaluate whether sufficient capacity exists for the completed program or project to be 
sustainable.  The capacity categories shown in Section 1 serve as the guideline for consideration 
of capacity needs at each of the three levels in the USACE CD framework level (Figure 2).  The 
capacity assessment worksheet (Table F-1) does not include space to record capacity needs, so 
this step should be performed prior to beginning the worksheet.   

(3)  Determine Framework Level and Capacity Category.  The USACE CD framework level 
(Figure 2), and general capacity categories (Section 1) should be considered in the process of 
identifying capacity gaps and this information should be entered on the capacity assessment 
worksheet (Table F-1).  This will quickly indicate whether there is a trend toward gaps at a 
certain framework level or within certain capacity categories.   
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(a)  A capacity gap may exist at multiple framework levels (e.g., funding may be a limiting 
factor or gap at both the enabling environment level and at the organizational level).  The 
enabling environment factors are comprised of issues such as host nation government structure, 
laws, regulations, and national policies.   

(b)  The organizational factors include such items as ministerial, regional, or local systems, 
including administrative, business, and infrastructure.  The individual level would consider items 
such as availability of an adequately trained workforce, on-the-job training provisions, and 
equipping facilities with adequate spare parts. 

(4)  Identify Program or Project-specific Capacity Gaps.  This is the process in which the 
USACE Manager and the stakeholders identify the capacity gaps that have the potential to 
substantively impact the short-term and long-term program or project sustainability.  A capacity 
gap is simply the difference between the capacity need, described above in (2) and the existing 
capacity of the host nation to meet that need.  A capacity gap may be a gap in the ability of the 
host nation to support the program or project during the design or implementation phase or it 
may be a gap in the ability of the host nation to maintain the program or project after handover 
without assistance from external organizations.  The group should use judgment on whether a 
gap has the potential to significantly impact the program or project outcome and should achieve 
consensus on whether to carry each gap through the subsequent steps.  A short summary of the 
capacity gap should be entered on the capacity assessment worksheet (Table F-1). 

(5)  Estimate the Probability that the Capacity Gap Will Occur.  The USACE Manager and 
stakeholders should assign a probability rating to each of the identified capacity gaps.  This is a 
qualitative process, based on rating options of minimal, low, medium, high, or critical; the rating 
criteria are provided in Table F-2.  Credit should be taken in the probability rating for the 
mitigation actions if a gap has been identified and actions are planned to mitigate or reduce the 
likelihood of its occurrence.  The unmitigated risk should be used to compare and evaluate the 
anticipated efficacy of the mitigation actions.  

(6)  Estimate the Consequence of Capacity Gap.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders 
should assign a consequence rating for each capacity gap.  The initial rating should reflect 
existing conditions and subsequent ratings should reflect the effectiveness of stakeholder 
mitigation actions that will be undertaken to reduce the consequence of the capacity gap.
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Table F-1.  Capacity Assessment Worksheet 

Program/Project Name: Program/Project Start Date: 
Program/Project Number: Scheduled Program/Project Completion Date: 

Capacity Gap 
Capacity Gap Rating 

Scores:  Minimal, Low, Medium, 
High, or Critical 

Description Framework Level 
and Category 

Probability Consequence Total Risk 

Selected Mitigation Action(s) 

Lead 
Stakeholder 

for 
Mitigation 

Action 

Comments 

1   
   

  
 

2   
   

  
 

3   
   

  
 

4   
   

  
 

5   
   

  
 

6   
   

  
 

7   

 

   

 

  
 

 



EP 5-1-1 
 30 June 2009 

 

Table F-2.  Guidelines for Assigning Probability Score for Each Capacity Gap 

Score Description of Probability 

Minimal Mitigation action is assigned to stakeholder with commitment for schedule and funding. 
  - AND - 
Mitigation action has achieved 80% or more of the benefit expected at this time. 
 - AND - 
Prime contract, if applicable to the program or project, contains incentives or provisions to 
mitigate capacity gap. 

