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FY08 Navigation Budget Submittal
Great Lakes and Ohio River Division

Approach, Organization, and Recommendations

PREFACE
A program titled, “Achieving Navigation Systems Acceptable Levels of Risk” was introduced in 2004 within the Great Lakes and Ohio River Division to re-focus resources and methodology with the goal of achieving Navigation systems with acceptable levels of risk supporting the Nation’s economy.  The program constitutes a major paradigm shift in how the Corps conducts the Navigation business and achieves results.  The program is characterized by performance for objectives, collaborative approach, results-oriented business methodology founded on proven process improvement, unified Corps functional elements (Communities of Practice), vertical business team integration, and strong stakeholder partnerships.  The program drives the evolution of the business practices, most notably the Navigation budgetary process.  

The program is driven by the Administration’s position for effective Government as expressed in the President’s Management Agenda, OMB direction for performance metrics underpinning fiscal responsibility, Congressional intent to provide cohesive fiscal management planning, stakeholder’s common goals for Navigation systems reliability and efficiency, Federal economic policies propelling National and International trade, environmental enhancement via reduced road congestion and air pollution, increasing commercial transportation loads across all transportation modes, Federal cost avoidance for transportation systems, and budgetary constraints.  

In the past 3 years, LRD has been progressively improving the Navigation fiscal management process with intent to meet the program’s goals.  The goals to which the fiscal process contributes are Navigation systems reliability, efficiency, durability, and coverage with respect for environmental sustainability.  The near-term objectives of the annual budgeting process improvements are concentrated on the technical foundation of risk assessment and business foundation of return on investment.  Improvements include long-term fiscal management planning expressed as the “Navigation Five Year Development Perspective” for each of the 2 systems within LRD, a short-term (i.e. annual) risk-based / value-based maintenance guidance & return-on-investment ranking logic, and program advocacy for collaborative consensus by stakeholders.  
This FY08 LRD Navigation budget submittal raises the bar another notch with added tactical rigor exercised through the “Commander’s Intent, FY08-FY12 Civil Works Strategic Objectives”, an advanced risk-based / value-based prioritization method, and stronger objective-oriented quality control for each major Navigation system.  
NAVIGATION BUDGET REQUEST PACKAGE CONTENTS
Products for submittal to HQ include the following:  

1. LRD Excel spreadsheet with CG, GI, O&M integrated budget organized by major Navigation system.  This is in Excel format to enable understanding the process used at the MSC, and to enable HQ with similar Excel integration across MSCs.  

2. “FY08 Navigation Budget Submittal Great Lakes and Ohio River Division Approach, Organization, and Recommendations” (this Word document) contain: 

a. Approach and principles for budget development.

b. Budget development process. 

c. Recommendations for Budget Process Improvement. 
d. Table summarizing the budget request for the 2 major Navigation systems.
3. Navigation System Five Year Development Plan (updated for fiscal cycle) to be submitted subsequent to FY08 budget submittal by June 30, time table TBD, but not to exceed August 15 which is 2 weeks before budget submittal to OMB.  

APPROACH & PRINCIPLES FOR BUDGET DEVELOPMENT
The approach to this year’s budgeting cycle adopts life-cycle (i.e. asset management) principles.  The return-on-investment and economic impact principles are the primary drivers in establishing rationale for ranking and recommendations for the program.  Establishing the uniform levels of risk & value has been the focus of this fiscal cycle’s improvement process.  Each of the incremental steps lead to the “Acceptable Risk Level”; it is crucial that a rigorous, performance metrics driven process be used to establish the uniformity of investments since Navigation systems are compiled with many connected nodes.  Budgeting for reducing risk a one node may not be a wise investment if the other connected nodes in the transportation system are not at the same accessibility level (i.e. the same level of risk).  This program establishes uniform steps for investments across the O&M, CG, and GI accounts enabling an organized management system for the Navigation systems. 
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BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Key process steps applied to this program are the following:  

1. Commander’s Strategic Objectives.  Include work items which contribute to strategic objectives in the “Commander’s Intent, FY08-FY12 Civil Works Strategic Objectives”, as noted below:

