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FACI LI TATOR: |If you happen to be | ooking
at your cards, you will notice we are going to get
an earlier start on the question and answer. |'m
assuming that may |lead earlier to statements and
earlier to go hone.

So let ne explain the question and answer.
What we tried to do throughout the other neetings
that seens to have worked is in the first part of
t he question and answer each of the facilitators in
your snall groups have taken cards that you have
filled out with questions. And we have given them
to Gary, who has sorted themto nmatch the right
expertise with the question.

And we'll take some representative
guesti ons, maybe since there were six groups maybe a
couple or three out of each, and he will read the
guestion and then one of the research nanagers wl|l
answer .

Then | would like to open it up for other
qguestions fromyou all out there. That is the tine
to ask for factual information or a technica
guestion or naybe get some clarification rather than
just stating your opinion in the formof a
rhetorical question, one of those, because there was

plenty of tinme in the snaller group and the
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statenments portion for you to have lots of air tine.

W have one | ogistical problemtonight.

We do have -- Lori is recording. W only have one
nm ke at the back. So what we thought we would try
when we nove into the second part of the Qand Ais
if you don't want to walk all the way up the hil
and turn on the mike up there, you can ask your
guestion fromwhere you are, but you are going to
need to project so she can hear down here and make
sure she gets it. She's going to give us the high
sign if she has a problemwth it.

So Gary.

MR. LOSS: A nunmber of good questions
tonight. |'ve got some general ones I'Il try to
answer first and then we'll haul in sone of the
ot her technical people.

Two cards regarding how we pay for this
work, how is the project financed. The work that
woul d cone fromthis study will be 50 percent funded
fromthe Inland Waterways Users Trust Fund, which is
a tax that the large conpani es pay on the fuel that
they use on the river. The other half of the noney
will come fromgeneral revenues, fromtax funds. So
it's 50/50 trust fund and tax nonies.

Who pays for the environmental nanagenent

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

4
costs? Wiatever nmitigation work would conme from
this study will be funded the sane way as the

navi gation i nprovenents woul d be.

If this question was neant to be who pays
for the EMP program which has been ongoing for ten
plus years, that is out of the general revenues with
some cost sharing involved fromsome of the states
or whoever the partner is.

The second general question: 1Is the
Cor ps' conputer nodel results based on the
assunptions or the algorithnse? That's a real good
question. Hopefully, I can keep the answer fairly
si mpl e.

W' ve got sonme data points that we have
gathered. [|'mthinking both economnics and
envi ronnental here. W have taken real data and we
have used sone -- done sone interpolation and, as we
showed in sone of the slides earlier, tried to get
t he maxi mum bang for the buck out of the data that
we've got. |In sone cases it's |aboratory studies
that we interpolate, put into a nath nodel to
extrapolate and do all that. So it's a conbination
of all those things and trying to use good comopn
sense.

I think that one of the things we tried to

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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5
stress tonight is the Environnent -- the Navigation
Envi ronment al Coordi nating Conmittee and the
Econom ¢ Coordi nating Conmittee, each of those
conmittees have got representatives of each of the
five states plus industry people. Plus the Sierra
Club sits on the environmental comittee.

There's just a variety of people that have
gi ven us input throughout the whol e study, how we
are goi ng about doing this. These groups neet every
two or three months. So it isn't just the Corps
goi ng out and turning out all those nbdels. W get
alot of input froma |lot of experts.

What are the environnental, social, and
econom ¢ consequences of shipping nore product via
the highways and rail? W are |looking at that. W
do not have those studies conplete yet. W are
| ooking at the alternate node studies, recognizing
that this study is not a full nultinbde study
| ooki ng at every last inpact. W are trying to use
existing data, doing literature research trying to
determ ne that. W don't have that finished yet.
W will in the next month or two.

Wiy are inpacts site specific and not
system wi de? The slides | showed earlier as far as

the environnental inpacts, we are | ooking at both.
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Site specific, we have a pretty good handl e on what
t he environnental inpacts are on site specific, how
the nmussel beds are inpacted, things like that. And
we' ve got a report that we have put together on
t hat .

Systemwi de is what we are trying to
anal yze. We've got the econom c data we just
finished two nmonths ago, | ess than that, and we have
given that to the environnental work group and they
are trying to determ ne the systemi npacts.

We were hoping to have it ready for these
public neetings. The reality is we didn't. The
public neetings were scheduled. W decided it was
worth it to come out to the public to get the input
on the alternatives that we've got because we needed
to hear fromyou all and we needed to have that
i nput .

And so we wi shed we woul d have had t hat
data, but we just didn't. |It's not that it's a
secret. W will be sharing it with, again, the NECC
and the ECC and all those fol ks when we do get it
and so it will be available.

The | ast one |'ve got of a general nature:
Could the Corps do a gradual process and eval uate

i npacts as they go, that is, first put Plan Ain
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pl ace and eval uate costs and inmpacts and then if
it's okay nove on to the next step?

A couple of things come to nind there.
Shoul d we put guidewall extensions in first, see
what the inpact is, and then put in |ock extensions?
Those are alternatives. They are not far-out ideas.
Sonething we -- it could be sonething that could be
done.

As far as Plan A, delaying the nooring
facilities, not a ot of benefit fromthat. If we
wait ten years to see how they work, it'll probably
not be econom cally sound.

The other thing that cones to nind here
with this question is what's the snallest portion of
work we can do before we realize benefits. And
didn't say it in this presentation, but when you get
studying this, we don't get the benefits fromthe
construction of the first lock until we finish the
fifth I ock.

In other words, the traffic backs up and
until we get Locks 20 through 25, all five, conplete
we really don't see the benefits of doing
construction on the first one. So the small est
multiple we can get is those five | ocks and then

correspondi ngly, 14 through 18 as far as the

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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So we're doing five locks at a tine
because of the nature of the traffic, what's backed
up. |If you just have one | ock alone passing traffic
t hrough quicker, it quickly backs up at the next
lock. So that's why you need to do five at a tine.

So that's the answers to the questions
I've got here. Rich has got a number of economc
guestions and told me he can do it all in 15 seconds
each. W'l see

THE CORPS: First question is: Wat is
the cost of no action? The consequences of no
action really are the future congestion that we'l|l
see upon the system It's essentially the
opportunity costs, sort of |ost benefits that were
identified for each of the alternatives that won't
be realized if the various measures are not pursued.

Next question is: In the matrix of
alternatives, why are the anortization periods
different for calculating annual costs? The actua
peri od that the neasures are eval uated over are
actually the sane. W are |ooking at a 50-year
project life.

The vari ous neasures, at |east some of

them do have different inplenentation dates, which
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are driven by how quickly construction could occur
gi ven the magnitude of the work that's involved here
in a specific alternative. But the life of those
neasures are actually the sane, it's a 50-year
peri od.