Low Mitigation action is assigned to stakeholder with commitment for schedule and funding. 
 - AND - 
Mitigation action has achieved between 60% and 80% of the benefit expected at this time. 
 - AND - 
Prime contract, if applicable to the program or project, contains incentives or provisions to 
mitigate capacity gap. 

Medium Mitigation action is assigned to stakeholder with commitment for schedule and funding. 
 - AND - 
Mitigation action has achieved between 40% and 60% of the benefit expected at this time. 
 - AND - 
Prime contract, if applicable to program or project, contains incentives or provisions to 
mitigate capacity gap. 

High Mitigation action assignment to stakeholder is unresolved or mitigation action is assigned 
to stakeholder, but without commitment for schedule and funding. 
 - AND - 
Mitigation action has achieved between 20% and 40% of the benefit expected at this time. 
 - AND - 
Prime contract, if applicable to the program or project, to contain incentives or provisions 
to mitigate capacity gap, but contract language is not yet developed or problems are 
foreseen with inclusion of such language into contracts. 

Critical Mitigation action is not assigned to stakeholder and resolution for assignment is unlikely.  
There is no schedule or funding commitment to implement mitigation action.  
  -OR - 
Mitigation action has achieved less than 20% of the benefit expected at this time. 

 - OR - 
Prime contract, if applicable to the program or project, has been issued and does not contain 
incentives or provisions to mitigate capacity gap. 
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(a)  The guidelines for developing consequence ratings are contained in Table F-3.  The risk 
ratings range from “minimal” to “critical”.  A consequence rating of “minimal” indicates an 
insignificant impact to the program or project and a rating of “critical” indicates that the 
consequence will have a significant impact to the program or project.  The scores for unmitigated 
and mitigated consequences provide a comparison of the consequence impact to the program or 
project for each capacity gap and address the efficacy of the mitigation strategy for each capacity 
gap.   

(b)  The rating for each capacity gap should be entered on the capacity assessment worksheet 
(Table F-1). 

Table F-3.  Guidelines for Assigning Consequence Score to Each Capacity Gap 

Score Description of Consequence 

Minimal Capacity gap will have no impact or very low impact on program or project design, 
construction, and/or sustainability. 

Capacity gap will result in small, acceptable change in program or project performance; 
risk is minor threat to mission; possibly requires minor operations or maintenance changes 
without redesign. 

Low Capacity gap will have low impact on program or project design, construction, and/or 
sustainability. 

Capacity gap will result in small change in program or project performance; risk is small 
threat to mission; possibly requires minor redesign or repair. 

Medium Capacity gap will have medium impact on program or project design, construction, and/or 
sustainability. 

Capacity gap results in medium change in program or project performance; risk is serious 
threat to mission; possible completion of only portions of the program or project, or 
requires major redesign or rebuilding. 

High Capacity gap will have high impact on program or project design, construction, and/or 
sustainability. 

Capacity gap will result in substantial change in program or project performance; risk is 
high threat to mission; risk may cause loss of mission. 

Critical Capacity gap will have very high impact on program or project design, construction 
completion, and/or sustainability. 

Capacity gap will result in very substantial change in program or project performance; 
critical threat to mission; risk will likely result in loss of mission. 

(7)  Estimate the Total Capacity Risk for Program or Project.  The total risk to a program or 
project presented by capacity gaps is a function of the risk ratings for probability and 
consequence for each capacity gap.  A capacity gap that scores “low” on probability and 
“minimal” on consequence, for example, will likely present a minimal risk to a program or 
project.  A capacity gap that scores “critical” on both probability and consequence will likely 
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have a substantial impact on the success of the program or project.   

(a)  The USACE Manager and stakeholders must use judgment to qualitatively characterize 
the total risk by considering the probability and consequence ratings for each capacity gap.  The 
total risk should be characterized for each gap as minimal, low, medium, high, or critical and that 
value should be entered on the capacity assessment worksheet (Table F-1).  The objective is not 
to develop a quantitative score, but to provide a relative rating system from which decision-
makers can develop appropriate and effective mitigation actions to reduce capacity risk to an 
acceptable level.  