1.  Emphasize Achieving Systems Acceptable System Risk Levels
a) Continue to use and improve the risk assessment system of assigned and assessed Performance Standards for the Great Lakes Navigation System and the Ohio River Navigation System. 

b) Ensure that system risk reduction to achieve reliability and efficiency is collaboratively discussed with system stakeholders. 
c) Articulate economic impacts to the Navigation industry, end users, and other stakeholders; work towards better definitions of economic impacts to the Nation.  
2. Advance Economic Models and System Studies for Navigation Investment Decisions 

a) Following ref (a), each Navigation system should emphasize budgeting for economic modeling programs. Include budgeting for system projects which establish, create, or enable information development for investment benefits.

b) Specifically and particularly important for the Great Lakes Navigation System, valuation & risk assessment should be a major focus with dedicated resources; consistent with this initiative, efficiently budget for the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Seaway Study. 

c) Specifically for the Ohio River Navigation System, include efficient funding request for Upper Ohio Navigation Study (Emsworth, Dashields, and Montgomery) in the budget, and include sufficient budget in O&M projects to support the Navigation CX as defined in the Navigation Valuation and Risk Assessment Executive Summary as follow-on economic work to ORMSS.

3. Promote Maintenance for Reliability Improvements

a) Advance regional management and repair fleets right-sizing based on work load. Work towards improving efficiencies through regional and system shared resources.  

b) Specifically for the Ohio River Navigation System, priorities should reflect the LRD Navigation Locks and Dams Maintenance Standard dated 25 January 2006 and fully fund Ohio River repair fleets in the budget request; efficiently fund the gate replacement program; efficiently manage risk at L/D 52, 53, Monongahela L/D #3, and the Allegheny low-use locks. 
c) Specifically for the Great Lakes Navigation System, fully fund Soo Locks critical maintenance, Cleveland Harbor CDF projects, Ashtabula Harbor environmental dredging, Indiana Harbor CDF, highest priority breakwaters as part of the overall breakwaters maintenance initiative, and dredging projects with highest return on investments.  Further, include provisions (e.g. spare gates or special equipment) for expedited recovery in the event of catastrophic damage to the Poe Lock insofar as practicable. 
d) During the year, accomplish the funded, planned maintenance activities which alleviate risk, improve reliability, and improve efficiency; expect accountability for these projects.  If deviations from the planned activities are necessary, be prepared to show the higher benefits to stakeholders, Congressional members, and Administration.  
e) Incorporate the Asset Management principles established by HQ. Pittsburgh District has lead responsibility for implementing practices for the Navigation locks and dams in the Ohio River & Tributaries Navigation System. 
4. Promote Efficient Construction for Earliest Completion

a) Ensure that RBRCR calculations for all construction projects are updated, are accurate and cover all relevant factors, and a thorough Quality Control review is conducted. Documentation must be readily available for HQ review upon request.  

b) Specifically for the Ohio River Navigation System, budget requests should emphasize full funding at capability for expeditious and most efficient construction.  

5. Continue Improving the Budget Development Process 

a) Budgeting process will be managed using the Navigation FYDP and supporting documents.  When conditions have changed, budget will reflect the changed conditions and the Navigation FYDP with supporting documents will be revised to reflect these changes.  
b) Continue implementation and improvement of the LRD Navigation Budget Guidance for Operations and Maintenance Increments.  
c) Include work items which are planned into the long-term fiscal plan, i.e. the current year’s budget should reflect the FY08 activities planned in the Navigation Five Year Development Perspective.  
2. O&M Budget Guidance.  

a. Follow “FY08 LRD Navigation Budget Guidance for O&M Increments” which assigns Funding Level / Increments for O&M projects categorized in one of five (5) increments.  All increments are risk-based, and reflect the level of risk (or reduction of reliability) if the proposed work package is not funded.  Failure to begin the process of repairing the features identified in the work package has a high probability to result in a percentage failure of the project for the intended purpose.  Maintenance includes the spectrum of repair activities from engineering analytical evaluations and surveys, engineering and design, contracting for project features and services, installation, and close out.  
b. Establish the Maintenance Risk and Reliability Rank Factor (probability of reduced or entire lost use of the project + economic (currently expressed as tonnage) impact + other impacts). This is an algorithm which yields a value which considers weighted metrics’ values including the following:  
i. Expert Elicitations.  Districts “expert elicitation” ranking priority; (column M) weight factor = 20

ii. Incremental Loss of Project Performance.  

