
RED RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION

April 26,2016

629 SPRING STREET

P.O. BOX 709

SHREVEPORT. LA. 71162-0709

(318) 221-5233

TO: Red River Compact Commissioners
FM: Richard Brontoli, Executive Director, rrva@rrva.org

RE: Red River Valley Association Report to the Red River Compact, April 26, 2016

1. 2015/2016 Flood: It is important to note that the Red River experienced a series of major flood events from
May 2015 through April 2016. The Shreveport gage surpassed the flood stage four times during this one year
period. This has never occurred since the gage was set and the flood of record of 45.9' in 1849, with no flood
control reservoirs. The highest crest event in 2015 was 37.1' at the Shreveport gage. This crest occurred after
the construction of fifteen flood control reservoirs located above Shreveport-Bossier, LA, to include Lake
Texoma on the main stem Red River. The Tulsa District calculated that if the reservoirs were not in operation
the Shreveport gage would have reached 41.9' (Enclosure 1). The flood events were a great benefit to break the
draught in western Texas and Oklahoma, fIlling all reservoirs to 100% conservation pools.

These high river levels closed four locks to navigation in 20 15 and all five locks were closed to navigation in
March 2016. This is the first time, since the waterway was operational, that more than 2 locks have been closed
at the same time. Lock 5 was closed a total of 79 days just for high water.

The Red River is one of the most high silt carrying rivers in the United States. There were great silt deposits at
the approaches to the five locks. In addition to the locks being closed to navigation, due to high water, they
were also closed for siltation and the lack of a 9' channel. This required an extraordinary amount of dredging.
This was exacerbated due to the four flood events in a single year. At one point the five locks were to be open
when another high water event occurred and again closed the locks to navigation. The Caddo-Bossier Port, at
the head of navigation and above Lock 5, did not have navigation for an additional 72 days due to siltation in
the waterway system. This is a total of 151 days that tows could not reach the Caddo-Bossier Port.

We have an RRVA Navigation Committee consisting of the Corps of Engineers, Coast Guard, industry, Red
River Waterway Commission and ports. During high water the RRVA Navigation Committee self restricts
operations - 500 HP per barge for high current and operating during daylight only due to submerged dikes.
There were 164 days under these self-restricted operations.

2. Hydraulic & Sedimentation Survey/Study: The historic 2015 flood identified a major issue, which was the
difference between the actual crest and the projected crest. What concerned our communities is when compared
to the 1990 flood the 2015 flood crest was higher with less flows (Enclosure 2). An additional item of concern
is that the Base Flood Elevations shown on the current Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) published by
FEMA, used to regulate development located in the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA's), are not accurate and
must be updated. These issues are the responsibility of input from multiple federal agencies; FEMA, C'0!T" of
Engineers and National Weather Service.

The Vicksburg District and FEMA expressed that a Hydraulic & Sedimentation Survey is important to identify
the changes in the flood plain and flood storage capacity. Col. Cross, Vicksburg Commander, was able to obtain
$1,500,000 from FY 2016 appropriations to conduct this survey. The RRVA formed a local Flood Technical
Committee to coordinate with the Vicksburg District to provide assistance and get periodic l1rrl?:t~:~:. tl:.:~~-
progress. Once the survey is completed and analyzed the Committee will address options to reduce the risk to
flooding, with the Corps of Engineers and FEMA.
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3. Appropriations: Congress passed the FY2016 Omnibus; Consolidated Appropriations Act, which had
provisions for' Additional Funds'. We appreciate that the Corps allocated an additional $6,000,000 for FY 2016
O&M on the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway that will be used for dredging and flood recovery.

It is disappointing that the President's FY 2017 budget ($4.6 B) submission reduced the Corps of Engineers by
$1.3 B; a 22% reduction from what Congress enacted in FY 2016 ($5.9 B). It is obvious the intent of Congress
is to fund waterway projects. It is apparent that the Administration may talk about infrastructure projects, but
the fourth R, rivers, is not included with the other Rs; roads, rail and runways. We are reassured of support from
Congress when recently the House Appropriation Committee passed a FY 2017 Energy & Water Bill with $6.1
billion for Civil Works and the Senate Appropriation Committee passed one for $6.0 billion. Enclosure 3 is a
comparison of the President's FY 2017 Budget and what Congress enacted in FY 2016.

