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mGHLIGHTS OF THE U.S. PUBLIC PORT INDUSTRY 

o ECONOMIC IMPACT (direct, indirect, and induced) 

U.S. Port Industry, Public Port Capital Expenditures, and Port Users-

• 13.1 million jobs 
• $494.2 billion in personal income 
• $1. 5 trillion in business sales 
• $742.9 billion to the Nation'sGDP 
• $199.5 billion in taxes (all levels) 

o WATERBORNE COMMERCE (Foreign and Domestic Trades) 

U.S. Ports -

• Handled over 2 billion metric tons of waterborne cargo (1996) 
• Handled 1 billion metric tons of foreign trade valued at $625.6 billion (1997) 
• Handled 14.8 million TEUs of foreign container traffic (1997) 
• 145 U.S. ports handled over 1 million metric tons of cargo (1996) 
• Handled 95% of U.S. waterborne foniign trade tonnage (1997) 

o CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

U.S. Public Port Industry -

• Invested $1.3 billion in new and modernized facilities (1996) 
• Projected expenditures for 1997 - 2001 are $6.5 billion 

o MAJOR ISSUES 

U.S. Public Port Industry Concerns Include -

o Port Development Financing and Revenues 
• Enviromnental Regolation 
• Dredging and Dredged Material Disposal 
• Intermodal Land Transportation Access 
• Next Generation Containerships 
• Global Shipping Alliances 
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INTRODUCTION 

This year's Report to Congress on the Status of the Public Ports of the United States, covering 
calendar years 1996 and 1997, discusses the U.S. public port industry's economic activities 
and the critical issues facing it. The U.S. port system is a vital element in our national 
transportation system and an important contributor to our national economy and security. U.S. 
ports handle over 95 percent of the Nation's overseas foreign trad~ and over two billion tons of 
foreign and domestic waterborne commerce. The trade that flows through the port system 
provides significant economic benefits to the U.S. economy at alilevels--local, regional, and 
national. 

The first section of this report provides an overview of the U.S. public port industry. It 
addresses five fundamental areas that provide a picture of this industry's economic importance 
and current capabilities. The first area describes the industry's national economic impact 
based on 19% activity. The second area details the volume and composition of the waterborne 
commerce handled by our port system. The third area profiles the port facilities that handle 
the foreign and domestic commerce. The fourth area reviews the industry's capital 
investments in shoreside infrastructure and the funding sources used to finance this 
development program. The final area of this section provides a view of the port industry's 
financial strength. 

The second section of this report discusses the key issues facing the U.S. port industry. The 
most noticeable aspect of this subject is the complexity and broad range of issues. The 
industry's major concerns focus on financing facility development, new generation of 
containerships, global shipping alliances, environmental regulation, dredging and dredged 
material disposal, replacement of the Harbor Maintenance Fee, improving intermodal access to 
marine terminals, and the passage of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21" Century (TEA-
21). 

The final section describes several related developments of interest or concern to the port 
industry. This year's report includes a discussion of the Marine Transportation System 
initiative, military use of commercial ports and intermodal transportation, intermodal 
educational initiatives, and the conveyance of surplus Federal property for use by public ports. 

The U.S. public port industry's future success lies with its ability to address and resolve the 
critical issues facing it. The accomplishment of this task will require planning and cooperation 
by the industry and with those segments of government and industry that regulate, use, and 
benefit from the port industry's activities. 
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AN OVERVIEW OF THE U.S. PUBLIC PORT INDUSTRY 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF U.S. PORTS 

The ports of the United States play an important role in meeting the demands for water 
transportation service, which is driven by the producers and consumers of waterborne cargo-­
both in foreign and domestic cormnerce. This demand for waterborne cargo initiates a chain 
of economic activity which contributes to the overall national economy. U. S. ports are a vital 
link in this economic chain. 