(b)  The success of the program or project in meeting objectives for long-term sustainability 
must be estimated in terms of cumulative capacity risks; i.e., the sum of the risks posed by all the 
capacity gaps.  Program or project success will be only as strong as the weakest link.  A single 
capacity gap in the “critical” risk range can be sufficient to jeopardize program or project 
success.  Senior leadership must be apprised of any critical gaps that place the entire program or 
project in jeopardy. 

(8)  Develop Capacity Risk Mitigation Actions.  The USACE Manager and stakeholders 
should develop a mitigation strategy for each capacity gap identified.  The strategy should be 
accompanied by specific mitigation actions aimed at reducing the probability and/or 
consequence presented by the unmitigated or existing capacity gap.  A succinct description of the 
mitigation strategy should be entered on the capacity assessment worksheet (Table F-1).  A more 
detailed description of the mitigation actions should be entered into the Program or Project 
Management Plan, the Program or Project Risk Management Plan, or other appropriate 
document.  A specific capacity gap may have more than one mitigation action and 
implementation of the action may involve more than one stakeholder.  The mitigation actions 
should be numbered within the worksheet cell if more than one action is required. 

(9)  Assign Mitigation Actions to Stakeholders and Establish the Schedule.  The USACE 
Manager and stakeholders should identify a single stakeholder that will have the primary role for 
leading the mitigation action for a specific capacity gap.  A mitigation action may require the 
efforts of multiple stakeholders, but one stakeholder should always have the lead role.  Identify a 
date by which the mitigation action will be complete and enter these dates on the program or 
project schedule to ensure they are not overlooked as the program or project progresses.  This 
information should be entered on the capacity assessment worksheet (Table F-1). 

(a)  Stakeholder commitment is very important at this point.  The lead stakeholder and other 
stakeholders who may be involved in the mitigation action should each commit to provide the 
scope of the mitigation action, resources necessary to carry out the mitigation action, and the 
schedule for the mitigation action.   

(b)  This commitment should be agreed upon by the stakeholders and formally documented 
through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or other similar commitment document. 

(10)  Enter Comments.  Comments, as necessary, can be added to the capacity assessment 
worksheet (Table F-1).  It is likely that comments will change during the execution phase of the 
program or project and during capacity re-assessments.  The comment field provides a location 
to document whether the gap may prevent successful completion of the project (i.e., up to the 
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point of handover to the host nation) or whether the gap pertains to the objective of sustainability 
after handover to the host nation. 

(11)  Conduct Capacity Re-assessment of Program or Project.  The capacity assessment work 
does not stop at the end of the program or project initiation and planning phases; it continues 
through the execution phase.  The initial capacity assessment is conducted in the initiation and 
planning phases to establish baseline conditions.  A periodic review of capacity assessment and 
risk during the execution phase is necessary to identify new issues that may arise and to judge 
the efficacy of the mitigation measures that were put into place. 

(a)  The method of capacity assessment during the execution phase should be developed to fit 
the program or project.  Capacity assessment and CD have the greatest potential for payback on 
the larger, more complex, and higher-budget programs or projects and these should be re-
evaluated on a regular basis to maximize the chance for success and to identify and mitigate any 
new critical capacity gaps.   

(b)  The USACE Manager and available stakeholders should repeat the steps shown above on 
a routine basis during program or project execution until it becomes apparent that continued 
assessment no longer has the potential to impact program or project success.  Each time the 
program or project is re-assessed, a new benchmark is established.  It is essential that host nation 
or service recipient representatives are directly involved in the re-assessments.  A mitigation 
strategy should be reconsidered, altered, enhanced, or replaced if the re-assessment indicates that 
it is not achieving the expected reduction in capacity risk. 