4. Navigation O&M: The President's FY 2017 Budget had $8,714,000 for the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway,
short of the basic requirements for annual O&M. The majority of the shortfall is for dredging required to
maintain a 9' X 200' navigation channel. Our immediate need is for additional dredging funds of $3,600,000 to
ensure a 9' channel for FY 2017. There is an additional capability of $10,242,000 for flood recovery and critical
backlog maintenance. Reduced funding of this magnitude guarantees the waterway will be closed in FY 2017.
Congress must pass an appropriation bill increasing the Corps budget and include the provision for 'additional
funds'.

5. IMTS Reduced Lock Service Mandate: After an analysis by the Vicksburg staff, Col Cross decided to allow
our five locks to remain operating 24/7/365 for CY 2016. We know there will be a re-evaluation each year and
we must show positive trends. Since 1995, when Locks and Dams 4 & 5 were completed, our public ports, State
of Louisiana, Red River Waterway Commission, communities and private industries have invested over $2.8
billion. This is more than the federal investment of $1.9 billion, a testament to the public and private efforts to
make the Waterway a success. As a young Waterway it takes time for economic and industrial development.
We want to express our appreciation to Col. Cross and his staff for understanding this and providing the Red
River community the opportunity to succeed.

6. Navigation into Arkansas Feasibility Study: The Arkansas Legislators took all the funds from the Arkansas
Red River Commission trust fund in 2014. The State Legislators reinstated $1 million, to the Red River Trust
Fund. These funds will be provided for the Corps of Engineers to progress the feasibility study to a decision
point to determine if the project should continue or be terminated. The Vicksburg District is currently working
on a scope of work for a contractor to conduct a way bill analysis and conduct industry surveys.

7. Chloride Control Project: There has been no action on this project. The Administration will not support this
project. Construction on the Wichita River will not resume until the earmark policy is changed. GEM, an
alternative energy company, had a meeting on February 18,2016 with Sheppard AFB to discuss long term
power supply. GEM is interested in using Truscott Reservoir to generate electricity through solar ponds.

8. Bureau of Reclamation & NRCS Appropriations: Enclosure 4 is the comparison of the President's FY 2017
budget to what Congress enacted in FY 2016.

9. WRRDA Sec. 7001: This section mandates that the Corps provide an annual report to Congress of proposed
feasibility studies, and proposed modifications to authorized water resources development projects and studies.
We will be submitting a request for a 12' channel study for the J. Bennett Johnston Waterway in 2017.

10. Index to Denison Dam: North Texas Council of Governments is willing to invest $500,000 to conduct a
study to determine if navigation is feasible from an engineering perspective. They first want the Texas
legislators to pass a bill that commits $2.5 m for a complete feasibility study and EIS, if the engineering study is
positive. The Texas legislators did not pass a bill for this study; therefore there is no action at this time.

11. Earmarks: The no earmark policy, in the House and Senate, continues to be an issue. The Administration
decides the funding level projects receive. Congress needs to take back their responsibility for the appropriation
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process. They also need to redefme earmarks for civil works projects that have been through an authorization,
vetted process. Enclosure 5 is our position paper on earmarks.

12. Red River Studies:

a. Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Red River Basin Study, OK: A grant for a 3 year study of water use in the
upper reaches of the Red River in the Lugert-Altus region (FY 2014 - FY 2017). This study is cost shared with
the Oklahoma Water Resources Board, Lugert-Altus Irrigation District, Mountain Park MCD; $640,000
(Federal) + $860,000 (non-Federal) = $1,500,000

b. Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Washita Basin Study, OK: The study is cost shared with Oklahoma Water
Resources Board, Foss Reservoir MCD & Fort Cobb Reservoir MCD; $250,000 (Federal) + $450,000 (non-
Federal) = $900,000.

