Red River Valley Association Presentation to
Mississippi River Commission

13 April 2011
Slide 1
I want to thank you for the opportunity to make this presentation this morning on behalf of the waterway industries on the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway. We have a navigation committee and local sponsor (Red River Waterway Commission) that have worked hard to insure our Waterway is safe, efficient and reliable. The issue I am presenting to you today concerns the O&M funding for the Corps of Engineers. I briefed you on this issue August 13, 2010 and want to provide you with an update.
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This Association, Red River Waterway Commission and users have expressed concern over the drastic reduction of O&M in the FY 2011 and FY 2012 budget requests, from $10,598,000 in FY 2010 to $7,745,000 in FY 2011 and $7,717,000 in FY 2012. From FY 2004 through FY 2010 the President’s budget had been in the $10,500,000 range, which addressed basic O&M needs, including maintenance dredging. The reduction in the FY 2011 and FY 2012 budget jeopardizes funding for dredging.

In my previous briefing to you I discussed that the metric used to determine a High Use Waterway had changed from ‘Trip Ton-miles’ to ‘Ton-miles’, which resulted in our Waterway changing from a high use to low use Waterway. With this change in designation our navigation O&M funding was reduced 25% from past years to fund other projects. No justification has been provided for this change except that the Administration can and are not accountable to anyone or need a reason to make this change.
This table shows the Administration funding levels since FY 2003. The Congressional ‘adds’, of approximately $1 million per year, have been used for backlog maintenance. 
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With the no ‘earmark’ atmosphere in Congress our delegation is unable to provide additional funding for specific projects as was done in the past. I emphasize this because the Administration, which includes the Corps of Engineers, can provide adequate O&M funding if they choose to. Let me be clear; Congress has set the level of O&M funding for the Corps of Engineers, but it is the Administration’s decision as to which projects get funded and at what level. It is their decision not to fully fund our Waterway O&M. The budget process and metrics used were developed by the Administration, not Congress.
We do believe that civil works projects are NOT earmarks (see attached position paper) and that is the responsibility of Congress to appropriate funding. Member requests should be submitted to the appropriation subcommittees and it is up to the staff to determine what is or is not an earmark. Congress should determine what projects get funded and at what level, but they have chosen not to do this. We support the efforts of Senator Inhofe (R-OK) and SR 23 that exempts any project that has been through an authorization and vetted process. We remind our delegation that the appropriation process and priorities is their responsibility.
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I would like to point out a number of metrics by which you could evaluate any Waterway. On this slide the JBJ Waterway increases are from CY 2008 to CY 2009 (see attached metrics position paper).
* Tons: The J. Bennett Johnston Waterway Project, Mississippi River to Shreveport Reach, has a projected tonnage to indicate if the project is successful and meets the benefit to cost ratio that justified the project. We are to be at 5.426 million tons by CY 2011. In CY 2009 we are actually at 9.9 million tons. The projected year to reach 9.9 million tons is CY 2031! We have far exceeded this metric.
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* Ton-Miles: We are at .4 billion ton-miles. Even though we increased tonnage by 2.5 million tons from CY 2008 to 2009 our ton-miles increased by only .1 billion. This emphasizes that using this metric to determine a low-use waterway is not a valid criterion and penalizes short waterways.
* Trip Ton-miles: Our increase in tonnage resulted in an increase of 1.9 billion trip ton-miles. Our total trip ton-miles of 7.9 billion far exceed the ‘old’ criteria of greater than 1 billion. This metric makes the most sense for identifying a low use waterway since this is the criteria used for calculating national benefits in a feasibility study that analyzes and justifies a navigation project.

* O&M Cost/Ton: Another metric recently changed is the cost per ton for the O&M funding received. The cost per ton for the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway is $1.06 per ton ($10,500,000 for all O&M and 9.9 m tons), which demonstrates a positive efficiency factor. Just a few years ago less than $2 per ton criteria was considered a metric goal; however, that $2 value has been removed leaving this metric as a ‘subjective’ metric.
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We will be taking a number of initiatives to insure our Waterway remains a success.
* PDT with Vicksburg District: Our Waterway Navigation Committee is meeting with the Vicksburg District in a series of meetings to determine how the Waterway can be maintained for navigation.
* Rally Industry: We will contact our Waterway industries to update them on the O&M issue and request they get involved informing our delegation and the Administration on the negative impacts this reduced funding will have on their industries, especially to job lose.
* Support Delegation Initiatives: We will support initiatives from Congress that will provide funding for O&M projects and to make civil works projects exempt from the earmark designation. This includes initiatives by Sen. Inhofe (R-OK), Rep. Boustany (R-LA) and Rep. Landry (R-LA).
* Educate Our Delegation and Administration: We will continue to inform our delegation of the success story of our Waterway. It will be important to educate all levels of the Administration on why our Waterway is a great success story and deserves the full level of O&M funding.
* National Workshop: The last national workshop to determine navigation metrics was conducted by Corps HQ in May 2004. It was determined that the metric for a high use waterway would be trip ton-miles greater than 1 billion. It was the next year the our Waterway received adequate O&M funding, from the Administration, that lasted 7 years until this metric was arbitrarily changed, for no apparent reason. We request that the Corps conduct another national workshop to evaluate navigation metrics.
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We will be pursuing a remedy to this issue through continued meetings with OMB and HQ, Corps of Engineers, to discuss changing the metrics used for determining Waterway ratings and to make them aware of the successes of our Waterway and the impacts of their decisions. You are reminded that the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway has only been fully operational since 1995 and is a very young, developing waterway, as compared to other waterways. This reduction in O&M will jeopardize thousands of existing jobs and hamper economic growth, which is in direct conflict with stated Administration policy.
Thank you for your time and consideration in our issue. We look forward to future meetings where we will demonstrate our continued growth and success.
Richard Brontoli, Executive Director