(c)  The frequency of re-assessments should be at the discretion of the USACE Manager and 
other available stakeholders, as appropriate for the scope, should be scheduled in consideration 
of program or project characteristics.  Examples of characteristics include size, duration, 
complexity, near-term milestones, number of capacity gaps, timing of expected benefits from the 
mitigation actions, previous assessment risk ratings, and the dynamic nature of the program or 
project.   
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	(1)  Local ownership and participation at the national, regional, and local levels are vital.  CD is fundamentally an endogenous process that involves attaining, strengthening, adapting, and maintaining capacity over time, in response to emerging opportunities and challenges.  When communities have direct input into design, implementation, management, and evaluation of projects, returns on investments, and sustainability of the project is enhanced. 
	(2)  Actions must be consistent with societal, political, and cultural context.  To effectively conduct CD activities, one must understand better how the society organizes itself, how development takes place, and what critical capacities are required to make transformation work.  
	(3)  Considered thought must be given to sequencing of CD activities.  Think and act in terms of sustainable capacity outcomes.  Achieving a “best fit” approach to CD implies a high level of flexibility in implementation methods.
	(4)  Timing of CD assistance is a key to success.  The CD process cannot be rushed. 


	9. Relationships between Programs and Projects. 
	a.  The terms programs and projects are used extensively in this document and differentiation between the two is important.  
	(1)  Program -- a collection of related projects, services, routine administrative and recurring operational processes, or some mixture of these, which are managed in a coordinated way to obtain benefits and control not available from managing them individually.  Programs may be categorized by funding source, customer, similarity of scope, or other common criteria for which resources are allocated and collectively managed.
	(2)  Project -- a temporary endeavor undertaken to create a unique product, service, or result.  A project includes specific activities with a defined cost, scope, and completion schedule.

	b.  The steps for CD planning and implementation have been described separately for programs (Appendix D) and projects (Appendix E), even though they have many common elements.  Appendix F contains detailed instructions for conducting the capacity gap analysis and developing CD mitigation actions.  The reader should go to the appropriate section for guidance on CD planning and implementation, so he or she can focus on the most relevant information after reading Sections 10 and 11.
	c.  The types of CD activities for a program might include long-term training, out-of-country training, or longer range activities that could result in a minor or major cultural change over time.  The types of CD activities for a project are generally tailored to the specific project with a focus on the immediate objective of sustainable operations by the host nation or service recipient following project completion.  A single program may contain numerous projects; for example, the Iraq Reconstruction Program contained over 3,000 separate projects.  The application of CD to these projects was critical to success.
	d.  The relationship of programs to projects is important in the planning and implementation of CD.  Programs and projects often contain interdependencies that must be considered and addressed to optimize solutions and to achieve successful outcomes.  Determining program and project relationships is appropriate during the following steps, which are more fully addressed in Appendix D, Appendix E, and Appendix F:
	(1)  analysis of capacity needs to support the program or project;
	(2)  identification of existing capacity gaps within the host nation; and
	(3)  implementation of CD mitigation actions to close the capacity gaps.    

	e.  The key in optimizing CD efforts is to remember that these elements are often intertwined and must be managed in a holistic manner.  The USACE Program Manager or Project Manager should always look for a systems approach in CD planning.  The simple process of assessing the capacity needs for a certain program or project may result in an understanding that the same capacity needs exist for a number of other areas.  The capacity gap assessment and mitigation actions can then be conducted on a broader level to meet a systemic need.  
	f.  Another example would be the spillover effect that a certain type of training may have on other programs or projects of a similar type.  A CD mitigation action to be conducted by one of the stakeholders may have cross-sector benefits that reach beyond the current program or project.  CD that supports a specific program may result in a transfer of knowledge that will bolster the host nation’s capabilities on a wide variety of non-related programs.  Management training, for example, provides the host nation personnel with the tools necessary to manage in a variety of settings as well as the ability to train others who may support various programs or projects for the host nation.  Use of a systems approach to CD requires the USACE Program Manager or Project Manager and the stakeholders to conduct detailed planning and sequencing of activities to optimize the benefit and reduce the costs.  Figure 6 illustrates how CD mitigation actions can be applied in a systematic way to increase effectiveness and efficiency. 
	g.  A mitigation action, for example Mitigation Action “B” as shown on Figure 6, illustrates how an action may apply to more than one project.  A mitigation action may also be critical to the success of multiple projects.  A mitigation action designed to address capacity gaps at Level 1 or Level 2 of the USACE CD framework (Figure 2) may be directly related to other projects.  The timing for implementing a mitigation action must be determined in consideration of other project schedules that are dependent on this mitigation action.   
	h.  The USACE Program Manager or Project Manager should, therefore, always look for ways to use targeted solutions to meet the needs of the program or project at hand and to adapt mitigation actions, as appropriate, to meet additional needs of the host nation.  This is an efficient and cost-effective method of increasing permanent capacity of the host nation and is based on the concept of “multiplication”, rather than “addition”. 
	i.  The project life-cycle management process that USACE has adopted is documented in the USACE Business Process Engineering Regulation (ER 5-1-11).  This Engineering Regulation refers to the project life-cycle management steps described by the Project Management Institute.  This process, whether related to construction or to non-construction, has four distinct phases, which consist of:
	(4)  project closeout.  