c. USGS also has a BOR WaterS MART grant to study the quantity of water available in the Red River, four
state watershed. This will be a 5 year study effort. An update was provided at our February 18,2016
Convention.

d. The Choctaw and Chickasaw Indian Nations are conducting a water study for the Red River watershed in
Oklahoma.

e. Bureau of Land Management Red River land issue. The BLM is in the process of updating its Resource
Management Plan (RMP) for lands managed by the BLM, which includes a 116 mile stretch, an estimated
90,000 acres (since cut to 30,000) that may be considered public domain along the Red River on the border
between Texas and Oklahoma in Wilbarger, Wichita, and Clay counties. - See more at US Rep. Thornberry's
web site: http://thomberrv.house. gov/redriver/#sthash.3 y4XXQ78.dpuf.

13. Waters of the US (WOTUS): EPA and the Corps of Engineers have proposed new guidelines that re-define
'waters of the US'. The new definition would drastically increase the jurisdiction for permits and have a
negative impact in development. The RRV A has submitted comments in objection to this proposal, which is on
our Association web site. Comments have been made by the Corps that they do not agree with the science and
decision provided by EPA. The Sixth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in Cincinnati issued an order granting a
request by 18 states to stay the Waters of the U.S. rule while the court considers its legality. Previously, a U.S.
District Court in North Dakota had blocked the rule for 13 states included in a petition filed before that court.
The 6th Circuit ruling blocks the rule nationwide pending judicial review.

14. Federal Flood Risk Management Standards (FFRMS): The National Waterways Conference submitted
detail comments and RR VA signed on to their submission. These comments can be found on our web site under
'Position Papers & Briefings'. To ensure that Federal actions to manage flood risk support our national security
interests and prudent stewardship of taxpayer dollars, the Consolidated Appropriations Act of2016 temporarily
prohibits the application of Executive Order 13690 to any component of the Department of Defense. While
improving the resiliency of federal investments to floods and other hazards has merit, compelling government
agencies to spend taxpayer dollars to further mitigate against undefined threats deserves greater scrutiny.
Section 750 [of the Act] has a clear aim, which is to provide the American public and their elected officials the
opportunity to better understand the risk, benefits and other impacts of the standard prior to its implementation.

15. America's Watershed Initiative (AWI): I attended the workshop at Tulsa, OK for the Arkansas/Red
watersheds. I also attended a conference for the whole Mississippi Valley Watershed in Louisville, KY. AWl
created a 'report card' of the Mississippi River and tributaries. The fmal report card, data and explanation of the
report card can be found at: http://americaswater.wpengine.coml. Enclosure 6 is an example of the Mississippi
River Basin report card and the ArkansaslRed River watersheds, which were combined.
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Enclosure 1

Red RiVer at Shreveport, LA
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Enclosure 3

FY16 Pres Local Sponsor
I. Studies (GI) Enacted FY17 Requirements

Budget
1. Navigation into SW Arkansas: Feasibility -0- -0- ARRC - $1 m State
2. Red River Waterway, LA -12' Channel -0- -0- (RRWC) Sec. 7001
3. Bossier Parish, LA -0- -0- (Bossier Levee)
4. SE Oklahoma Vlater Resource Study: Feasibility -0- -0- (OWRB)
5. Washita River Basin, OK -0- -0- (OWRB)
6. SW Arkansas Ecosystem R~storation: Recon Study -0- -0- (ANRC / AR Game &

Fish)
7. Cypress Valley Watershed, TX -0- -0- (NETWD)
8. Sulphur River Basin, TX 500 -0- (Sulphur Authority)
9. Wichita River Basin above Lake Kemp, TX: R~con -0- -0- (L)
10. Red River Above Denison Dam, TX & OK: Recon -0- -0- (L)
11. Red River Waterway, Index, :ARto Denison Dam -0- -0- (?)
12. Mountain Fork River Watershed, OK & AR, -0- -0- (?)
Recon
13. Walnut Bayou, Little River, AR -0- -0- (ANRC)
14. Little River County/Ogden Levee, AR, Recon -0- -0- (ANRC)
15. Red River \Vatenvay, Index to Denison, Bend'l;ay -0- -0- (?)
II. Construction General (CG)