Next question is: The illustrations of
the alternative plans use year 2030. Do the average
added tows per day ranp up snoothly fromthe day
construction is conplete to 2030 and on up to year
20507

The transition over tinme is fairly snooth.
It's generally related to the rate of growth that
traffic is projected to occur. You get an initial
| arge i ncrease as soon as the measures are put in
pl ace and then a gradual transition upward over tine
and beyond year 2030.

The inmpact on enpl oynment shows that as
| ock tines shorten enploynment rises, but isn't the
poi nt of reducing lock times to enploy fewer barge
enpl oyees?

Those enpl oyment nunbers that were shown
cone fromtwo sources. The first was what the
effects of actually constructing it will be. Those
| think, were pretty straightforward

The second conponent of that, which m ght

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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be alittle less clear, cones fromthe operation of
the project once it's in place. The effect that's
going on here is that as a result of the
transportation conditions that are gained by putting
t hese neasures in place there is a spurt to the
econom c activity involved, and the multiple inpacts
of that increase in activity translates into
enpl oyment in different sectors of the econony. So
it's not really directly related to the nunber of
peopl e that m ght be enployed in the barge industry.

I nst ead of shipping grain downstream
could we process nore upstream and only ship the
products downstrean? The intent of this study was
to look at the efficiencies on the waterway system
and that's what these various neasures attenpt to
acconpl i sh

Utimately the decision is what traffic
noves on the waterway, and what formthat specific
traffic takes is a result of the various econonic
interests out there through the econony and how t hey
best see fit to optimze and maxi m ze their
operations. So that really gets to be a private
sector decision and one that the Corps cannot
direct.

The cost/benefit anal ysis should include

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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the recreational econony. The nunbers that you saw
earlier refer to the changes to the systemthat are
bei ng proposed, this increnent of additiona
capacity. There is no increnent of recreation
benefit associated with any of the neasures that
wer e descri bed tonight.

Now, there is a base of recreation benefit
that's attributable to the existing systemthat's in
pl ace. But as these particular nmeasures are
proposed, we don't see an increase specifically in
the recreation traffic as a result of these
neasur es.

And | mght add that while we are not
projecting any increase in recreation activity
specifically as a result of these neasures, one
aspect of the study that has been | ooked at that
addresses recreation is the possible conflicts
bet ween comercial traffic and recreation traffic.

And our conclusion on that front is that
we think that the expansion of the systemto address
commercial activity can occur wi thout any
unf avor abl e consequences to recreation activity.

Next question is: In the presentation the
Corps indicated that we can expect a large increase

in shipping. They didn't say why. How can we be

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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pl anni ng for significant increases in production at
current market prices?

Qur traffic projections were done for us
by an i ndependent contractor. Jeff Fosset
(phonetic) & Associates was the contractor that was
responsi ble for doing the overall set of
proj ecti ons.

Fosset then hired a nunber of
subcontractors to address various specific commodity
groups, conpani es that had particul ar expertise in
t hose certain areas.

Specifically for grain -- that one comes
up a lot since it's the primary confluent in the
system -- Spartz (phonetic) Conpany, who is an
expert in the field of evaluating grain nmarkets, was
the source of our estimates for future traffic on
t he system

The | ast question: Has the Corps
consi dered transportation bottlenecks in conmunities
with and wi thout the | ock expansi on?

If the intent of this question is have we
consi dered how maki ng i nmprovenments at certain sites
translates into increased traffic across the system
and where the next bottlenecks mght occur as a

result of those inmprovenents, the answer is nobst
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certainly we have | ooked at that and that in |arge
nmeasure drives the lists of alternatives that you
saw toni ght.

Because what we were attenpting to do was
to sel ect those conbi nations of inprovenents at
various sites that address specifically that
qguestion as to how the systemtraffic responded to
any i nprovements we nake

MR. LOSS: Thank you, Rich. Dennis is
here fromthe St. Paul District and he has some
guestions to answer.

THE CORPS: The question is: Wen tows
are split and reassenbl ed, does it cause nore
sedi nent di st urbance?

When you' ve got a 15-barge tow approachi ng
the lock, the first 9 barges fit in the |ock
chamber. And when they break their coupling they
have to back up about 75 feet, and that's true
whet her you are an upbound or a downbound doubl e.

And in backing in that manner your notor
vessel is located over the natural river bed and
woul d expect that you would get sone turbul ence that
woul d be caused in that setting.

When you reconnect after |ocking the

second coupling through, the notor vessel is |ocated
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in the lock chanber. So nmaking that second coupling
| wouldn't expect any inpact in that the proper
i mpact woul d be occurring over the concrete surface
of the I ock.

So the difference when you are talking a
1, 200-f oot | ock chanber is you don't have to back up
when you split that first coupling and so you woul d
have that reduction in sediment generation with a
1, 200-f oot than you would have with a 600.

MR. LOSS: Thank you

THE CORPS: | have four questions tonight.
The first question is: It was stated that there is
no nussel nortality due to passing tows and fish
nortality was nmeasured in part by the |arvae stage.
Are there no | arvae stages of the nussel?

The focus of the nussel studies that we
have done were on the adult stage. The biggest
concern was the effect of sedinent resuspension on a
nmussel, basically the thought here being with a
doubling of traffic will we cause so nmuch turbidity
in the water that the nussel will have to work so
hard to filter out nutrients as opposed to all the
sedi nent we are resuspending that it wll perhaps
kill that mnussel.

Based upon our |aboratory studies, we
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really | oaded themup with a |l ot of nud and were not
be able to kill them so we didn't think we were
having a lethal effect. So our follow on concern
was, yes, but how does it affect the physiol ogy and
the growh? And that's the part of the study that
we are working on right now.

And sonme of our initial findings were, for
instance, if you were to double traffic on sonme of
the busier parts of the systemyou nay over the
course of ten years see a 10 percent reduction in
the growt h of an individual nussel because they are
less efficient in filtering food and getting
nutrients.

The Il arval stage of nussels actually is
spent on host fish and so certainly -- adult fish
So certainly if adult fish are being entrained or
killed by passing barges because we have the
increase in barges, that's an issue we should be
consi deri ng here.

The actual l|arval stage itself, unlike
fish, is not floating around and being directly
i npacted by that passing barge. So that's kind of
the difference on what our focus was on fish as
opposed to nussels.

The second one: It was stated that

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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sedi nent resuspensi on due to passing tows was
negligible and nedium How is that neasured or
esti mat ed?