	j.  Figure 7 shows the relationship of CD steps to the typical USACE project life-cycle management phases.  Planning for CD activities must occur at the initial stages of project development (i.e., project initiation and project planning) to ensure that CD activities are defined, assigned, funded, and scheduled.  CD activities occur throughout the life-cycle of projects, ensuring that the appropriate CD actions are planned and integrated into the projects to achieve the project objectives.  This integration prevents the problem of having to address CD as a last minute activity that is not supported by either the project budget or the project schedule.  Programs also have key points at which the integration of CD should be considered and included in the program design and implementation.
	k.  USACE has other major programs under which it performs work internationally and for which CD should be considered.  The Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program, for example, may have projects that require significant levels of CD to enable the host nation to perform the necessary levels of management, operation, and maintenance for sustainable operations.  The steps involved with the funding and project life-cycle processes under FMS are slightly different from standard project life-cycle management and are also illustrated in Figure 7.  The introduction of CD into the FMS program by USACE should occur as early as possible in the process to ensure that CD is planned, funded, and implemented as a key component.
	l.  Other USACE programs may vary the manner in which CD activities are sequenced, so sufficient flexibility must exist to fit the needs and objectives of the program.  Figure 8 describes the phases associated with planning and conducting work activities under the Civil Military Emergency Preparedness (CMEP) program.

	10. Stakeholders and Interfaces. 
	a.  Stakeholders should be identified early in the program or project planning phase, as they must be directly involved in planning and often in execution of the program or project.  Examples of stakeholders with which USACE may interface on programs and projects include, but are not limited to:
	(1)  USG departments and agencies:
	(2)  Other organizations:

	b.  Figure 9 illustrates the types of stakeholders that may be involved in a straightforward health sector project.  The Lacor Hospital is a construction project in Lacor, Uganda.  The number of stakeholders shown in this example underscores how a single facility or project can be subject to a wide variety of interests.  The interrelationships between the numerous stakeholders in this example were mutually reinforcing and contributed to the development of the hospital’s overall legitimacy and resilience.  Stakeholders who found themselves part of conflicting systems and sets of interests, on the other hand, faced quite different CD challenges.
	c.  Active and substantive participation and ownership by the host nation has been documented by USACE and numerous other organizations involved in international CD as perhaps the most critical factor in achieving sustainability.  USACE must ensure that the host nation or other service recipient is appropriately engaged and willing to participate before beginning a program or project that involves CD.  
	d.  The CD process should include a method of documenting the roles and responsibilities of each of the stakeholders during the initiation and planning phases of the program or project.  The documentation provides each stakeholder with information about what other parties will be doing on the program or project.  The objectives of this documentation process are to:
	e.  The documentation is not intended to address every detailed action that a stakeholder must implement; those agreements will be developed on an as-needed basis as the program or project planning phase progresses, with mid-course adjustments during execution.  There is no single mechanism for documentation due to the array of scenarios, number of stakeholders, size, and scope of programs or projects, and existing systems that may be in use.  A simple Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the stakeholders can be an effective method of documenting stakeholder agreements and commitments.  This is not the only mechanism that can be used and the formality of the document should reflect the size, complexity, and number of stakeholders involved in the program or project.  Samples of USACE MOUs that may be applicable to CD are located on the Headquarters (HQ) USACE website at http://www.usace.army.mil/CEMP/iis/Pages/ModelAgreements.aspx. 
	f.  USACE, within the scope of its responsibility, will ensure that programs or projects that contain extensive CD be formally coordinated with these organizations, as appropriate for the circumstance.  This structure will provide each party with a clear understanding of expectations, performance standards, and schedules and will allow each to budget and plan their CD activities.  Lines of communication and authority must be clearly understood by all involved parties to ensure that each party understands the activities being conducted by others.  These communication lines also serve as a forum to raise implementation issues and to achieve solutions.
	g.  Coordination among key USACE customers and partners will be critical during the process of establishing the USACE plans and procedures to ensure: 
	(5)  successful implementation of CD throughout USACE programs or projects.