(318) 221-5233, redriverva@hotmail.com 
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Additional Comments
See attached impact Position Paper.
We want to make you aware of the economic impact to this decision. If the President’s budget funding level is received the Waterway will not have adequate funding for dredging and commercial navigation will be drastically reduced. This will impact hundreds of jobs at six public ports and three major private terminals. CLECO, a power generation company, completed a $1 billion plant at Boyce, LA and will be in full operation this year. They located on the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway and constructed their own barge off loading facility to bring in over 2.5 million tons of petroleum coke and limestone to fuel the plant. A funding reduction would be devastating to their operations. 

The Haynesville Shale gas operation has created a large demand for construction sand & gravel, which has to be imported. This Waterway share could reach over 1 million tons per year and is just being realized this year.

These are just two examples of the consequences of this action.

More important would be the ‘unreliability’ of the Waterway and the ability to market waterborne transportation. There is a timber company considering construction of a wood pellet plant on the Waterway to use waterborne transportation to export their product overseas. The plant must be in the Red River region to be in proximity to the forest supply for these wood chips.  The Administration just announced their goal to increase exports, so needs to be supporting these economic development opportunities not discouraging them. You are reminded that the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway has only been fully operational since 1995 and is a very young, developing waterway, as compared to other waterways. This reduction in O&M will jeopardize thousands of existing jobs and hamper economic growth, which is in direct conflict with stated Administration policy.

There are also the environmental benefits that waterborne transportation provides over rail and truck. If our waterway is closed, due to a lack of O&M funding, the products that move by barge will still move. Instead, it will be moved by rail and truck, which will aggravate an already overloaded highway and rail system. There would be an increase in air pollution and fuel consumption, which is what the Administration states they want to reduce. There is a great environmental benefit and fuel efficiency in promoting our nation’s waterways and encouraging cargo shifts from truck and rail to barge. We believe the Administration should be increasing funding for our nation’s waterways not cutting them. It is important to note that we are advocates to increase the funding for all our nation’s waterways. You can see on this slide that the share of water in the ‘energy & water’ bill has deceased from 20% to 15% over the years. Congress could redistribute some of these funds.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway O&M 

Table 1 shows the President’s Budget as compared to the Congressional Enacted Appropriation. It shows that for 7 years the Administration supported the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway at a level that included dredge funding. 

Table 1
	Fiscal Year
	President’s Budget
	Enacted Appropriation

	FY 2012
	$7,717,000
	

	FY 2011
	$7,745,000
	House - $7,745,000

Senate - $12,000,000

	FY 2010
	$10,598,000
	$11,478,000

	FY 2009
	$10,555,000
	$9,797,000

	FY 2008
	$10,431,000
	$11,809,000

	FY 2007
	Corps Work Allowance $10,936,000
	CR for the year

	FY 2006
	$10,115,000
	$11,804,000

	FY 2005
	$10,600,000
	$13,050,000

	FY 2004
	$12,013,000
	$14,000,000

	FY 2003
	$7,297,000
	$11,000,000


Table 2 displays why the current criteria for ‘ton-miles’ (1 billion) to determine low or high use waterways should be changed from ton-miles (ton-miles is the distance cargo moves within the waterway) back to ‘trip ton-miles’ (trip ton-miles is the distance cargo moves from origin to destination). The J. Bennett Johnston Waterway is penalized for being a short waterway (218 RM v. 462 RM). As compared to the Arkansas River, they have 8 times the ton-miles than our waterway for little more tonnage. With the known new initiatives on our Waterway we will probably exceed the McClellan-Kerr, in tonnage, in the near future. We have surpassed them on a trip ton-mile comparison. ‘Trip ton-miles’ is a more realistic criterion to use to determine ‘high use’ waterways, which is what the criteria was until recent years.
Table 2: CY 2009 data from ‘The US Waterway System – Transportation Facts, December 2010’
	Waterway

	Length
river miles


	Tons
millions
	Ton-miles
> 1 billion
	Trip Ton-miles
> 1 billion

	J. Bennett Johnston Waterway


	218 mi.
	9.9

Up from 7.4 in CY 2008
	0.4

Up only .1 from CY 2008
	7.9

Up from 6.0 in CY 2008

	McClellan-Kerr AR/OK


	462 mi.
	10.8
	2.4
	6.4


Richard Brontoli, Executive Director

Red River Valley Association
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