On the slide where we had those words
negligi ble and nediumwe were actually trying to
illustrate which backwaters nmight be inpacted by the
sedi rent that was resuspended. The question was
still a very good question. W used a conbination
of field studies, |aboratory and physical nodel type
studi es, and then numerical nodels.

Specifically for sedinment resuspension we
went out to three different sites. W went out to a
site at Pool 8 in the La Crosse area. W went to a
site at Pool 26 in the St. Louis area. W went to a
site on -- La Grange on the Illinois river. And we
went there under high, nmedium and | ow fl ows.

W set out a series of devices at the
nout hs of backwat ers and back into the backwaters.
And then we also had a chase float. So as a barge
woul d cone down through the main channel we would go
out and we woul d neasure changes in velocity. W
woul d al so neasure changes in turbidity in the
water. And at the sane tine we would be collecting
information in the channel area and in the backwater

area.
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So we were able to get sone good prototype
data fromthose three visits to three different
sites. W then came back into the |aboratory and we
did things like Gary showed, that big physica
nodel, that 1 to 25 scale nodel about the size of a
football field.

W were able to get a handl e on what
happens in the near field, how nuch sheer is caused
by different barges with different configurations
goi ng through different flows.

So we were able to take those physica
forces or those sheer forces and then [ ook at what
type of sedinment is in that part of the river, is it
silt, is it sand. Mediumsized sand basically goes
up and cones back down in about 4 seconds. Sone of
the finer silt can have a hang time of up to an
hour .

So by knowi ng the sedi nent type, the sheer
forces, and then having this field data to calibrate
we were able to develop a series of nunerical nodels
and ultimately use those nunerical nodels to
extrapolate to the rest of the system

The fourth question: Wy does the matrix
of alternatives not show any benefit for site

specific habitat replacenment? That site specific
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habi tat replacenent termis kind of a new one. |
think we alnost invented it for this study.

The way we did that is we | ooked at the
various places that we mght put a 1,200-foot |ock
or a guidewall. And in sone cases we nay have to
change the approach. If we were to put in a
brand-new 1, 200-f oot | ock [and side of an existing
1, 200-foot | ock, we may have to go to a bottonl and
forest in order to get into that thing.

So we actual ly used habitat eval uation
procedures and we cal cul ated how nuch bottom and
forest, how many acres of bottom and forest, and
what quality of bottonml and forest would be inpacted
by that | ocation. W did that for all the locations
in an attenpt to screen out the nost environnental ly
damagi ng neasures.

Once we had those types of values and we
chose an alternative, be it a guidewall extension or
a new |l ock, we said, all right, if we had to
recreate this 27 acres of bottonl and forest and hope
that in 20 years it would be of the sanme quality
that we have out there right now, how nmuch would it
cost us for the real estate, what would we have to
do to the Iand, what would be the cost of replacing

t hat habitat?
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Those are the habitat replacenent costs
that you saw on the slides, and they were a good
tool to help us conpare one | ocation with another
location in terns of environnent sensitive
al ternatives.

But the actual avoid, mnimze, nitigation
is yet to be done at these sites. Once we get nore
into the detail ed engineering and design and if
there are any recommended inprovenents, then we will
be working with Fish and Wldlife Service and the
engineers to avoid as nmany of those costs as you saw
on the table as possible.

For instance, the placenment of a nooring.
Rat her than put it over a nussel bed, we will put it
out in the channel where there's no resources of
concern. The same with the bottom and forest |
tal ked about. Perhaps there are ways to have an
approach that doesn't affect as nuch bottom and
forest as was shown on the slides today. So that
process we'll go through.

Utimately there will be a cost for those
environnental features, but we will assune that that
cost outwei ghs the inpact and so there's basically a
zero net gain in terns of benefits.

The | ast question: Wy was this neeting

LOR A CASE (612) 341-2122
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held without all the data, particularly the
environnental data? | think Gary answered that a
little bit up front in one of his questions.

W had hoped to come here tonight with at
| east two nore nonths under our belts. W weren't
able to nove through the fornul ati on process as
qui ckly as we had hoped in the |last few nonths.

It's an iterative process, basically. The
econom cs work group has to arrive at input val ues
and run its econom ¢ nodels before we can get a
sense on how traffic m ght change on the system
Then we take those nunbers of boats per day, those
nunbers of boats per year, and we use those to try
to assess the inpacts of the alternatives.

Unfortunately, we were not able to totally
conpl ete that process before conming here today.
However, we do have quite a bit of information
avai |l able. W have the site specific information.
W have been getting outputs from our environnental
nodel s for about six nonths now.

And as part of the alternative eval uation
process, it's kind of a weighing factor, you know,
do you conplete all your analysis and conme and tel
the public, well, guess what, we know the answer now

and this is it; or do you cone, basically as part of
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the sane feedback procedure, and try to get input in
the mddle of that alternative eval uati on process.
We chose the latter

That's all the questions | had.

FACI LI TATOR: Let ne suggest two things.
One, obviously we m ssed sonme of the questions that
canme out of the group. W could alnbst go all night
just generated on the cards out of the 60 people
that were in the group.

But if you still choose not to ask your
guesti on now and you don't want to go to the m ke
pl ease put your questions on here (indicating) or
your conments on these sheets and eventually turn
themin.

' mopen now to questions fromthe floor
| would particularly like to nake sure that Lori can
hear so she can do her thing.

And, secondly, this is a request for
additional information or clarification. |It's not a
tinme, again, to use rhetorical statenments. There's
plenty of tinme to do that after we get through the
rest of the questions.

So did soneone have a question?

THE PUBLIC. \Where you have the dates in

pl ace for the different options, what do you assune
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for a start date? |Is that 2001?

MR. LOSS: GCenerally, yes. As far as
starting the design, starting the engineering -- we
are assumi ng appropriation and authorization noves
al ong quickly -- 2001, 2002, somewhere in that tine
frane. Wth 12 years of construction, by 2013 it
will be in place. W are assuming to start pretty
qui ck.

There are things happening in Congress
this week that are going to have a bearing on that.
We nade t hose assunptions already two nonths ago.
The Aut horization Act was passed by the Senate
today. The House is going to get to it sometine
this week. The Appropriations Act is under
consi derati on.

So all of that has a bearing to answer
your question what really happens, but the
assunption is 2001.

THE PUBLIC. 2001, okay.

THE PUBLIC. There has been controversy
over the future demand for barge transportation
specifically in the nodel the shape of the denmand
for barge transportation for grain and, | guess, the
other commodities. How has that been resol ved?

THE CORPS: Wth respect to all of the
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nongrain conmodities, we are using transportation
demand el asticities that have been produced by a
contractor who is charged specifically with making
estimates for the purpose of incorporation into the
nodel .