	h.  The stakeholders should always include USACE and representatives from the host nation or service recipient and will often involve other USG organizations (e.g., DoS, USAID, and other departments or organizational units within the DoD), foreign governments, NGOs, other public and private sector local national representatives, international organizations, civil society organizations, or professional associations.  A stakeholder may have a direct role in management or administration of the program or project, or may be implementing another program or project that has a linkage or direct connection with the program or project, or it may simply have a strong interest in the outcome.  USACE may be in a lead role or a support role, depending on the nature of the program or project and the nature of the stakeholders involved.  The lead organization should clearly identify the roles, authorities, and responsibilities of each stakeholder.  The lead organization may refine the list of stakeholders over time to stay current with changing direction, evolving conditions, and the life-cycle phases of the program or project.

	11. Roles and Responsibilities. 
	a.  HQUSACE.  HQUSACE has responsibility for numerous functions related to CD, ranging from management of the CD business practice to oversight of field implementation.  These HQUSACE functions are as follows:
	(1)  CD Sub-Community of Practice (CoP).  The CD business practice is managed at HQUSACE by a Sub-Community of Practice (Sub-CoP) under the International and Interagency Services CoP.  The CD Sub-CoP has several responsibilities for establishing and maintaining CD policies and managing the business practice.  The CD Sub-CoP has the following responsibilities:
	(a)  serve as the subject matter expert for CD within USACE; 
	(b)  coordinate and oversee the activities of the multi-disciplined CD CoP members;
	(c)  develop and maintain CD Engineer Regulation, CD Engineer Pamphlet, and other guidance documents for use in the field;
	(d)  develop and maintain a training plan, training requirements, and associated training materials for CD planning and implementation and provide training to targeted USACE staff engaged in international full-spectrum operations programs or projects, as appropriate;
	(e)  conduct CD presentations at workshops and national/regional forums; 
	(f)  respond to specific requests for technical support on planning and implementation of CD for specific programs or projects; 
	(g)  advocate for CD with customers and stakeholders.  
	(h)  track and maintain CD lessons learned from programs and projects;
	(i)  provide reports and conduct briefings for USACE senior leadership and external organizations, as appropriate, on the extent and effectiveness of CD implementation.
	(j)  monitor and evaluate implementation of USACE CD business practice, policies, and guidance.
	(k)  interface with U.S. Army, other USG agencies/departments, NGOs, professional associations, and other public and private organizations engaged in international CD.