1. 100% Loss of Project. Performance Level / Increments #1; (column L) weight factor = 500
2. 80% Loss of Project.  Performance Level / Increments #2; (column L) weight factor =100

3. 60% Loss of Project.  Performance Level / Increments #3; (column L) weight factor = 50

4. 40% Loss of Project.  Performance Level / Increments #4; (column L) weight factor = 10
5. 20% Loss of Project.  Performance Level / Increments #5; (column L) weight factor = 5
iii. Five-year average tonnage; (column AC) weight factor = unity
iv. CG’s Strategic Objectives; (column BK) weight factor = 50
v. Security of Project Sites.  

1. Operation for AT-FP Facility Protection; (column T) weight factor =  20
2. Maintenance for AT-FP Facility Protection/CISP; (column T) weight factor = 20
vi. Ferry (Public) Transportation; (column AA) (heavily weighted to preserve public ferry transportation where no commercial tonnage measurement exists) weight factor =  30
vii. Critical Harbor of Refuge; (column AA) weight factor =  30
viii. National Security; (column AA) weight factor =  100
ix. Subsistence Harbor; (column AA) weight factor =  10
x. Personnel Safety.  

1. Safety, Search, & Rescue USCG Station; (column AA) weight factor = 30
2. Corps project sites safety issues; (column BD) weight factor = 30

xi. Court-Decree Mandated Annual Action.  Court decrees for mandating tasks annual performance without variation, e.g. Lake Michigan Diversion water monitoring minimum accounting, and without it the task would fail to perform (100% loss of performance), it should be included in the funded level Risk Index #2 or higher.  This does not included irregular, although legally mandated, typical measures such as sediment sampling and analysis which is not an annual requirement by Court Decree.  Increment number in column L must be “1” to enable (column BC if “Y”) weight factor = 10,000,000

xii. Dam safety impact, i.e. probable failure of dam integrity to hold water pool or collapse; (column BE) weight factor =  200
xiii. Export Value to Nation.  This metric is key to emphasizing the transportation system value enabling the US to maintain position in the global economy.  

1. Value of export cargo >$1M-$10M; (column AH) weight factor = 5
2. Value of export cargo $10M-$100M; (column AH) weight factor = 10

3. Value of export cargo >$100M; (column AH) weight factor = 20

xiv. Total cost of the work package, sum of Federal (Corps) Budget Request (column W) and IWTF Budget Request (column X) weight factor = 5 divisor (de-emphasis on cost vs. critical benefits priority)
c. Prioritize for the “MSC Rank” the O&M work packages according to the Maintenance Risk and Reliability Rank Factor.  This concludes the first set of steps using the return-on-investment and economic impact principles approach. 
d. Establish the “Risk and Reliability Index” #1 through #5 based on HQ’s budget guidance, para. V-9.B. The index or assessment will include criteria to evaluate risk of failure and the consequences of failure to the economy.  A rank of 1 through 5 with 1 being the highest or the most critical requirement and 5 being the lowest or least critical requirement will be used. This step uses an algorithm to assign the “Risk and Reliability Index” and sets the recommended categories for inclusion in the budget submittal.  This is a graduated scale rank; #1 Risk and Reliability Index has the highest probability for inclusion in the final budget, with descending probability for surviving the constrained budgetary process.   

e. Perform “sanity check” to judge the prioritization and potential inclusion in the National Navigation budget indicated using the “Risk and Reliability Index”.  This review should be performed by experts with seasoned Navigation experience to obtain their subjective perspectives; the proposed program for each major Navigation system (i.e. Great Lakes Navigation System and the Ohio River & Tributaries Navigation System for LRD) will reviewed by the LRD Chief Operations & Maintenance, LRD Navigation, the Center of Expertise for the tonnage, BCR, and economic metrics, and the districts’ Navigation teams.  Specific attention should be directed to the economic impact statements (Navigation CX focus) for the respective Navigation system.  
f. Review all line items and rankings in “Risk and Reliability Index” to ensure that metrics in para. 4 above are correct and consequences have compelling justifications.  
g. Proposed resolution, revisions, adjustments, etc will be addressed in phone conferences and emails with the LRD Navigation Business Manager.  