For the grain conmmpbdities it's been a
little bit nmore of a struggle to reach a clear
consensus as to what the appropriate val ue should
be. W have done a nunber of things over the
nont hs, including having the sane contractor address
the issue for grain.

| should mention that what he did for the
nongrain commodities was a statistical process given
some particul ars about grain novements. The
formul ation that he used for the nongrain
commodities doesn't fit very well for grain, so it
wasn't used. The results were not valid,
essentially.

So in addition to having himlook at it
and address it in a qualitative way, we have based
certain information in trying to shape those denand
curves on a panel of experts that were solicited for
their opinions. That happened in August of 1998.

W have taken sone of that information and

bl ended it with sone specific data that we have that
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was specific to the state of lowa that used or
identified distances fromthe river that grain
travel ed and have taken all of that information and
tried to arrive at what we thought was the best
estimate that we could nmake for shapi ng those demand
curves for grain.

Now, clearly there's still uncertainty
regardi ng what the exact val ues should be, and we
wi || address those uncertainties in the analysis by
doi ng sone fairly extensive sensitivity anal ysis and
presenting what the results are and the inplications
on the formul ati on process when those val ues are
reached.

FACI LI TATOR: Ot her specific questions?
kay. Let me ask, then, how many of you want to
make sone sort of a statenent or position paper
known or something to us; could | get an idea so
can divide the tine up?

VWhat we will do is give you each five
m nutes. You are welcone to use the m ke up there
if you want to walk up and turn it on. It would
probably be better because |'m sure your voices may
rise and fall. Oherwise, if you are good at
projecting you can do it until Lori gives nme the

high sign that she can't get it.
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Whoever wants to go first. There's a
gentl eman up there. There's a little switch there.
Just turn it to "On," the toggle.

THE PUBLIC. Are you ready for the process
to begin; are we ready?

FACI LI TATOR: Go ahead.

THE PUBLIC. M nane is Russell Eichman
(phonetic), and I amthe executive director for the
Upper M ssissippi Waterway Association. W are a
trade group conprised of providers of barge
transportation and those that ship on barges, also
of recreational marinas and sone private
i ndi vi dual s.

W have a prepared statenent which will be
turned in at the end of the session. And | would
like to make it possible for everyone else here to
partici pate by keeping ny coments short. | wll
just summarize our prepared statenent, but we have
some questions regardi ng the methods that the Corps
used in determ ning such things as denmand
elasticity.

We are particularly concerned that the
| owa source data used to determ ne some of these
demand curves are far too conservative

We are concerned, too, that the |owa
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demand curves were erroneously used to nake certain
assunptions as to the demands for river
transportation off the Illinois River

We are concerned -- we are particularly
concerned with one of the Corps' assunptions that
rail rates will not increase with barge freight
rates. This is erroneous. Ohers will address this
issue in nore detail later today, but | wanted to go
on record as being cogni zant of that error in the
Cor ps' assunption.

Anot her point we want to express our
concern with is that the Corps used expert panels to
determ ne sone of the demand paraneters. |Interviews
wi th the panel menbers reveal ed di sagreenents over
what was agreed to, but they all agreed that nore
wor k was needed to accurately deterni ne what those
demand curves shoul d be.

And lastly in connection with ny prepared
statement, we would like to point out that future
grain production will increase over the next 50
years sinply because our popul ation has, is, and
will be increasing. |1'mnot just talking U S. pop,
I'"mtal ki ng gl obal popul ation

Over the next 50 years grain production

wi |l increase beyond historical levels, primarily
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because of the demand, but al so because of
production in agriculture and inprovenments to the
quality and yields of grain. To verify this latter
poi nt, some key groups, such as the U S. Gain
Council, have already adjusted their nodels to take
this increase into account.

There are al so sone issues | would like to
enphasi ze and state for the record that are not a
direct part of our statement, our witten statement.

Nurmber one is, and I'mgoing to state the
obvious: Transportation is a drive denmand, that is,
it only is needed because a comodity has nore val ue
to -- it has nore value el sewhere than it has at its
source. People don't just transport itens for the
heck of it.

And gi ven our gl obal econony and our
gl obal trades, transportation is becom ng an even
| arger component in that whole issue; therefore, the
U S. nust maintain its current superior
transportation infrastructure if it is to maintain a
favorabl e balance in trade. And as we all know,
that favorabl e bal ance is necessary to offset the
| evel of inports that we have in this country.

And in increasing the use of barge

transportation to maintain our bal ance of trade, we
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have to be mindful that barge transportation is
per haps the nost environmentally friendly of al
transportati on nodes.

| know that there are those who will
refute that to some extent, saying that new engine
devel opnents, diesel engines used by the railroads
are cutting down on air pollutants. And that nay be
so, but that is new engines only and | don't think
the entire stable of railroad power is conprised of
new engi nes. So we have to be nmindful of the fact
that barge transportation is far nore
environnental ly friendly.

And it also nmust be kept in mind that the
gl obal marketplace and its transportation and route
of nmovenent alternatives are really controlled by --
let nme restate that.

The gl obal narketplace really controls how
much freight is put on the river or on any
transportation system That is beyond the reach of
any government agency or beyond any governnment in
itself.

The gl obal narket determ nes where they
want their grain, where they want their products,
where they want whatever it is they purchase. And

wi thin that nmechani smthe nmarketplace selects the
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poi nts of export and al so the nodes of
transportati on used.

FACI LI TATOR: One minute.

THE PUBLIC. And lastly because of the
short time, the value of our current infrastructure
nmust be considered as nore and nore conpetitors
i ncrease their investnent in their transportation
infrastructures.

Thank you very much.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you. As Russel
poi nted out, those of you that have taken the tine
to prepare statenents or throughout the eveni ng have
made sone notes, please nmake sure we get a copy of
those. Drop themon the table on the way out or
hand themto anyone on the team W would
appreci ate that.

Okay. Next.

THE PUBLIC. Good evening. M/ nane is
Jerry Fruin. | ama professor of marketing and
| ogi stics and an extension specialist for
transportation in the Coll ege of Agriculture at the
Uni versity of M nnesota.

I*'malso chairman of the North Central
Regi on Land Grant University Comittee on

Agricultural and Rural Transportation Systens and a
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menber of the North Central Land Grant University
Regi on Research Conmittee on the Conpetitiveness of
Val ue Added in the U S. Gain and O lseed Industry.

| want to enphasize that the views and
opi nions that | express here are ny personal views
and not an official position of the University of
M nnesota or the M nnesota Extension Service.

You hear a | ot of things about the
i mportance. | want to give you a little bit of the
big picture. |In 1997 50 percent of the corn
51 percent of the soybeans, and 11 percent of the
nati on's wheat were grown in the five states --

M nnesota, Wsconsin, lowa, Illinois, and
M ssouri -- that border the Illinois and Upper
M ssi ssi ppi Rivers.