	(2)  International and Interagency Services (IIS) CoP.  The IIS CoP provides policy and guidance for USACE services to other US agencies, foreign governments, and international organizations.  The CoP establishes, maintains, and coordinates relationships at the national and sub-national level.  The CoP, working in partnership with others, also assists in the development of DoD, Department of the Army, and DoS security objectives, programs, and plans.  The IIS CoP is responsible for CD advocacy in all the services it provides to other organizations as a means to providing sustainable solutions to water resources, infrastructure, and environmental challenges internationally and to enhance national security objectives.  The IIS CoP is also responsible for carrying out program and project level CD planning and implementation.
	(3)  Liaison Officers.  The USACE Liaison Officers to the Combatant Commands (COCOM) and Army Service Component Commands (ASCC) are responsible for CD advocacy within their respective COCOM and MSC Commanders, coordinating USACE CD activities with the COCOM, facilitating CD requirements development, coordinating external requests for USACE CD assistance, and integrating elements of the CD business practice into Army warfighter and joint exercises, as appropriate.
	(4)  Directorate of Contingency Operations.  This Directorate serves as the focal point for USACE command and control of civil and military contingency operations.  The organization will be responsible for leading the development of command contingency doctrine; maintaining readiness; providing oversight of contingency program development and execution; and developing and publishing contingency plans.  The Directorate is responsible for reviewing all CD business practice policy and guidance documents and incorporating CD into contingency doctrine, plans, and programs, as appropriate. 
	(a)  G-35, Plans, Doctrine, and Strategic Initiatives.  The G-35 develops plans and doctrine for USACE support to the Department of Homeland Security and the Federal Emergency Management Agency for civil disaster response in the U.S. and support to DoD COCOMs for military contingencies in their respective areas of responsibility.  The G-35 is responsible for integrating CD into its overall planning processes and documents.  Examples include planning for the U.S. Department of Army strategic initiatives assigned to USACE under the U.S. Army Campaign Plan and the U.S Army Action Plan Action Plan for Stability Operations.
	(b)  G-37, Training and Exercises.  The G-37 plans and executes individual and collective contingency-related training, utilizing exercises and education programs supported by the Annual Training Guidance and doctrine, to build and maintain credentialed and trained expeditionary teams and individuals capable of delivering USACE support to contingency operations through forward-deployed and reachback capabilities. The G-37 is responsible for providing guidance, recommendations, support, and training mechanisms.  The G-37 is also responsible for identifying opportunities to incorporate CD into training events and exercises.
	(c)  G-39, Future Concepts and Requirements.  The G-39 identifies deficiencies in stability and contingency operations tools, processes, plans, and procedures; develops experiments for new concepts; and integrates approved concepts into operational use.  The G-39 is responsible for identifying opportunities to incorporate CD into G-39 activities, as appropriate. 
	(d)  Corps of Engineers Remedial Action Program (CERAP) Division.  The CERAP Division establishes processes to identify best practices and critical systemic issues resulting from USACE military and civil contingency missions and institutionalizes the evaluation and corrective action program elements necessary to improve future response capabilities. The CD Sub-CoP uses the CERAP as an assessment tool for evaluating effectiveness of CD planning and implementation.

	(5)  Field Force Engineering (FFE).  FFE teams are a USACE expeditionary asset which can deploy in support of overseas stability operations.  The teams provide technical engineering, contract construction, real estate acquisition, and environmental planning to the COCOM and their Army component commands during contingencies, exercises, and peacetime engagement.  Host nation CD is a part of every FFE team’s mission statement and Mission Essential Task List (METL) and is included in their training Programs of Instruction (POI).  CD is considered in every task for the host nation or service recipient that an FFE team executes.  
	(a)  Forward Engineering Support Team – Advanced (FEST-A).  The FEST-A is an engineer planning and design team with core competencies in engineering disciplines.  The FEST-A conducts basic infrastructure assessments and prepares statements of work to repair damaged infrastructure that will be sustainable after transfer to the host nation or service recipient.  The primary focus of FEST-A CD activities is at the individual and organizational levels of the CD framework.  
	(b)  Forward Engineering Support Team – Main (FEST-M).  The FEST-M is an expeditionary mini-district that is capable of executing larger-scale contract construction.  The primary focus of FEST-M CD activities is also at the individual and organizational levels of the CD framework.  However, the FEST-M should be prepared to engage at the enabling environment level.  
	(c)  Other FFE Teams.  The Contingency Real Estate Team acquires real estate for USG forces and government agencies in the host nation.  The Environmental Support Teams conduct environmental baseline surveys for USG base camps and provide recommendations for environmental cleanup and remediation to US forces.  The teams could play a role in CD planning and implementation at the individual and organizational level, although the METL tasks for these teams focus on support to USG forces and government agencies.  
	(d)  Theater Engineer Commands (TEC) and Deployable Command Posts (DCP).  The TEC and DCP provide theater level command and control for full spectrum engineer operations in support of Joint Task Forces in a contingency environment.  The TEC, acting in a similar manner to other USG military organizations, may provide an overarching CD engagement strategy for the host nation, and seek out ways to build capacity by partnering with engineers from the host nation’s armed forces.  The TEC also has the capability to plan and implement CD through their Facility Engineer Detachments and reserve FEST-A’s.

