Red River Valley Association
P.O. Box 709
Shreveport, LA  71162
April 26, 2011

TO: Red River Compact

FM: Richard Brontoli, Executive Director

RE: Red River Valley Association Report to the Red River Compact, April 26, 2011
1. Earmarks: The Congress has taken a no ‘earmark’ policy, which means our delegation members can not submit requests for projects. Congress will provide a lump sum budget, by agency and account, and it is up to the Administration to decide what gets funded and at what level. We do not agree with the definition of an earmark and do not believe Corps of Engineer projects that have been through an authorization process are earmarks (Position Paper, Enclosure 1). It is the responsibility of Congress to determine how appropriations are to be spent. It is an issue of who sets the priorities. Sen. Inhofe (R-OK) has SR 23 to define an earmark and exempt any project that has been through an authorization process.
2. Appropriations: The Administration has never supported Red River projects, therefore we will not receive any Construction General (CG) funds and our O&M funding will be reduced (project tables, Enclosure 2). All construction projects will cease. Some O&M projects will be negatively impacted. 
3. Navigation Impact: The greatest impact, due to reduced funding, will be to the O&M for the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway. The Administration has arbitrarily changed the metric used to determine ‘low-use waterways. Despite the great success of our Waterway (Position Paper on metrics, Enclosure 3) the change in metrics has placed us in the lower category allowing them to reduce our O&M funding by $3 million. This reduction will jeopardize dredging funds threatening the reliability of the Waterway and will impact industries. Also attached is the RRVA briefing to the Mississippi River Commission on April 12, 2011, Enclosure 4.
4. Conferences: The RRVA will have one day conferences in Texarkana, AR on 1 June; in Durant, OK on 25 August; in Wichita Falls, TX on 16 November and our Annual Convention in Bossier City, LA on 22-24 February 2012. Check our web site for information, www.rrva.org. 
Enclosure 1
Red River Valley Association

P.O. Box 709

Shreveport, LA  71162
(318) 221-5233

redriverva@hotmail.com 

February 8, 2011

Position Paper

RE: Definition of a Civil Works Earmark

There are varying opinions on the definition of an ‘earmark’ in appropriation bills. This will have a great impact for the Civil Works portion of the Energy and Water Development Appropriation Bill.

1. Formal Project Development/Authorization Process: Civil Works projects go through a process; reconnaissance study, feasibility study, benefit to cost ratio test, EIS, peer review, review by agencies, public review and comment, final Chief of Engineer approval, authorization by both Houses of Congress in a WRDA bill and signed by the President. No other federal program goes through such a rigorous approval process. Each justified project ‘stands alone’, are proven to be of national importance and should be funded by project.
2. Local Sponsor Cost-share: For many projects there is a local sponsor cost sharing responsibility during the feasibility study, construction and for O&M. Those who have contributed, in most cases, millions of dollars to the process, must have the ability to have a voice for their projects to get funded. That voice is through their Congressional delegation.
3. An Issue of Priorities: With limited federal funding all authorized projects cannot be funded. The issue becomes one of priorities and the only way our delegation can express that is through ‘Congressional Requests’, which are considered earmarks. If Congress provides a lump sum appropriation, to the Corps, for GI, CG and O&M, OMB and the Administration will determine what projects get funded, with no input from Congress.
4. Budget Process: The appropriation process is the constitutional responsibility of Congress and they are turning it over to the Administration. They were elected to decide how to spend federal funds.

5. O&M Funding Levels: This is the most serious problem. If the Congressional delegation does not have input into funding levels the fate of our Waterway is left up to the Administration. All the economic development and industries created will be threatened if adequate O&M (dredging) funding is not received. Congress has a responsibility to the communities and local sponsors to keep their commitment to maintain a completed project.

6. Recommendation: The appropriation subcommittees should ask for ‘Member Requests’. It is then the responsibility of the subcommittee staff to determine what is an ‘earmark’, which should not be funded, and what is an authorized projects. Then the subcommittees can determine which projects are funded and at what funding level.
We believe that GI, CG & O&M Projects should be funded by line item project and are NOT earmarks, as long as they have gone through the authorization process. Civil Works projects are too important to leave up to OMB to prioritize. Congress must keep the ability to determine what projects get funded and be able to represent their constituents. 

RRVA POC: Richard Brontoli, Executive Director

                       (318) 221-5233

                       redriverva@hotmail.com 

Enclosure 2
	RED RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION

FY 2011/2012 APPROPRIATIONS ($000)

CIVIL WORKS

	I. Studies (GI)


	FY 10
Appro
	RRVA

FY 11
Req
	Pres
FY 11
Budget
	House

Mark

up
	Sen.