The 13 north central states that are
i npacted by river transportation grow 80 percent of
the corn, 77 percent of the soybeans, and 40 percent
of the nation's wheat.

Ri ver navigation is the | owest cost, nopst
energy efficient, |east polluting, nost
congestion-free, and the safest way to transport
| arge quantities of grain and bulk conmodities.

And | will skip over some of the things to

get further along.
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The benefit of the M ssissippi River
navi gation to Upper Mdwest agriculture and to the
nation as a whole are incalculable. That's a
truism as the transportation benefits and inpacts
extend worl dw de.

Much of the controversy about | ock
expansi on and i nprovenents revol ves around efforts
to compute a benefit/cost ratio via a |large scale
conput er nodel. The Corps has been severely
criticized in the past for its benefit/cost
nmet hodol ogy.

A major and quite valid criticismof the
benefit/cost studies for the new Lock and Dam 26 was
t hat navi gati on benefits were overstated because the
I and transportation to and transport costs at the
river were ignored, as were alternative routes and
destinations.

For this study the Corps has attenpted
greatly to respond to those and other criticisns by
devel oping a very |l arge conputer nodel that requires
a hunongous anount of data, and that's the nopst
appropriate termis hunongous data. Unfortunately,

t he nodel and any nodel is only as good as the data
and assunptions that are used by the nodel ers.

One of the key assunptions is that the
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nodel assunes that rails can handl e any anount of
additional traffic at little or no increase in cost.
This assunption is erroneous.

Prior to deregulation in 1980 and possibly
into the '90s this was frequently appropriate
because the rails had a surplus of track and
infrastructure. This is no |onger true.

The study of rail capacity for the Corps
cal cul ated additional track and structure, not
including rolling stock, in the M ssissippi Valley
woul d cost less than 4/10ths of a cent per ton nile
addi ti onal capacity.

This was then conpared to 4.5 cents per
ton mle as a ballpark rate and that the remaining
1.5 cents per ton nile is the approxinate
contribution towards fixed costs, reaching the
conclusion that the rails can expand to neet need at
no increase in cost.

Those nunbers are terribly flawed. The
4/ 10t hs per ton mile does not include any interest
or return on investnent and assumes i nmmedi ate
100 percent use of the new capacity.

When the cost of capital and reasonabl e
utilization rates due to ranp-up and seasonability

are included, the expansion cost runs from1l cent to
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nore than 2 cents per ton nile.

Average revenues of the rail systemin
this country are nore like 2.5 cents per ton nile
not 4.5 cents per ton mle. Unit train rates are
generally less than 1.5 cents per ton nile

Furt hernmore, the study did not consider
rail bridge rehab and repl acenment, cost of
environnental and conmunity inpact mtigation
rail/ hi ghway crossing costs, and term nal and yard
expansi ons and rel ocati ons.

In short, the benefit/cost ratio that we
are looking at in these nodels is fatally flawed
because it ignores the fact that increased rai
rates will be needed to fund and financially justify
railroad infrastructure and terni nal expansion and
realignnent if waterway capacity is not expanded and
it therefore grossly understates the benefits to
cone from expansi on of the system

FACI LI TATOR: One m nute.

THE PUBLIC. The transportation of bulk
commodity in the United States neasured in ton mles
historically has increased at about two-thirds the
rate of growth in G\P.

W shoul d not have to rely on conputer

nodel s, large, small, or anything, to justify
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expandi ng this inmportant bulk comuodity
transportation artery to satisfy the inevitable role
in our domestic econony and our role in
i nternational trade.

Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR  Thank you.

THE PUBLIC. |'m Al Christofferson
(phonetic), a farmer fromsouth central M nnesota
out near Wllmar. |'malso president of the
M nnesot a Farm Bur eau

My coments this evening -- and they are
going to be very few -- are nore in the area of
reflections that | as a farner observe and | as a
farmer feel

Certainly the previous conments by the
previ ous two people have pretty well |aid out where
we think this whole thing is and the need for it,
but let me just share a couple or three conments
about how | as a farner feel as | am doing ny thing
out there producing corn, soybeans, and hogs in ny
particul ar case.

First of all, let me say that of the
alternatives, it would seemto ne that Alternative H
woul d be the one that garners the nbst excitenment in

nmy particular book.
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Certainly -- and this has al ready been
identified -- barge traffic has to be a part of the
total system Yes, we are using trucks, we are
using rail, but there is that third leg of it that
is terribly inportant, especially for us in the
Upper M dwest who are so far fromany of the ports
and entrance into a world narket, and that is indeed
river traffic, barge traffic.

And | happen to feel that barge traffic
has got to be environnentally friendly. There are
t hose, as has been pointed out already, that would
argue that. But in ny linted way of thinking,
that's where it's at.

Finally, | think as an industry,
agriculture, we have to be profitable. And that's
al nost an oxynoron at this point in tine because, as
you are all aware, agriculture is going through sone
rather trying times. But that too will change. W
need to be profitable.

There is an old saying that in order to be
green -- or you can't be green if you are in the
red. And what that neans really is that the
af fluence of our society, the affluence of our
country has enabled us to spend tinme being concerned

about environnental concerns, and rightly so, we
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ought to be, but it is that affluence, it is that
ability for us in this country to acquire food at a
very reasonable cost relative to the rest of the
world at |east.

And in that tine that we are not spending
scroungi ng for food we have the |uxury of doing
other things, like being concerned, as | said we
shoul d be, about items such as the environment and
t hose types of things.

That's all ny coments, and | thank you
for the opportunity to nmake nmy comments.

FACI LI TATOR:  Thank you.

THE PUBLIC. Good evening. |'m Roger
Gails (phonetic), a soybean farmer from Cannon Falls
and I"'mcurrently serving as president of the
M nnesota Soybean Growers. Bear with nme. |'m
wor ki ng of f a sunmer col d.

I'"mhere tonight to bring attention to the
fact that M nnesota farmers need the M ssissipp
River. W need it for our grain novenent. As
farnmers would |ike to boast, we feed the world. And
we do, but our ability to continue to do so depends
on the efficiency of the comrercial river
transportation system for soybeans.

The M nnesota Soybean Growers Associ ation
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is very concerned about the deteriorating status of
the I ock and dam system on the M ssissippi River.
Over 80 percent of M nnesota soybeans |eave this
state. Over 75 percent of U S. soybean exports
| eave the U.S. by the Mssissippi River gulf ports.
Many of the M ssissippi River |ocks and dans are
over 50 years old, they are outdated and badly in
need of repair.