This section of the report analyzes the economic impact of the port industry, public port capital 
expenditures, and port users. The measurement of the direct, indirect, and induced effects are 
shown in terms of employment, personal income, business sales, Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP), and taxes. I 

Port Industry Impacts 

The port industry is defined as any economic activity that is directly needed for the movement 
of waterborne cargo. The main categories include vessel services for pilotage and dockage; 
trade services for freight forwarders, customs brokers, and insurance; cargo handling and 
storage activities; and inland transportation. l ' 

The port industry's impact on the national economy is summarized in Table 1. The economic 
impacts are based on the total domestic and foreign waterborne tonnage handled in 1996 by the 
Nation's deep and shallow draft ports. 3 The benefits shown include direct, indirect, and 
induced impacts. The latter two impacts result from the multiplier effect of the direct spending 
associated with port activity. The port industry is responsible for generating over 1.4 million 
jobs and directly and indirectly responsible for $52.7 billion in personal income and $140.1 
billion of sales revenues. 

2 

3 

The Maritime Administration's (MARAn) Input-Output model methodology was applied to calculate the direct, 
indireet. and induced effects, MAUD's model is based on the Department of Commerce's Bureau of Economic 
Analysis national input-output table. Some of this report's impact numbers are lower than the previous report. This 
resulted from a change in the manner in Which cargo tonnage waS distributed in the model. Specifically, tormage was 
shifted from the neo.-hulk categoty to dry or Jiquid bulk. Bulk cargo generates lower ecooonUc impacts than neo-bulk. 

For purposes of the irqlut-output model, 100aOO tmnsportLltion Is defined us transport to tile dock from the fiJIDi Bhipper or 
from tho dock to the initial consignee, Subsequent moves ure not included. 

F<.lr economic impuct purposcs. the domestic tonnage is OOIlnted twice since there is economic benefit ilt each end of a 
domestic cargo movement. The economic benefits oftbe cruise industry were nor inclUded. 

3 



Table 1 
Economic Impact of Port Industry for 1996 

Capita! E1Q;!end,iture Impacts 

Congressioncl Ports Report 1991 

1.0 mil 

$35.9 bi! 

$96.0 bi! 

$52.0 bi! 

Table_2 highlights the national economic impact derived from the public port industry's capital 
expenditure program for the construction and modernization of the terminal facilities and 
channel dredging. For 1996, the public.port indUStry's capital expenditures amounted to $1.3 
billion. The impacts retlect the short term results produced by the initial capital expenditure 
but not the long-term benefits. For example, it includes the benefits derived from the 
construction of a new terminal facility, but not the economic gains that result from future 
terminal operations. These capital expenditures resulted in 45,600 jobs, $1.7 billion in 
personal income, and $3.9 billion in sales revenues. 

Table 2 
Economic Impact of Public Port Capital Expenditures for 1996 

Source: Maritime Administration 

4 

30,200 

$993.4 mil 

$2.7 bi! 

$1.4 bil 
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Port User Impacts 

Port users are businesses that make significant use of the waterborne commerce for shipping or 
receiving goods. The economic impacts shown in Table 3 illustrate the importance of 
waterborne trade to the national economy. As an example. about 95 percent by weight of all 
U.S. foreign overseas trade moves through U.S. ports. The total number of jobs generated by 
port users is 11.7 million with $439.8 billion in personal income and business sales 
approaching $1.4 trillion. 

Table 3 
Economic Impact of Port Users for 1996 

Source: Maritime Administration 

Total Economic Impacts 

$439.8 bi! 

$1,316.5 bi! 

9.6 mil 

$334.1 bi! 

$933.7 bil 

$495.9 bi! 

Table 4 presents a summary of the overall national economic impact of the port industry, 
capital expenditures, and port users. This includes 13.1 million jobs, income of $494.2 
billion, and sales of $1.5 trillion. This impact also contributes $742.9 billion to the Nation's 
GDP and $146.4 billion in Federal taxes and $53.1 billion in state and local taxes. 

5 



Table 4 
Summary of the Economic Impacts for 19% 

Source: Maritime Administrarion 

Tolal 
Impacts 
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Table 5 shows how the total impacts in Table 4 are distributed within the economy. 
Specifically, it depicts which industrial sectors of the economy benefit from the movement of 
waterborne cargo in terms of employment, income, sales, and contribution to Gross Domestic 
Product. The manufacturing sector remains as the primary beneficiary of port activity across 
all four impact measures. The services andJ~taii trade sectors. are also beneficiaries in terms 
of employment with services, transportation, and finance among the other principal sectors for 
income, and the fmance and transportation sectors in sales and contributors to GOP. 