Mark up
	Pres

FY 12

	1.  Navigation into SW Arkansas: Feasibility 
	-0-
	50
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	2.  Red River Waterway, LA – 12’ Channel, Recon  
	-0- 
	100
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	3.  Bossier Parish, LA 
	278
	250
	-0-
	-0-
	250
	-0-

	4.  Cross Lake, LA Water Supply Supplement
	90
	50
	-0-
	-0-
	50
	-0-

	5.  SE Oklahoma Water Resource Study: Feasibility
	233
	500
	-0-
	-0-
	325
	-0-

	6.  SW Arkansas Ecosystem Restoration: Recon Study
	170
	47
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	7.  Cypress Valley Watershed, TX
	90
	175
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	8.  Sulphur River Basin, TX
	-0-
	1,000
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	9.  Washita River Basin, OK
	171
	500
	-0-
	-0-
	325
	-0-

	10. Wichita River Basin above Lake Kemp, TX
	-0-
	100
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	11. Red River Above Denison Dam, TX & OK: Recon
	-0-
	100
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	12. Red River Waterway, Index, AR to Denison Dam
	-0-
	44
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	13. Mountain Fork River Watershed, OK & AR, Recon
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	14. Walnut Bayou, Little River, AR
	-0-
	100
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	15.  Little River County/Ogden Levee, AR, Recon
	-0-
	100
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	16. Red River Waterway, Index to Denison, Bendway
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	II.  Construction General (CG)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  Red River Waterway:  J. B. Johnston Waterway,LA  
	6,613
	20,000
	1,500
	1,500
	7,000
	-0-

	2.  Chloride Control Project, TX & OK

      Texas - 7,500 / Oklahoma - 800
	1,332
	8,300
	-0-
	-0-
	2,800
	-0-

	3.  Red River Below Denison Dam; AR & LA

     a. Bowie County Levee, TX
	2,035

-0-
	12,000

-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	2,500
	-0-

	4.  Red River Emergency Bank Protection
	1,986
	11,300
	-0-
	-0-
	2,000
	-0-

	5.  Big Cypress Valley Watershed, TX: Section 1135
	1,450
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	6.  Palo Duro Creek, Canyon, TX: Section 205
	-0-
	90
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	7.  Millwood, Grassy Lake, AR:  Section 1135
	181
	100
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	8.  McKinney Bayou, AR, PED
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	9.  Miller County Levee, AR, Sec 1135
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	III.  Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA
	11,478
	23,864
	7,745
	7,745
	12,000
	7,717

	2.  Lake Kemp, TX  -  Total Need 

                Basic Annual O&M

                 Reallocation Study

                 Service Bridge & Gate Repair
	311
	817

214

350

253
	467
	467
	467
	183

	3.  Lake Texoma, TX & OK  - Total Need

                  Basic Annual O&M

                  Shoreline Management Plan

                  Backlog Maintenance
	8,740

1,158
	31,617
7,000

24,617
	10,057
	10,057
	10,057
	6,939

	4.  Chloride Control Project, TX & OK
	1,481
	2,025
	1,439
	1,439
	1,439
	1,593

	5.  Old River Lock, LA (MR&T)
	9,854
	12,755
	9,255
	9,255
	9,255
	6,954


Enclosure 2

RED RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION
CIVIL WORKS PROJECTS
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)
FY2011/2012 ($000)

	Project
	FY10
	RRVA

FY11 Req.
	President

FY11
	House

FY11
	Senate

FY11
	President

FY12

	DeQueen Lake, AR
	1,665
	3,393
	1,467
	1,467
	1,467
	1,687

	Dierks Lake, AR
	1,292
	2,213
	1,570
	1,570
	1,570
	1,421

	Gillham Lake, AR
	1,298
	1,437
	1,340
	1,340
	1,340
	1,345

	Millwood Lake, AR
	4,868
	6,690
	4,802
	4,802
	4,802
	2,558

	Bayou Bodcau Reservoir, LA
	907
	6,922
	1,072
	1,072
	1,072
	2,057

	Bayou Pierre, LA
	24
	49
	24
	24
	24
	24

	Caddo Lake, LA
	213
	347
	222
	222
	222
	220

	Wallace Lake, LA
	232
	886
	241
	241
	241
	239

	J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA
	11,478
	23,864
	7,745
	7,745
	7,745
	7,717

	Old River, LA (MR&T)
	9,854
	12,755
	9,255
	9,255
	9,255
	6,954

	Broken Bow Lake, OK
	3,043
	3,338
	2,458
	2,458
	2,458
	2,058

	Hugo Lake, OK
	1,652
	3,768
	1,748
	1,748
	1,748
	1,549

	Pine Creek Lake, OK
	1,213
	2,912
	1,032
	1,032
	1,032
	1,254

	Sardis Lake, OK
	1,192
	2,230
	1,130
	1,130
	1,130
	1,002

	Waurika Lake, OK
	1,360
	4,210
	2,568
	2,568
	2,568
	1,537

	Chloride Control, Area VIII, TX
	1,481
	2,025
	1,439
	1,439
	1,439
	1,593

	Denison Dam & Lake Texoma, TX
	8,740
	31,617
	10,057
	10,057
	10,057
	6,939

	Denison Dam, Shoreline Management Plan
	1,158
	-0-
	Working on land conveyances first, will request additional funds in 2012.

	Estelline Springs, TX
	43
	238
	43
	43
	43
	44

	Lake Kemp, TX
	311
	817
	467
	467
	467
	183

	Pat Mayse Lake, TX
	1,148
	1,852
	992
	992
	992
	1,211

	Jim Chapman Lake, TX
	1,633
	2,100
	1,939
	1,939
	1,939
	1,586

	Lake of the Pines, TX
	3,312
	4,200
	3,709
	3,709
	3,709
	3,464

	Wright Patman Dam & Lake, TX
	3,342
	4,600
	3,804
	3,804
	3,804
	3,847


Enclosure 3

See briefing to Mississippi River Commission