These agi ng structures can no | onger
accomodat e the amount of traffic with the current
size of the typical 1,100-foot tows now present in
the Upper M ssissippi River. As a result, shippers
suffer costs in delays and increased expenses that
result in lower prices paid to farners; they are in
the gutter right now M nnesota farnmers need an
updat ed systemon the M ssissippi River

Barge traffic is the nost efficient and
nost environnmentally friendly way to nove grain. To
transport the anmount of grain carried in a single
15-barge tow it would take the equival ent of 225
junbo cars or 870 sems.

Agriculture stands to | ose $105 mllion
per year, and this does not even take into account
t he huge cost of increased hi ghway and rai

congestion and repair costs. Wthout these nuch
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needed | ocks and damrepairs we will | ose both the
donestic and foreign markets.

Qur conpetitive advantage of the
producti on of agriculture goods must be retained,
and an efficient and economni cal and viable
transportation systemis needed to namintain that
advant age and to keep us conpetitive in the future.

In one of the sessions | sat in this
eveni ng safety got brought up. | lost a set of
grandparents in a train accident and a very cl ose
friend of ours |lost her parents just a few years ago
too. So safety is a big thing. |If we don't have
the river there's going to be a |ot nore barges --
excuse ne, there's going to be a lot nore trains and
there's going to be a ot nmore trucks on the road.
So safety is a big item

The good Lord give us the river. Let's
use it. Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR:  Thank you.

THE PUBLIC. Good evening, everybody. M
nane is M ke LaFl eur (phonetic). And | grew up on
the river in Coon Rapids, but I'maffiliated with
the | zaak Wal ton League.

And | kind of feel like I've entered into

t he never-never |land this evening because, if |
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under stand what everybody is saying, we are having a
nunmber of economists tell us that in order to make
this systemwork we need a 50 percent subsidy by the
gover nnent .

Wel |, perhaps we do need sone subsidy, but
50 percent seens to be absolutely out of this world.
If every business in this country is going to be
subsi di zed 50 percent so that they can neke a
profit, | nust not be follow ng the news these days
because it seens to ne people want snaller, nore
ef ficient government.

Now, we heard from one of the econom sts
for the Corps that there's going to be an increase
in the shipments of grain. But we were given
absol utely no evidence on which to accept this
opi ni on.

Wll, we hired a consultant and they hired
an expert and that's what they gave us. But where
is the background? WII there be nore acres in
production? WII the acres be nore efficient?

My understanding is that the farmbill
bef ore Congress currently has a big CRP conponent.
We are going to be taking acres out of production.
And from what | understand, we may even be going to

10- or 20-year contracts.
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How in the world can we say that our
producers will be able to make a profit in the
future with increased production? It just seens
I've fallen into econom c never-never |and.

There is absolutely no justification for a

50 percent subsidy for any business. [|'ve run
busi nesses for 25 years. 1've never asked for a
subsidy at all. [I've run everything froma trucking

business to a law office. W did it ourselves. W
had good years, we had bad years.

If the systemmakes -- if the proposa
makes sense economcally, the businesses would be
standing in line to put their own noney on the |ine.
Archer Daniels Mdland, Cargill, the barge
operators, the farners, if it nade econom c sense
they'd be standing in line. But it doesn't.

My personal view about the river is it's
already ruined and | don't really think that the
expansi on of a lock and dam woul d do that much nore
damage to it, to be perfectly honest with you,
because it's already ruined.

But to try and sell this thing
economcally is inpossible. A 50 percent subsidy?
I can't believe people would stand up and actually

make that argunent for any business.
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Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you, M ke.

THE PUBLIC. M nanme is Chris Brescia.
am president of MARC 2000 and | would just like to
make a few coments.

First of all, | think it's inportant that
as we evaluate these alternatives we recogni ze that
one of the nmobst inportant conponents of economc
growm h and future sustainability of the jobs base
that we have is based on having alternatives and
having efficient alternatives, having options,
whet her it's a farnmer or any producer. The nore
options available, the nore conpetition there is,
and the nore likely the producer is going to get a
better price for the product.

The situation in the world that we live
in, we'd love for everything to be a pure market
oriented system but it's not and that's a reality.
W have a waterway systemthat's managed and
operated by the federal governnent. Wy is it
managed and operated by the federal governnent?
Largel y because the beneficiaries of the systemare
so wi despr ead.

| don't see this as a 50 percent subsidy.

| see this as an investnent, | see this as a federa
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investment. And the reason | see it as an
i nvestrment is that when you | ook at who the
beneficiaries are, yes, the users do benefit, but
when Congress has | ooked at this in the past and
when the Government Accounting O fice | ooked at this
in the '70s and '80s they found that the benefits
were so wi despread that they could not efficiently
all ocate the costs to each user, collect it properly
and recover the costs that way.

So the 50 percent |evy that was put on the
barge industry -- and it's only collected on the
barge industry -- it's a levy that's paid for by
producers, by consuners, by shippers. 1t's spread
out throughout the system It's done so as a neans
of trying to recover sone of the costs. It's not
necessarily justified in many people's m nds.

There are over 400,000 jobs that are
connected to the products that nove on this river
system | think it's inmportant to recognize that
over 61 percent of those jobs have absolutely
nothing to do with the production, the shipping, or
consunption of the product. They have to do with
our econom ¢ systemand how it works and the ripple
effect of the dollars that nove through our system

That's why this is an investnent. A subsidy is
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sonething that directly inpacts the beneficiary.
This doesn't do that.

I f you know anyt hi ng about the barge
i ndustry you know that over the last 15 years there
are very few years that they are able to produce a
profitable |l evel sufficient for reinvestnent into
their equipnent. They are an industry that sits
bet ween producers and consumers and gets squeezed on
both ends. This is about -- the conpanies are run
about as efficiently as you can

But the benefits that cone out of the
federal investnent is what we are talking about.
The federal investnent in many of these products is
hal f the cost that's being proposed, and we need to
ook at it that way too, because the fuel tax that's
paid by the barge conpani es covers the other half.

In terms of the proposals that have been
put on the table and the assunptions that have gone
into the analysis, we want to lend our voice to the
concern that there would be an assunption in this
anal ysis that suggests that as barge rates go up
over tinme rail rates will not mirror those
i ncreases. Probably the harshest thing | can say
about that statenment is it's patently absurd, just

patently absurd.
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Hi story proves and the market system
proves that those systens, rail and water, conpete
with each other and the rates mrror each other and
when you see an up tick in one it's not very long
before you see an up tick in the other, unless
there's a concentrated nmarketing deci sion made to
undercut the market to gain narket share and that's
short term not long term

To have an assunption that keeps rail at a
gi ven point reduces the benefits that accrue to the
navi gati on system and reduces the benefits to the
nation. That's sonething that needs to be seriously
| ooked at.