	(6)  Institute for Water Resources (IWR).  The IWR engages international participants on water resources related issues and works to establish international policy and guidance in this area.  The IWR also houses the International Center for Integrated Water Resources Management (ICIWaRM), a United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)-endorsed category II water training facility and the Conflict-Resolution & Public Participation Center (CPC), which provides conflict resolution and public participation training and outreach.  The IWR role on CD consists primarily of providing technical assistance and conducting training.  The IWR can also participate in technical partnerships through various agreements with other national government organizations.  

	b.  Major Subordinate Commands.  The MSCs consist of USACE divisions, districts, contingency districts, centers, laboratories, and other USACE organizations.  The CD roles and responsibilities of the organizational units within the MSCs are as follows:
	(1)   USACE Divisions.  The Division level is focused on carrying out the responsibilities of the Regional Business Center, with a focus on operational planning and management, program management, relationships, and quality assurance.  The Division has responsibility and authority to plan and utilize resources in a manner that is efficient, effective, and consistent with laws and regulations to execute the mission objectives.  The Division ensures that appropriate quality control processes and systems are in place within the region to achieve quality projects and products that meet the expectations of our partners and stakeholders.  The CD roles and responsibilities for divisions are as follows:
	(a)  determine most effective and appropriate manner to implement CD policy and guidance throughout the Division’s Area of Responsibility, to include its assigned COCOM;
	(b)  monitor and evaluate CD activities;
	(c)  carry out program-level CD planning and implementation; and
	(d)  advocate for CD with customers and stakeholders.

	(2)  USACE Districts.  The district is responsible for executing all work assigned to it by the Regional Business Center.  The CD roles and responsibilities for districts are as follows:
	(a)  advocate for CD with customers and stakeholders;
	(b)  conduct CD planning and implementation at the program-level and the project-level, and;
	(c)  conduct quality control activities for district actions.

	(3)  Contingency Districts.  Three contingency districts were established under the approved 14 August 2008 Transatlantic Division (TAD) concept plan.  These “requirements only” districts are assigned to TAD and are available to support larger-scale stability operations missions in a mature theater.  The contingency district role regarding CD is to assist in development of CD requirements and technical support, as requested.
	(4)  Centers, Laboratories, and Other USACE Organizations.  The USACE centers, laboratories, and other organizations provide research and development, engineering, and technical expertise to enhance internal capabilities and to support USACE customers and partners.  The roles and responsibilities for these organizations are as follows:
	(a)  Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC).  The ERDC mission is to provide science, technology, and expertise in engineering and environmental sciences in support of the armed forces and the nation.  ERDC, through its seven laboratories and multiple research facilities which span across the country and world, possesses a combination of basic research and applied engineering expertise that it can utilize to support international CD efforts.  ERDC resources support the following CD related efforts:
	   develop design, engineering, construction, and maintenance standards that integrate social and cultural customs of a specific region or host nation;
	   develop sustainable engineering solutions for site-specific locations;
	   technical assistance in system-wide environmental and water resource management;
	   specialized training of host nation or service recipient personnel, as requested by program or project manager; 
	   technology transfer to host nation or service recipient; and
	   technical and engineering support to program and projects to assist in CD planning and implementation.
	(b)  Other USACE Centers and Organizations.  The roles and responsibilities for other USACE centers and organizations, to include Centers of Expertise, are as follows:
	   technical assistance and/or conduct training, and
	   technology transfer to host nation or service recipient.

	(1)  The key CD activities that can be performed during this period involve reconnaissance teams, such as the Field Force Engineering (FFE) teams, that can work with available host nation staff to assess status of critical infrastructure/key resources that are necessary to support the basic and life-saving needs of the local populations.  The FFE teams can mentor the host nation staff on how to conduct emergency assessments and how to restore services on a priority basis in a hostile environment.
	(2)  USACE may also use this time to take key individuals from the conflict zone and provide focused or long-term training in a safe environment that will enable host nation staff to conduct their work more effectively upon return in a post-conflict environment.