3. CG.  

a. Construction projects are reviewed at the MSC level for the RBRCR, continuing contracts, structural stability issues emphasizing need for major rehabs (e.g. dam safety) or replacement new construction, and adequately descriptive text justifications.  Ranking is performed according to these factors.  

b. CG projects also have an assigned Risk and Reliability Index intended to reveal relative investment merit, and is directly related to factors noted above.  
4. GI.  

a. Investigation projects are reviewed at the MSC level for adequately descriptive text justifications.  

b. Ranking is performed according to potential economic impact of the investigation’s results.  This ranking is subjective, but based on the potential benefits system-wide vs. less regional benefits.  

c. GI projects also have a Risk and Reliability Index intended to reveal relative investment merit, and is directly related to potential benefits:  

i. Risk and Reliability Index #1 = System-wide benefits potential, e.g. ORMSS or Great Lakes Navigation System Study 

ii. Risk and Reliability Index #2 = Partial-system benefits potential, e.g. Upper Ohio Navigation Study (EDM) 

iii. Risk and Reliability Index #3 = Single location system benefits potential, e.g. Ericson / Wood County Public Port, WV
5. LRD Ranking Priorities for Navigation Combined Appropriations.  

a. O&M Risk and Reliability Index #1 projects
b. GI Risk and Reliability Index #1 projects vital to system sustainability

c. CG Risk and Reliability Index #1 projects
d. O&M Risk and Reliability Index #2 projects
e. GI Risk and Reliability Index #2 projects partial-system benefits 

f. CG Risk and Reliability Index #2 projects
g. O&M Risk and Reliability Index #3 projects

h. GI Risk and Reliability Index #3 projects single location system benefits 

i. CG Risk and Reliability Index #3

j. O&M Risk and Reliability Index #4 projects

k. O&M Risk and Reliability Index #5 projects

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BUDGET PROCESS IMPROVEMENT
1. Performance Increments Expert Elicitation.   Current state of districts’ “expert elicitation” used to assign increments #1-5 and district ranking is very good and should be retained.  The assignment of Increments #1-#5 are performed by experts who couple the probability of project failure with understanding of economic impact.  This is the most important metric, as detailed economic impacts for failing, existing projects does not yet exist.  The metrics-driven process does not completely enable translation of the best return on investment to a solidly defensible performance indicator which can be incremented for the proposed investments at the OMB level.  Subjective evaluation by Expert Elicitation is a reliable approach enabled by institutional wisdom, deep-seated knowledge of the systems and ramifications of not maintaining the system, and unwavering commitment to act in the Navigation mission’s best interests for the National economy.  However without a process which includes Expert Elicitation, performance metrics, and objectively ranked investments, the credibility and integrity of the budgeting process are threatened. This year’s advancements using several sets of performance metrics in addition to the effective “expert elicitation” districts’ ranking metric comes closer to answering the OMB mail, the Congressional intent as expressed in the FY07 E&W Subcommittee House Report, and the expressly stated objectives of the stakeholders for both the Great Lakes and the Ohio River Navigation Systems. Recommend that “MSC Ranking Number” which is driven by the combination of metrics in addition to Expert Elicitation needed due to the lack of comprehensive metrics be weighted by HQ and higher authority in their budgetary decisions.  
2. Objectively driven investments have again been improved this budget cycle.  This portion of the budgeting process addresses the continual improvement and investment principles captured in OMB principles and is the essence of The President’s Management Agenda, Congressional direction, and stakeholders’ objectives. The algorithms used in establishing the relative merits of investments in maintenance, integration of the CG, OM, and GI program segments, have been enhanced to include 13 sets of performance metrics.  Recommend that the performance metrics and ranking algorithms be reviewed by HQ for consistency with guidance and direction, and that evaluations of this be presented to ASA(CW) and OMB as “pilot” budget management practices.  
3. Types of Performance Metrics.

