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Objectives and study area
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▪Phase 1: Comprehensive market study

• Identify companies in a 24-county area 
that could utilize the port

• Identify commodity markets and 
understand how commodities flow 
from producers to markets

▪Phase 2: Preliminary financial viability 
assessment

• Design detailed business model

• Evaluate preliminary financial viability



2. Freight transportation system in Central Missouri



Private river terminals and docks
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Missouri Freight Transportation Network
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Source: MoDOT 2017 Freight Plan. Adapted by Mercator.



Major trade corridors
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Freight Transportation System—key takeaways

▪Fast and efficient access to Missouri’s most important freight arteries in
all relevant modes (i.e. truck, rail, and waterways).

▪Freight flows by truck and rail indicates levels of service on the system are
exhibiting signs of congestion and poor freight flows by truck and rail.

▪Marine highways M70 statement with access to fed funds.

▪Marine highways have the potential to provide additional capacity in a
more cost effective and environmentally way.
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3. Market analysis



Potential volume estimates for the Heartland Port Project

▪Non-containerized Bulk

▪Agri-bulk

▪Break Bulk

▪Liquid Bulk

▪Dry Bulk

▪Containers

▪Imports

▪Exports

▪(Forestry quantities included in containers)
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Agribulk analysis—key takeaways
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Agribulk analysis—key takeaways
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▪ In the primary draw area of HPA, the size of
the overall market is about 6.5 million
bushels (176,918 MT) of soybean exports.

▪From this area, DIS estimates that about
60%, equivalent to 3.9 million bushels, can
be served by the Heartland Port.

▪About 17 million bushels (117,011 MT) of
soybeans available for exports, with about
2.1 million bushels (63,006 MT) can be
served by the Heartland Port.

▪This provides an overall target market of
about 6 million bushels (163,309 MT) of
soybean exports.



Non-containerized cargoes—key takeaways
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▪DIS expects this market to be
around 263,000 MT in 2020 the
starting year of the forecast.

▪Grow up to 328,000 MT in 2030,
a CAGR of 1.9% for the volumes
in the 24-counties total.

▪From this total, the headhaul is
expected to be dominated by
exports with 84% in 2020.

▪Non-containerized imports are
expected to remain at 16%.



Summary of non-containerized imports and exports
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Forestry products—key takeaways
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▪Forestry is another category of products that are exported from the 24-county study area.

▪The largest category of forestry exports is “Logs” and logs are very likely to be exported in
containers, thus we’ve assumed that all exports in the APHIS data are exported in containers.

▪Total exports of forestry products from Missouri were reported by USDA-APHIS as 111,001
metric tons in 2019 with 21,312 metric tons being shipped from the 24-county study area.

▪Table 11 of the report has details on forestry products.



Map of intact intermodal volumes
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▪In total, just under 180,000 intact intermodal containers (mostly 40 ft containers, but some
20 ft), equivalent to 310,000 TEUs of imports were cleared at KC/SL facilities in 2019.

•An additional 11,000 TEUs cleared in Springfield, Missouri.

▪Chicago clearly dominates the landscape, handling four times the volume of the next closest
US Customs port, Memphis, Tennessee.



Containerized analysis—key takeaways
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▪Under the base case 
assumptions, volumes would 
grow from around 2,750 
lifts per year to around 
13,850 lifts per year over the 
30-year forecast period.

▪This equates to a compound 
growth rate of 5.5% per year, 
but most it is associated with 
the ramp up in share capture 
in the initial years.

▪Over the long-term, the 
growth rate would gradually 
decline from 2.8% per year 
to around 2.1%.



Market analysis—key takeaways

▪42% positively responding (reference: pg. 24)

▪10% cost savings would trigger a switch to barge (reference: pg. 25)

▪Interest from agribulk, fertilizer, and harvested timber (reference: pg. 26)

▪3.2.2 Volume grew at impressive CAGR of 6.5% (reference: pg. 28)

▪3.3.1 Storage inside or near HPA can represent an advantage (reference: pp. 29-30)

▪3.3.6 Statement on forest products (reference: pg. 44)

▪3.4.1 Soybeans represent the highest potential for Heartland Port

▪Summary of grain markets (reference: pg. 61)

*Page references to the MS Word Version of the Final Report included in parenthesis. 18



4. Route economics and key target markets



Target markets—trade areas by distance to/from HPA
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Target Area 2
50-80 miles

Counties in the 
50 mi radius

Dist. to/from 
HPA (miles)

1. Audrain 47
2. Boone 29
3. Callaway 22
4. Camden 50
5. Cole 8
6. Cooper 39
7. Gasconade 37
8. Howard 48
9. Marries 32
10. Miller 29
11. Moniteau 23
12. Montgomery 45
13. Morgan 40
14. Osage 19

HPA Counties in the 
80 mi radius

Dist. to/from 
HPA (miles)

1. Benton 64
2. Crawford 63
3. Dallas 78
4. Franklin 60
5. Hickory 77
6. Laclede 68
7. Pettis 61
8. Phelps 53
9. Pulaski 52
10. Warren 56
excl. counties in the 50 mi radius.