6 
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Table 5 
U.S. Port Impacts at the Industrial Sector Level COl' 1996 

Employment Sales 

0.5% 3.1% 

1.0% 0.5% 

1.5% 4.7% 

2.3% 1.0% 

25.7% 41.9% 

8.6% 10.9% 

5.6% 9.1% 

16.6% 6.4% 

9.7% 12.0% 

24.8% 9.6% 

3.7% 0.9% 

7 



co 

Notes: 

Table 6 
U.S. Waterborne Commerce for 1955 - 1996 

(Millions of Metric Ton.) 

991.6 

996.8 

968.9 

992.8 

978.2 

~!%!;j;%!~~,11iJ~!\1 1000.0 

1008.4 

976.4 

940.7 

919.8 

936.6 

867.6 

868.0 

956.4 

9773 

858.3 

862.3 

752.1 

48.8% 

49.6% 

50.2% 

51.3% 

51.6% 

51.9'10 

5~.5% 

53.2% 

54.7% 

55.3% 

56.7% 

56.2% 

59.0% 

53.9% 

54.3% 

53.9% 

55.8% 

62.1% 

65.1% 

69.2% 

73.3% 

242.6 

241.9 

251.2 

246.4 

258.6 

266.6 

270.8 

273.9 

294.9 

293.4 

279.4 

281.0 

279.0 

280.8 

282.1 

292.0 

299.0 

210.4 

216.3 

182.8 

189.7 

177.5 

105.3 562.7 

104.1 560.9 

99.7 550.7 

97.4 563.2 

93.8 545.1 

100.0 

99.0 

99.5 

564.7 

549.6 

533.4 

87.5 516.8 

79.2 508.4 

83.4 484.9 

88.9 492.0 

75.7 441.8 

65.4 

104.7 

104.4 

117.3 

142.5 

139.4 

140.7 

449.4 

472.2 

485.2 

457.1 

428.2 

335.2 

264.0 

75.4 

75.2 

67.5 

69.7 

68.6 

78.4 

72.7 

75.9 

74.3 

70.2 

67.4 

73.6 

66.3 

68.6 

84.6 

85.4 

71.0 

73.9 

93.3 
94.5 

102.4 

1 • Foreign [T:ute figures inctude to!lll.'lgC from Ihe Louisiana Offshore Oil Port (LOOP) nnd ltdditionallldjustmel'l!5 mark: by the Corps ofEugineett 10 lhe Censll'l foreign tr:u.1e da!l\ 
2 • Percent refers to percentn.ge of tooL! waterbomc trade 

6.1 

5.4 

4.5 

3.9 

4.1 

4.0 

4.8 

4.7 

4.4 

3.5 

3.1 

3.1 

3.0 

2.5 

2.9 

3.3 

2.5 

1.4 

1.4 

0.9 
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WATERBORNE COMMERCE AT U.S. PORTS (Foreign and Domestic Trades) 

In 1996\ the waterborne commerce of the United States reached record levels for the third 
straight year--exceeding 2 billion metric tons. The 1996 tonnage increased 1.9 percent over 
1995. Foreign trade continued to grow for the fifth consecutive year with volume exceeding 
the one billion mark for the third year in a row. Domestic tonnage rebounded after a slight 
decline in 1995 to the highest level since 1990. Table 6 provides a 42-year summary of the 
U.S. waterborne trade from 1955 to 19%. This table includes a breakdown of the foreign and 
domestic trade figures by trade segment. 