l. Although the array of performance metrics which currently exist are all helpful in determining the highest return on investment for Federal funding, several types of metrics which are needed are not yet available. The comprehensiveness and quality of the performance metrics are essential; with this FY08 budget cycle, the ready availability of Federal metrics for maritime shipping from Federal agencies has not enabled the application in a comprehensive manner.  While remedy is being discussed with economists within the Corps and other agencies, the inclusion this FY08 budget year is not possible. Additional metrics developed by rigorous, defensible processes are needed (some defined below) for comprehensive determination of the benefits for investments, particularly maintenance. 
m. Economic incremental impacts to regional and to the nation if 100% or incremental steps (80%, 60%, 40%, 20%) failure of transportation system projects availability occurs over various time increments (e.g. 1 week, 4 weeks, 8 weeks, entire year, etc). This value represents lost commerce if the work package is not funded. This should be available in tabular format prepared by economists and applied in the budgeting process. Value of commodities by each specific Corps project location (project site, i.e. by port or harbor) at which budget investments are proposed. This should include first tier transportation impact (carriers) and second/third tier system benefactors (shippers, producers, consumers) to the Navigation system.  The program for this has been defined for the Great Lakes and Ohio River Navigation Systems, however is generically applicable to any waterborne commerce.  
n. Value of exports by specific project location (project site, i.e. by port or harbor). 
o. Value of imports by specific project location (project site, i.e. by port or harbor). 

p. Value of passenger ferry operations to regional economies.  
q. Crucial National Economic Development cornerstone product categories identification, justification, and documentation of projects sites which are crucial to sustain the nation’s cornerstone bulk product flows for production of electrical power, petroleum fuels e.g. gasoline and diesel, and steel.  These are “life blood” commodities to the nation, and the basic NED commodities are crucial to the nation’s economic stability.   Recommend Yes/No column be added for these 3 categories as an additional metric. 

r. Waterborne shipment Only. Where specific ports having cornerstone bulk product flows for production of electrical power, petroleum fuels, and steel economically viable only by waterborne transportation, these projects should have a metric to indicate this.  Many electrical generation power plants only means of coal & limestone delivery is by the Navigation system.  Many of the nation’s steel production plants are served only by water shipment.  Recommend Yes/No column be added as an additional metric.
4. Probability of Project Reduced Performance.  The probability of failure if the specific project work package is not funded is fundamental to the process.  In the guidance “FY08 LRD Navigation Budget Guidance for O&M Increments” established is not rigorously followed for probability, the results of the metric-driven analysis and budget recommendations will be skewed.  The current guidance includes a probability statement “Failure to begin the process of repairing the features identified in the work package has a high probability to result in (X) – (Y)% failure of the project for the intended purpose.”  The X and Y range varies with the increment, and the basic premise is for all cases a “high probability”, otherwise there is no need to consider the work package in the program year budget.  The 75% of PY-1 President’s Budget limitation for “Funding Level / Increment 1” is a problem in performance-based budget process.  There are many work packages which meet the High Risk criteria for 80-100% loss of the project’s performance if not funded, however the 75% limitation forces overflow of High Risk into “Funding Level / Increment 2” which automatically reduces the value driving the “Risk and Reliability Index”.  
s. More rigorous review across the districts, perhaps with a representative panel composed from each district, is needed to assure that this probability metric is consistently applied. 
t. Recommend that HQ revise Increment 1 and Increment 2 definitions to include 100% and 80% loss of project availability definitions respectively. 
u. Recommend that HQ rename this metric from “Funding Level / Increment” to “Probable Performance Level” and not place an artificial limit on the projects which are actually High Risk.  
v. Recommend that HQ apply the 75% limitation for initial budget increment to the “Risk and Reliability Index #1”. 
5. Integrated Program by Risk and Reliability Index. Managing the major Navigation systems or groups of ports consistent with common investment National strategy should be grouped for incremental investment recommendation to OMB.  An integrated “Risk and Reliability Index” recognizes that new construction and studies contribute equally to achieving acceptable levels of risk to the Navigation system as well as simply maintaining the system within the O&M account. This principle is the fundamental premise for investment as shown on the graphic on page 2, seeks regional solutions to the National Economic Development goals, and is consistent with OMB direction, investment strategy, and achieving Navigation systems acceptable levels of risk. Although several manual adjustments in the FY08 budget development were necessitated due to the lack of comprehensive metrics set, improvements to the ranking process can be reliably made.  Recommend integrated funding increments using the “Risk and Reliability Index” used across O&M, CG, and GI as prescribed above.  
6. Construction Projects Risk and Reliability Index.  New projects contribute to lowering the Navigation system risk and improving its overall reliability.  CG projects must be ranked in the overall program, however RBRCR is insufficient alone to drive the R&R Index.  Recommend all factors affecting the logical ranking be defined and included in a ranking algorithm.  
7. Major Navigation Systems Budget Groupings.  Benefits for organizing LRD’s navigation program by major Navigation system are significant internally to the Corps and externally to the stakeholders.  Groupings are NOT driven by a “hydrologic basin” in the Navigation business line since the stakeholders do not do business that way.  Common business patterns, economic drivers, operating issues, geographic proximity, transportation patterns, shippers & carriers synergy all drive the logic for major Navigation systems budget grouping.  While groups are yet to be defined across the Corps, benefits are demonstrable, and taking this action is a crucial strategy measure.  LRD submits this FY08 Navigation budget organized by Navigation Systems.   Recommend that HQ consider submitting the FY08 Navigation budget by Major Navigation Systems Budget Groupings to reflect the nation’s logical maritime transportation business patterns.  
RECOMMENDED FY08 BUDGET SPECIAL REQUESTS
1. Ohio River Navigation System.  

