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Bion SLC Project Traffic Statement

The use of public roads for various project activities needs to be well planned for both project construction and ongoing project operations.  These types of activities are typically coordinated with County transportation officials and we assume that will be the case with this project.  At this time, however, the project is not yet sufficiently developed to determine the number of trucks using local and regional roads associated with project activities.  The number of trucks will be greatly influenced by the location and configuration of the various parcels of land utilized by the project.  It is our intent to minimize local road traffic to the extent possible based upon siting of major project components.  It will be possible to provide a meaningful projection once land options are in place.

In the meantime, we can provide the following general information that pertains to potential project traffic impacts: 

The ethanol facility will source the vast majority of its 14 million bushels per year of corn feedstock from the Midwest.  Those inputs will not use trucks but rather will be delivered directly to the facility by rail, either from a local port, or directly from the Midwest.  Local delivery of corn to the ethanol facility by truck will be limited to the level of production that local growers are willing and able to supply.  While we do not believe that local corn production will constitute a large portion of the ethanol feedstock, we want to support local production to the extent that regional producers determine it makes sense to participate.

Beyond ethanol at this point, the scale of potential for trucking impacts to local roads from the beef cattle operations can best be understood in comparison with modern dairy farms as currently operated within the region.  Typically a dairy operation will have at least eight times the impact to local traffic as a similarly sized beef cattle finishing facility.  Although this ratio initially seems surprising, further assessment reveals some of the reasons.  Lactating dairy cows consume 2 ½ times the feed per day as a 900 lb beef feeder animal; taking into account feed for replacements, daily feed inputs are about 3 ½ times greater per milker than for beef cattle.  In addition, the dairy cow is producing from 70 to 80 pounds of milk per day resulting in one tanker truck per day for every 450 – 500 milkers.  For a 2,000 milker dairy, farm feed in and milk out will require about 21 trucks per day, but fewer than 3 trucks per day for feed at a beef cattle facility for a ratio of seven to one.

Trucking of feeder stock in and finished cattle out of a beef cattle facility is offset by transport of culls out plus trucking for disposal of manure at a dairy.

Without accounting for trucking of manure for disposal from a dairy, potentially impact to local traffic from one of Bion’s 14,000 head beef cattle facilities will likely be similar to that of a dairy with 1,500 – 2,000 milkers.  Consideration of manure trucking will result in a ratio more favorable to Bion’s beef cattle operation.  Without doubt, these are numbers that deserve careful scrutiny but are not so great that they preclude the ability to develop and implement appropriate planning measures. 
From a broader perspective, a quote from the Fortune Magazine, January 21, 2008 article “How Brazil Outfarmed the American Farmer” applies well here:  
“The rise of mechanized agriculture in the Midwest helped set the stage for this nation's industrial supremacy, much of it based on factories in those same areas.”
This article makes clear that the buildout of infrastructure in support of mechanized agriculture throughout the Midwest became the lever for generating supplemental economic development.  

In the end, concerns for impacts to existing regional infrastructure can lead in two directions; there is a basic choice here.  On the one hand, it is possible to use the fact that adequate infrastructure doesn't currently exist to argue for the status quo, to prevent economic development from taking place.  On the other hand, where economic development has in fact taken place, it is because the need for improvements to infrastructure can be demonstrated and that real need has resulted in obtaining broad-based and statewide support. 