Summary statistics

Target Area 1
0-50 miles



Non-container routes for agribulk commodities
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Incumbent route costs 2020: non-containerized cargo

22

Jefferson City

to

New Orleans

Jefferson City

to
Pacific Northwest

Jefferson City

to

San Pedro Bay

Alternative

routes

Transfer to 
rail

Rail
transportation

Trucking

Transfer to 
barge

Barge
transportation

Ocean 
transport costs

Total 
cost

Transfer to 
ship

$27 $128$2.5$2.5 $73.5 $23

@PNW@Kansas City

$93Waterway Freight
$3.5 $16.5

$2.5

$24 $2.5

$124$46.5

$48

@St Louis

@New Orleans

@St Louis

$140$27 $2.5$83.5$2.5

@SPB@Kansas City

$24



Heartland Port route costs: non-containerized cargo
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Heartland 

Port

to

New Orleans

$3.5

$12

$2.5

$84

@New Orleans

Heartland 

Port 

route

Trucking
from

Trade Area 1

Transfer to 
barge

Barge
transportation

Ocean transport 
costs

Total 
cost

Transfer to 
ship

@Heartland @New Orleansfrom
Trade Area 2

$15 $87

$18 $48

@Heartland

Trade Area1

Trade Area2

T-Area 1

T-Area 2



Agribulk route cost savings
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▪At a handling rate of $6.0/MT to transfer cargo from a truck to a barge at Heartland, the 
Heartland route would still produce an average benefit to port users of nearly $6.00/MT.

▪This rate of $6.0/MT roughly apportions evenly the Heartland vs. St. Louis transportation cost 
savings between revenue for the port operator and benefit for shippers.



Incumbent intermodal rail routes for container imports
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Incumbent route costs 2020: containers
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(Asia to)

San Pedro Bay

to

Jefferson City

Alternative

routes

Trucking
Ocean 

transport costs
Total 
cost

Transfer cost 
ship unloading

Rail 
discharging

Intermodal rail
transportation

Rail
loading

$150 $670$1,600 $4,470

@Kansas City@San Pedro Bay

$100 $1,950

(Europe to)

NY-NJ

to

Jefferson City

$150 $590$2,500 $4,200

@St Louis@NYNJ

$100 $860



Heartland Port route costs: containers
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Alternative

routes

Trucking
Ocean 

transport costs
Total 
cost

Transfer cost 
ship unloading

Barge 
discharging

Barge
transportation

Barge
loading

(Asia to)

New Orleans

to

Heartland Port

$225 $240$2,400 $3,590

@Heartland@New Orleans

$300

(Europe to)

New Orleans

to

Heartland Port

$225 $240$2,500 $3,690

@Heartland@New Orleans

$100 $325 $300

$280 $3,630

T-Area 1

T-Area 2

$100 $325

$280 $3,730

T-Area 1

T-Area 2



Route cost comparisons—Asia & Europe
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▪Imports from Asia—the Heartland 
Port route offers potential savings 
when compared to the rail route 
via San Pedro Bay – Kansas City.

▪The Heartland Port river route can 
be between $840 and $880 
cheaper than incumbent routes 
for container imports from Asia.

▪For imports from Europe, the 
Heartland Port route offers 
potential savings when compared 
to the intermodal rail via ports in 
New York – St Louis.

▪The Heartland Port Project river 
route can be between $470 and 
$510 cheaper than incumbent 
routes for containers from Europe.



Trade area cost comparisons
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Route economics and target markets—key takeaways

▪Underpinning the HPA is that cost savings from transporting goods via barge will be
large enough to entice beneficial cargo owners (BCO’s) to use this mode as opposed
to transport by truck or rail (reference: pg. 63).

▪St. Louis is expected to be the largest competitor (reference: pg. 69)

•4.2.4 premise (efficiency) and benefits and cost savings (reference: pg. 71)

•4.2.4 last paragraph --savings sufficient to attract (reference: pg. 72)

•4.2.5 Missouri’s principal non-containerized trade soybeans ethanol (reference: pg. 74)

•4.3.4 Summarized route-cost comparisons (reference: pg. 79)

•4.3.5 Two major US customs ports of entry in Missouri (reference: pg. 82)

• Figure 55. Map of intact intermodal volumes (reference: pg. 84)

•4.4 Base Case volume forecast summary (reference: pg. 93)

▪Statement below Table 30… Containerized cargoes represent a complementary 
market for the HPA project... (reference: pg. 94)
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5. Conceptual structure of the concession and operational model



Typical elements involved in marine river terminal operations
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Development Opportunity A: South Site
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Potential structure of the Heartland Port concession
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▪Based on a landlord port model concept, the Heartland Port Authority/Port Commission would execute a
concession agreement with an entity that would operate the Heartland Port and pay a concession fee for
this right to the Port Authority.