a. Higher O&M Consideration due to Markland L&D Major Rehab.  In FY07, Markland major rehab was included as O&M rather than CG.  This artificially inflated the O&M amount for the Ohio River Navigation System.  The FY07 E&W House Bill proposes CG. Simple comparison to FY07 President’s Budget would put immense burden on the Ohio River Navigation System FY08 O&M budget floor and the initial 75% initial increment limitation.  If O&M funding is not additional to the already minimally funded system, high risk inland rivers projects may go unfunded. Consideration at HQ should be given to a bigger target to accommodate Markland in O&M in FY08 because of the Administration's direction to budget Markland rehab in O&M notwithstanding Congress' decision to appropriate it in CG in 07.   HQ is requested to consider this Congressional action shifting from CG to O&M in considering additional funding in the amount of $9M (consisting of $4.5M Federal Corps Budget Request and $4.5M IWTF) for one (1) work package needed to support the Ohio River & Tributaries O&M.  
b. Higher O&M Consideration due to Meldahl L&D Major Rehab.  Meldahl major rehab was started as O&M rather than CG to address this probable imminent failure.  This artificially inflated the O&M amount for the Ohio River Navigation System.  The FY07 E&W House Bill proposes CG for Markland, an identical project. Simple comparison to FY07 President’s Budget would put immense burden on the Ohio River Navigation System FY08 O&M budget floor and the initial 75% initial increment limitation.  If O&M funding is not additional to the already minimally funded system, high risk inland rivers projects may go unfunded. Consideration at HQ should be given to a bigger target to accommodate Meldahl in O&M in FY08 because of the Administration's direction to budget major rehab in O&M notwithstanding Congress' decision to appropriate it in CG in 07.   HQ is requested to consider this Congressional action shifting from CG to O&M in considering additional funding in the amount of $2.68M for two (2) work packages needed to support the Ohio River & Tributaries O&M.  
c. Efficient Construction Funding.  Full efficient funding is crucial to earliest completion of the projects to realize the benefits.  HQ is requested to continue the full efficient funding consistent with the FY07 similar action.  
2. Great Lakes Navigation System.  