1. Red River Waterway: J. B. Johnston Waterway,LA -0- -0- (RRWC)
+5,379

Mitigation
+3,000

Recreation
2. Chloride Control Project, TX & OK -0- -O- N/A

3. Red River Below Denison Dam; AR & LA -0- -0- (Levee Districts)
a. Bowie County Levee, TX

4. Red River Emergency Bank Protection -0- -0- (Levee Districts)

5. Pine Creek Lake, OK (Dam Safety Project) 1,957 Will complete the
project

NOTES: Local Sponsor Column - Sponsor indicated in ( ); (?) indicates No Sponsor identified and need one to
continue (L) indicates Sponsor not required now but need one for feasibility; N/A - No Sponsor required.
NOTE: Crossed through studies and projects are not currently active, due to lack of a local sponsor and
funding.
NOTE: Bold printed information (+xxxx) is funding added through the E&W Bill 'additional' funds that
Congress provided above the President's budget request.

President's FY16 Budget: $4.732 Billion
Congress enacted in FY16: $5.900 Billion ($1.2 Billion Additional Funding Pots)
President's FY17 Budget: $4.620 Billion
FY 2017 - House Committee passed $6.1 Billion & the Senate passed $6.0 Billion
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Enclosure 3

RED RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION

CIVIL WORKS PROJECTS

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)

FY2017 ($000)

Project Enacted President
FY16 FY17

DeQueen Lake, AR 1,754 1,780
Dierks Lake, AR 1,702 1,768
Gillham Lake, AR 1,519 1,556
Millwood Lake, AR 2,946 2,631
Bayou Bodcau Reservoir, LA 1,221 1,471

+250
Bayou Pierre, LA 23 23
Caddo Lake, LA 209 209

+165
Wallace Lake, LA 226 226
J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA 8,782 8,714

Basic Annual O&M +6,000
Backlog Maintenance

Old River, LA (MR&T) 9,246 8,086
+250

Broken Bow Lake, OK 2,213 2,788
Hugo Lake, OK 1,996 1,813
Pine Creek Lake, OK 1,336 6,535
Sardis Lake, OK 991 889
Waurika Lake, OK 1,662 1,561
Chloride Control, Area VIII, TX 1,660 1,575
Denison Dam & Lake Texoma, TX 9,656 17,854

Basic Annual O&M +2,575
Backlog Maintenance

Estelline Springs, TX 33 35
Lake Kemp, TX 302 277
Pat Mayse Lake, IX 1,065 1,287
Jim Chapman Lake, TX 1,466 1,624
Lake of the Pines, TX 3,408 4,210
Wright Patman Dam & Lake, IX 4,270 3,371

NOTE: Additional funds received from the FY16 Omnibus Bill 'additional funds' indicated by bold +xxxx.
NOTE: RRVA requests are blank due to the President's Budget being released 9 February, so we are getting
information from Corps Districts on capability for each project.

5



Enclosure 4

Red River Valley Association
FY 2017 Appropriations ($000)

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Discretionary Accounts FY16 RRVA FY17 FY17 FY17 FY17
Omnibus Request President House Senate Enacted

Budzet Markun Markun

1. Conservation Operations (Total) 850,000 900,000 860,000
a. Conservation Technical Assistance 752,000 761,000
b. Soil Surveys, Snow Surveys & 98,000 99,000

Plant Materials

2. Watershed & Flood Prevention -0- -0-
Operation
3. Watershed Rehabilitation 12,000 75,000 -0-

4, Watershed Survey & Planning -0- -0-

5. Emergency Watershed Protection 137,000 -0- -0-

6. Mandatory Farm Bill Programs
a. EQIP 1,329,000 1,650,000
b. Conservation Stewardship 1,225,000 1,561,000
c. AG Conservation Easement 419,000 500,000
d. Regional Conservation Partnership 93,000 100,000
e. Small Watershed Rehab -0- 14,000

Bureau of Reclamation ($000)

President FY 17 House FY 17 Senate FY17
Proiect Lake FY 16 Omnibus FY 17 Budzet Markun Markun Enacted

Arbuckle Project 274 238

McGee Creek Project 942 984

Mountain Park Project 612 686

W.C. Austin Project 688 598

Washita Basin Project 1,243 1,250
(Foss & Cobb)

NOTE: Bureau of Reclamation figures represent only the Federal Funding appropnated.