W woul d be happy to put together a group
of shi ppers and perhaps get infornmation from
el evators in the countrysi de, people who nake
deci si ons on when they choose one node versus
another, to help bring this to |light.

But | have yet to see, except for one
consul tant that was used to analyze this issue --
and | believe there was sone peer review to that --
that you can make this assertion, especially if you
take into account all of the points that you need to
take into account when you're analyzing the cost

structure of rail inprovenents.
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FACI LI TATOR: One minute.

THE PUBLIC: W believe and endorse
Alternative H, and we do so because we believe it
provi des broad-based capacity enhancenment throughout
the entire Upper M ssissippi River system
enhancenents that perhaps in sonme parts of the
system mi ght be -- nmight have I ess of a return than
other parts of the system but we believe are
i mport ant.

Especially given the high vol une of
products that nove during certain tines of the year
that have as many del ayed costs on the Illinois as
they do on the Upper M ssissippi, we need to find a
way to make the systemfor the future work
efficiently on both the Upper M ssissippi and the
I1linois.

W thank you for this information that you
have presented to us, and we know that there are
vol umes and vol unes of information behind the
presentations that were nade today.

It's very hard to present some of this
technical data in an open forum but we believe you
have done an incredible job in putting the options
out on the table, sone of the general conclusions

that you have reached. And we look forward to a
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continuing flow of information and exchange with the
public and with users of the system

Thank you very nuch.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you.

THE PUBLIC. M nanme is TimPenny. And in
the interest of full disclosure, |'ve worked sone
wi th MARC 2000 on a public education canpaign with
chanmbers of comerce and boards and things of that
nature. However, it's a very snall piece of what |
do in ny post-elective life and | have the privilege
of just taking on projects like this when | firmy
believe in the nerits of the project.

If I were still representing southeastern
M nnesota in Congress, which | had the privil ege of
doing for 12 years, | would be taking exactly the
sanme position because | believe you can have a
bal anced approach to the river. This river for al
of M nnesota's history has been a bal ance of
commerci al use, recreational use, and environnental
benefit.

When we crafted | egislation during ny
years in Congress to address the navigation needs on
the river, we began to realize that nore needed to
be done on the environmental side and the

Envi ronment al Managenent Program was thus creat ed.
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In this past week, in fact, that program
has been authorized for a higher funding | evel by
Congress. And our organization, MARC 2000, has been
supportive of that funding increase and will
continue to support other environnental initiatives
that benefit the river

Thi s bal ance has been recogni zed by nost
players in this process, and it's a bal ance that
needs to be recognized as this study and any
associ ated | egi sl ati on noves ahead.

| want to as well conplinent the Corps of
Engi neers for all the tine and effort that you' ve
put into wei ghing the various options and all the
vari ables that are at play. These are not easy
tasks, and | appreciate the tinme and effort that
you've placed in trying to analyze all of the
i nformati on that needs to be sorted through as you
devel op your study.

I'mal so appreciative of the fact that the
bul k of the funding in this study has gone to try to
responsi bly answer the nany environmental questions
t hat have conme down the pipe, and | think you' ve
done an increasingly sensitive job of analyzing and
assessi ng those environnental inpacts.

Finally, there's been a |ot said about the
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conmer ci al needs particularly of Mnnesota's farm
conmunity, a conmunity that | represented for nany
years in public life, but the bottomline is that
for farmers transportation opti ons are somewhat
limted and the river is really very nuch a
lifeblood for Mnnesota's agriculture and for that
reason we need to nmaintain adequate access to river
transportation.

John F. Kennedy once said that farners are
the only segment of our society that buys everything
they buy at retail, sells everything they sell at
whol esal e, and pays the freight in both directions.

The transportati on costs are passed al ong
to the farmer in the formof |lower prices for their
grain, so anything we can do to retain conpetition
in transportation for farmers, anything we can do to
hel p hold down the cost of transportation for
farnmers really does benefit their bottomline.

And for that reason | appreciate again the
wor k the Corps has done and amin support of the
need for longer | ocks on the Mssissippi in order to
keep this transportation option viable for M nnesota
agricul ture.

FACI LI TATOR:  Thank you.

THE PUBLIC: |I'mDan Larson. | work with
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the River Resource Alliance. W are an organization
representing the broad cross section of agriculture,
transportation, comerce, and public interests in
M nnesota, W sconsin, and the Dakotas.

It's a pleasure to be here tonight, and
I"'mglad that the Corps took the time to listen to
the public and 1'mglad to be able to present our
position to you here tonight.

I'"mhere to support Alternative H  CQur
organi zation, the R ver Resource Alliance, supports
a nmultinobde transportation systemthat provides
farmers and shippers with the nost viable shipping
options.

We al so support a managenent plan for the
river systemthat includes nmanagenent managi ng for
the benefits it provides to nature, navigation, and
recreation.

| would like to just nake a coupl e of
poi nts tonight and be fairly brief in ny
presentation.

If we fail to nodernize the waterway
transportation system we had better be ready to
live with the additional social and environnental
degradents such as additional fuel use, additiona

air em ssions, additional road and rail crossings,
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accidents, and additional congestion on our already
crowded hi ghways.

Failure to nodernize the systemw ||
result in the U S surrendering |eadership in the
world grain markets to our conpetitors. We will
surrender our nmarkets to our conpetitors. Let's get
this right. A Christofferson | think said it nost
correctly, you can't be green if you're in the red.

Qur conpetitors in Argentina and Brazi
could care |l ess about the environnental inpacts of
increasing their waterway transportati on needs.
They are doing whatever it takes to build a waterway
link fromthe ocean deep into the grow ng
heartl ands, and they are doing this to dig
t hemsel ves out of economic turnoil.

They are using our nodel that we have
devel oped over generations that our forefathers had
the foresight to create for us so that we could get
the agriculture products we develop in this rich
growing region to world narkets.

I would like to inplore upon the Corps to
support a managenent plan and to build a managemnent
plan for the next 50 years that includes nanagenent
for nature, navigation, and recreation

| think that if we build a plan that's
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cogni zant of these three vital characteristics that
we're going to be able to present sonething to
Congress that is palatable and that will work.

Thank you.
FACI LI TATOR: Thank you, Dan

THE PUBLIC. M nane is Julian Sellers.

I"'ma citizen of St. Paul. |In interest of ful
di scl osure, | happen to be a nenber of the St. Paul
chapter of the National Audubon Society. | do not

have a prepared statenment, but | would just like to
make a few points.

First of all, with regard to the
50 percent taxpayer subsidy, it's my understandi ng
that's 50 percent of the new construction costs and
that the ongoi ng nmai ntenance and operation costs are
paid entirely by taxpayer funds.