a. Higher O&M Consideration due to Indiana Harbor CDF.  In FY06 E&W Appropriations Bill, the construction of Indiana Harbor CDF was changed by law from CG funded to 100% Federal O&M funded.  This bill language places an immense burden on the Great Lakes Navigation System O&M budget floor and the initial 75% initial increment limitation.  If O&M funding is not additional to the already minimal funding provided to the Navigation System, more projects will fall below the acceptable levels of risk.  In FY07, the President’s Budget for the Great Lakes Navigation O&M account was $86.029M.  HQ is requested to consider this one-time Congressional special action in considering additional funding of $18.065M for five (5) work packages needed to support the Indiana Harbor CDF construction within the O&M account.  
b. Group Budget for Great Lakes Shallow Draft Harbors.  Great Lakes have 74 shallow draft Federal harbors.  These are identified by their own authorizations in the budget submittal, however the ceiling is collectively recommended for annual funding not to exceed $3 million.  The proposal and discussions noted the $19 billion annual benefits supported by a modest $3 million annual program cost.  This is an exemplary investment for the recreational harbors. Justification has been submitted in a package to HQ previously, and it contains the key items listed below.  Recommend that the collective list not exceeding $3 million be included in addition over last year’s President’s Budget which did not include any budget for these Federal projects.  
i. Letter (see pdf format document) from the Great Lakes Commission stating the recreational boating economic benefits to the 8 Great Lakes states totaling approx. $19 billion annually.  The economic benefits were derived from the John Glenn Study, sec. 455 part C.  

ii. Justification document “O&M Funding for Recreation Harbors Performance Metrics and Selection Rationale” which presents the performance metrics and selection rationale to be used in the annual program.  

iii. List of harbors.  The selections will be generated each fiscal cycle according to the metrics described above.  

iv. Historical dredging record for the 75 Great Lakes shallow draft recreational harbors. 

BUDGET REQUEST SUMMARY TABLE
	Recommended Navigation Budget Summary by Navigation System

	O&M Summary by Navigation System

	Navigation System
	FY06 President's Budget
	FY07 President's Budget
	FY07 % by System
	75% Inc 1 limit for FY08
	FY08 Sum Inc 1
	FY08 R&R Index #1
	FY08 R&R Index #2
	FY08 R&R Index #3
	FY08 R&R Index #4
	FY08 R&R Index #5
	FY08 Target Budget (R&R#1+#2)
	$ FY08 Delta to FY07 Pres Budget
	% FY08 Delta to FY07 Pres Budget

	Great Lakes 
	$69,378
	$86,029
	36.1%
	$64,522
	$64,575
	$103,730
	$1,695
	$23,230
	$18,303
	$51,654
	$105,425
	$19,396
	22.55%

	Ohio River 
	$134,487
	$152,548
	63.9%
	$114,411
	$107,840
	$187,484
	$12,525
	$690
	$48,539
	$37,550
	$200,009
	$47,461
	31.11%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CG Summary by Navigation System

	Great Lakes 
	$8,000
	$0
	0.0%
	NA
	NA
	$0
	$0 
	$0 
	$8,500 
	$0 
	$0
	$0
	#DIV/0!

	Ohio River 
	$297,944
	$343,672
	100.0%
	NA
	NA
	$339,319
	$55,002
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$394,321
	$50,649
	14.74%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	GI Summary by Navigation System

	Great Lakes 
	$315
	$300
	100.0%
	NA
	NA
	$300
	$1,400
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$1,700
	$1,400
	466.67%

	Ohio River 
	$0
	$0
	0.0%
	NA
	NA
	$7,120
	$100
	$1,050
	$0
	$250
	$7,220
	$7,220
	#DIV/0!

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Summary by Navigation System

	Great Lakes 
	$77,693
	$86,329
	14.8%
	NA
	NA
	$104,030
	$3,095
	$23,230
	$26,803
	$51,654
	$107,125
	$20,796
	24.09%

	Ohio River & Tributaries 
	$432,431
	$496,220
	85.2%
	NA
	NA
	$533,923
	$67,627
	$1,740
	$48,539
	$37,800
	$601,550
	$105,330
	21.23%

	LRD Navigation Systems
	$510,124
	$582,549
	100%
	NA
	NA
	$637,953
	$70,722
	$24,970
	$75,342
	$89,454
	$708,675
	$126,126
	21.65%
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