Total BOR FY 2016 Enacted: $1.265 Billion
President's FY 2017 Budget: $1.106 Billion
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Enclosure 5
Red River Valley Association

P.O. Box 709
Shreveport, LA 71162

(318) 221-5233

April 26, 2016

Position Paper
RE: Defmition ofa 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. There is a major
difference between an unauthorized earmark 'parachuted' into a bill and authorized earmarks.

1. Formal Project Development! Authorization Process: Civil Works projects go through a process;
reconnaissance study, feasibility study, benefit to cost ratio test, ElS, 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. Appropriation 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. The Budget
Committee sets the funding levels and the Appropriation Committee allocates and prioritizes funding. It is not
earmarks that 'busts' the budget, it is the lack of discipline to stay within the budget.

5. O&M Funding Levels: This is the most serious problem. lfthe 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 which authorized projects should be funded, and at what
level.

We believe that GI, CG & O&M Proiects 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
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EnclosUre p America's Watershed Report Card
Our heartland rivers make up America's Watershed-a vital
river system that provides drinking water, recreation, habitat,
and serves as an economic engine for America. Hundreds of
business, government, and science organizations graded the
state of America's Watershed and identified critical areas for
improvement. The Report Card for America's Watershed
reveals many opportunities to improve our economy and
secure our water supplies if we act together now. Working
together, we can find solutions for improving water quality and
quantity, safety, and the health of America's Watershed.
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Arkansas-Red Rivers I America's Watershed Initiative

Enclosure 6
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Arkansas-Red Rivers I America's Watershed Initiative Page 4 of6

Grades Explained by Goal

Ecosystems
The Arkansas River 8, Red River Basin received a grade of B for Ecosystems. The living
Resources indicator received a C. The Streamside Habitat indicator received a grade

of C+ and the Walter Quality indicator received a C- grade. The Wetland Area Change

indicator received an A Grade, one of only two basins with this highest grade.

Flood Control & Risk Reduction
The Arkansas River & Red River Basin received a grade of C- for Flood Control & Risk

Reduction. The Floodplain Population Change indicator in the Arkansas & Red River

basin received a C grade and was the highest in the watershed. The levee Condition
indicator received a D grade and the Building Elevation indicator received a C- grade.

Transportation
The Arkansas River & Red River Basin received a Failing grade for Transportation. The

Infrastructure Condition indicator received an F.The infrastructure Maintenance

http://americaswater.wpengine.com/reportcardlthe-basins/arkansas-red-riversl 4/2412016
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indicator received an Ffor the entire watershed. The lock Delays indicator received an

Fgrade.

WaterSu~
The Arkansas River & Red River Basin received a grade of D for Water Supply. The

Treatment Violations indicator in the Arkansas River & Red River Basin received an F

grade, one of two basins with this grade. The Water Depletion indicator received a

C-grade.

Economy
The Arkansas River 8( Red River Basin received an overall grade of ( for Economy. The

River Dependent Employment indicator in the Arkansas & Red River basin received a (

grade while the Median income indicator received a (- grade. The GDP by sector

indicator received a ( grade.

Recreation
The Arkansas River & Red River Basin received a grade of C for Recreation. The Outdoor

Participation indicator received a (- grade and the Hunting and Fishing licenses

indicator received a C.

The AWl Report Card was developed over two years with significant amount of

information and feedback from hundreds of experts and stakeholders throughout the

watershed and nation. View a comprehensive Report Card technical paper that includes

data sources, calculations and analysis.

http://americaswater.wpengine.com/reportcardlthe-basins/arkansas-red-riversl 4/2412016