▪This entity would likely be a marine river terminal operator (MRTO), or possibly a grain trader.

▪Under a shared investment concept, the Heartland Port Authority could install major infrastructure at the
site to help the project be more viable and/or attract potential investors.

▪Under the same concept, the concessionaire could be required to invest in specialized infrastructure,
equipment, and the operational expenditures.



Conceptual organizational structure of the Heartland Port
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Financial modelling and scenario development tool
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Structure of concession and operations model: takeaways

▪5.1 To simplify feasibility…all costs made by operating entity (reference: pg. 95)

▪5.1 Shared investment concept: HPA could install major infrastructure 
(reference: pg. 95)

▪5.1 A combination of TIGER, TIFIA, etc. (reference: pg. 95)

▪5.2 Figure 59..MRTO term and organization recommendation (reference: pg. 96)

▪5.3 Summary port design (reference: pg. 99-101)

•5.3.2 South Site concept (reference: pp. 102-103)

▪6.4 Achieving success in the container sector will be critical (reference: pg. 115)

▪6.4.1 Table 35… and Business segments summary (reference: pg. 116-125)
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6. Financial analysis



Financial modeling capex 
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Financial modeling results: Base Case
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▪The outputs of the financial model for the two most attractive scenarios Cont+BB and
Cont+BB+Agribulk show a cash flow NPV of $3.6 million and $1.7 million, respectively.

▪Although the returns from the project are not likely to be attractive to an institutional investor
(max IRR between 12-10% based on a 50/50 debt/equity ratio), this project might be
attractive to a strategic player who could capture non-financial benefits in the region.



Financial analysis details: container & breakbulk
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Financial analysis details: agribulk
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Financial analysis details: container, breakbulk, & agribulk
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Financial analysis: key takeaways

▪Containerized cargo handling could be viable and is responsible for most of the value 
generated under the scenarios evaluated.

▪Assuming the Base Case volumes, the outputs of the financial model for the two most 
attractive scenarios Cont+BB and Cont+BB+Agribulk show an NPV of the project cash flows of 
$3.6 million and $1.7 million, respectively.

▪Agribulk might turn into positive territory under more refined assumptions.
• For instance, changes in the capital structure of the project, further capex refinements based on an 

actual engineering design/analysis, consideration of further value-adding activities onsite might 
generate additional revenues worthy of consideration for the overall project.

▪Because moving freight by water is the least expensive and more environmentally friendly of 
all transportation modes, there are societal benefits that can stem for a project of this nature 
that could not be captured by a private investor.

▪As demonstrated by the 2018 Central Missouri Multimodal Port Feasibility Study aggregate 
economic benefits and direct impacts include freight transportation costs savings, freight 
emission cost savings, safety cost savings, state of good repair cost savings, and job creation 
that exceed $200 million in the Boone, Callaway, Cole, and Osage Counties.
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7. Environmental regulatory requirements



Environmental regulatory requirements

▪ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

▪ The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

▪ Clean Water Act of 1972 (CWA)

▪ The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

• Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, Missouri Safe Drinking Water Act

• Clean Air Act of 1963

• Air construction permits / new source review permits

▪ Section 106 Tribal Land and Consultation

• The Archeological Historic Preservation Act of 1970

• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

▪ Section 7 Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species Act

• Endangered Species Act of 1973

• Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

▪ Wetlands and floodplain management

▪ Missouri Department of Natural Resources (DNR)

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

• Missouri Hazardous Waste Management Law

• Toxic Substance and Control Act (TSCA)

• Missouri Soil Conservation Section 278

• Missouri Solid Waste Management Law

▪ Missouri Conservation Department

▪ Executive Order 12898: Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and EIS
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Overall summary & key takeaways

▪If the necessary conditions for supporting containerized cargo flows to Jefferson City are in place,
containerized cargo handling could be viable and is responsible for most of the value generated
under the scenarios evaluated.

▪Assuming the Base Case volumes, the outputs of the financial model for the two most attractive
scenarios Cont+BB and Cont+BB+Agribulk show an NPV of the project cash flows of $3.6 million
and $1.7 million, respectively, after considering capex, interest, taxes, depreciation, and
amortization for these two business segments.

▪Although the returns from the project would not be attractive to an institutional investor, (IRR of
10% based on a 50/50 debt/equity ratio) this project might be attractive to a strategic player who
could capture non-financial benefits.

▪There are societal benefits that can stem for a project of this nature that could not be captured by a
private investor.

▪The proposed multimodal port would help to enhance the economic environment for traded and
non-traded sector businesses in central Missouri by improving the cost of doing business in the
region.

▪Heartland Port Authority could work with state and regional EconDev agencies to develop a
targeted plan to attract businesses to the port, while funding assistance is procured.

▪Once funding assistance is secured, the attractiveness of this project for a private investor can be
expected to increase substantially.
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Questions?
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