W have heard it said nany tinmes that
barges are the nost environnmentally friendly node of
transportation, or at |east much nore
environnentally friendly than trucks and trains.
Wel |, that depends. The thing about barges is that
the inmpact is all directed at the M ssissippi R ver.

Now, we need to step back and think about
what we used to have here in this country, a

magni ficent, free-flowing river full of life, indeed
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a globally inportant ecosystem

What we have now is a series of pools, or
you mght think of it as a barge canal, and the
l[ife -- nmuch of that life in that river has
di sappeared and is continuing to disappear. So that
is the result of this navigation system

When the Corps does its environnental
studi es what they seemto be doing is |ooking at
today's status and determ ning what the effect of a
few nore added tows each day will be. What they
shoul d be | ooking at is the M ssissippi River
ecosystem what it used to be and what it should be.

Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you, Julian

THE PUBLIC. Hello. M nane is Tim
Sullivan. [|'mthe executive director of the
M ssi ssippi River Basin Alliance, and | just want to
make a few conments on a couple of what | think are
key issues.

The first thing | would |like to do is say
that our organi zation takes the position that we are
not ready to nove forward with any plans yet because
the infornmation that's been presented does not tel
us the whole story.

In particular, the first issue that | want
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to touch is the assessnent of cost. W have heard a
| ot about the trade and the econom c issues, which
will talk about in a second, but what we have not
tal ked about much is what the real environnental
costs are.

And our organi zation agrees with the
United States Fish and WIldlife Service that has
recently made a public statenent saying that as a
baseline -- before anything noves forward we need to
quantify and conpensate for the cunul ative economc
and environmental inmpacts of the existing navigation
system as a baseline so that we can understand where
we are going and what it's going to cost us.

And what really nmatters to me is that we
do not nake shortsighted noves for shortsighted
profit notives and hand the bill over to future
generations to pay. That is norally unacceptable.
That is not where the strength and the future of our
country is. W have to |look seriously at these
i ssues, we have to get a handle on it, or we are not
maki ng deci si ons based on sound i nformati on.

The next thing | would like to tal k about
briefly is the issues that have been presented about
trade and about the gl obal markets.

I'"man attorney who has been representing
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farnmers for 15 years and | have represented hundreds
of farmers facing foreclosure, many of them
unsuccessfully. And it's really a very sinple
picture. W have been forcing our farmers to
produce at a narginal profit or underneath profit
systens because of the pricing structures.

It's conplicated, but this is the question
we need to ask: If we're going to take our raw
commodities, our corn, and we are going to ship it
down the river and sell it for a dollar and a half,
who is going to benefit?

It's going to benefit the nultinationa
conpani es that are concentrating wealth and that are
grabbi ng these markets and controlling them and
don't have a lot of sensitivity for them | have a
great deal of sensitivity and care for farners, for
production, for our food security, and for our food
system

And this is a critical juncture for us to
responsi bly get together and do sonething right and
not just rush out because we are saying that the
Sout h Anericans and the Chinese are going to build
systens and take our narket share away, because the
fact is they don't care about their environnment and

they are going to pay the cost.
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What we have to understand is we have
al ready gone deeply into this system and we have
costs we have not paid. W need to do it right. If
South Anerica is going to do it wong, let them go
their way.

Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you.

THE PUBLIC. I'm Carl Nelson. | farm 85
m | es sout hwest of where we are sitting right nowin
alittle town of Nicollet. And I'malso here
representing the Mnnesota Corn Growers Associ ation
Just a couple of little things | would like to make
a comment to here, nothing huge.

| thank the Corps for taking these
conments. You have been charged with a huge task of
trying to come up with what is good for everybody in
this world and not just the few people that seemto
be using the river system It is a very huge system
that affects everybody.

There is a balance, as | think you will
find and you will strike, between the use of the
river and the environment of the river. |t has been
done before and it will be done again.

The river is not just transportation of

grain. It is a very huge |lifeblood of econony to
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this nation. There are very many, nany varied
i ndustries that use this and because of that it does
hel p stimul ate econom ¢ grow h and devel opnent and
pay some of the costs of this nation.

| guess I, too, would like to state that
ny personal feeling is that we need to | ook at
Alternative H | think that is a very good plan to
start with.

Thank you for your tine.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you. It's awfully
quiet in here. Anybody else?

THE PUBLIC. Thank you very much. M/ nane
is Forrest WIkinson, spelt with two r's. [|I'mwth
the River Warren Research Committee. W are a group
of like-m nded individuals seeking truth in
government, particularly in environnental science,
truth in science, sound science.

| personally and other nmenbers really have
a problemw th organi zati ons comnmi ng up and
conpl ai ni ng about 50 percent or whatever percentage
subsidies for these what they would call special
i nterests when these very sane groups have no
problem coll ecting their own subsidies for their own
special interests. So | think there's a credibility

problemthere fromsone of the naysayers of these
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proposal s we are hearing about.

Proposal H does seemto be reasonable. MW
bi ggest concern is that these so-called
environnental concerns are addressed with a basis of
sound science and that the rhetoric be backed up
with fact.

VWhat we've conme to find at the River
Warren Research Committee is that we know the public
has been insidiously msled by the flawed,
fear-nmongering environnental i st agenda.

We don't endorse trashing the planet, but
we are confident the earth and this river systemis
not threatened by sone dire calanmity brought by that
i ndustry.

VWhat we have found is that the
environnental i st novenent has basically successfully
acconplished to sell a series of biglies in
creating governnent sponsored, supported, and
enforced market for these environnentali st
huckst ers.

In fact, the only thing to fear is the
fear-nmongers thenselves. And the truth is
90 percent of the environnentalist rhetoric is a
gross msrepresentation of actual physica

conditions along with wildly specul ative
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expl anati ons and sol utions for these so-called
probl ems, expl anations and solutions, mnd you, that
frequently ignore the I aws of physics.

And if we are going to talk about this
river systemand conpare it to presettlenent days,
we shoul d consider what that river would | ook Iike
if given the condition that some would Iike, the
renmoval of the damns.

W woul d see | ow water conditions, |ow
rain conditions, a very narrow trickle on the bottom
of the river which in high water, high rain events
woul d be a sedi ment-1aden, flood-prone streamwith
high fluctuations in |evel

I just think we need to cal m down and
address the actual facts based on science. Thank
you.

FACI LI TATOR: Thank you. Anyone el se?
Agai n, maybe you have chosen not to go up to the
nm ke, so be sure and use these (indicating) if you
haven't made your comments or questions.

| guess if there are not any nore
questions, let's call it quits for the night. |
really appreciate your involvenment and t hank you
very much. The experts are still here if you have

anyt hi ng nore.
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