Domestic Waterborne Trade 

The 1996 domestic waterborne tonnage increased by .7 percent to 998.5 million metric tons. 
Domestic trade is comprised of 5 segments. The three principal segments--coastwise, 
lakewise, and intemal--showed minor changes over 1995. Internal or inland waterway tonnage 
accounts for the major share of the domestic trade with 56.5 percent of the domestic tonnage. 
Table 7 compares the 1993 through 1996 tonnages for selected inland waterways. As shown, 

Table 7 
Selected Inland Waterway Tonnage for 1993 - 1996' 

(Millions of Metric Tons) 

Tonnage 

1993 1994 1995 1996 

270.6 285.3 293.0 288.9 
206.1 214.7 212.3 214.8 
104.2 106.7. 107.0 107.0 
41.4 46.2 43.0 41.9 
43.7 44.5 42.1 41.3 
30.0 33.5 31.2 33.2 
16.3 21.9 22.1 21.8 
21.5 21.6 22.4 22.9 
20.2 20.2 21.0 22.5 
13.0 12.7 16.1 15.6 
8.5 9.7 9.3 9.6 

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

4 This is the most recent year in which both foreign nnd domestic tnlde figures are llvttiLlble. 

5 'Ilte I01'U'mges shown for an Individual waterway represents the cargo fhal originates, terminates, or flows through that 
particular waterWay segment. Net inland w,'l~erwa.y tonrnlge towls cnnnot be reconciled by summing the individual 
wuterwuy figures because of double counting involved in recording in the individua1 flows. 

9 
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the Mississippi and Ohio rivers and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway continue to cany the 
majority of the inland waterway traffic. 

Foreign Waterborne Trade 

The Bureau of Census trade data in Table 8 shows that total U.S. foreign trade increased for 
the sixth straight year. For 1997, traffic totaled just over 1 billion metric tons with a value of 
$625.6 billion. This represents a 4.6 percent increase in tonnage and a decline of less than one 
per cent in dollar value over the previous year. For the year, imports increased by 10.8 
percent to 693.9 million metric tons with a value of $403.6 billion (up 3.7 percent), while 
exports fell 5.2 percent to 372.9 million metric tons valued at $222 billion (down 6.8 per 
cent). 

Tonnage 

1066.8 

1019.7 

980.1 

937.8 

893.9 

878.4 

848.7 

Table II 
U.S. Waterborne Foreign Trade for 1990 to 1997 

(Millions of Metric Tons and Billions of Dollars) 

Value 

$625.6 372.9 

$627.3 393.3 

$619.7 409.5 

$565.7 339.7 

$512.1 355.3 

$4955 392.2 

$4{;L8 393.9 

Value 

$222.0 

$238.2 

$228.2 

$189.3 

$176.6 

$185.2 

$172.1 

Table 9 provides a comparison of foreign trade by coastal region for the period from 1995 to 
1997. On a tonnage basis, half of the coastal regions showed increases over 1996 with the 
Gulf region showing the largest gain--l1.6 percent. Only the South Atlantic and Gulf regions 
showed gains in trade value. 
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Table 9 
U.S. Waterborne Foreign Trade by Coastal Region for 1995 - 1997 

(Millions of Metric Tons and Billions of Dollars) 

1995 

Tonnage Value 

220.3 

79.5 96.3 

458.7 99.6 

90.9 199.0 

85.2 78.7 

U.S. Waterborne Trade - Commodities and Trading Partners 

Figure 1 illustrates the principal 1996 U.S. waterborne trade commodities on a tonnage basis. 
For total trade, petroleum products continue as the dominant cormnodity with nearly 42 
percent of the market. Other key cormnodities include crude materials, such as nomnetallic . 
minerals, ore, and forest products (17 percent), coal (14.4 percent), and food and farm . 
products (12.5 percent). Within the foreign and domestic trade segments, petroleum remains 
the leading commodity with 47.1 percent and 36.2 percent of the respective trades. Other 
significant foreign trade cormnodities are food and farm products (15.8 percent) and crude 
materials (13.1 percent). On the domestic side, crude materials and coal each account for 
approximately 21 percent of the domestic sector. Table 10 provides additional cormnodity 
information for total trade and each of the foreign and domestic trade components. 

Table 11 highlights the leading U.S. trading partners by tonnage and value and by direction of 
trade flow for 1997. The U.S. foreign trade remains concentrated both in terms of tommge 
and value. The top 5 trading partners account for approximately 42 percent of the tonnage and 
value. For the top 25 trading partners, the percentages grow to nearly 80 percent in both 
cases. Venezuela continues as the leading trading partner by tonnage. Japan remains as the 
dominate trading partner in all trade areas based on value. 

6 Foreign tmde figures for Puerto Rico And the p.S. Virgin Islands are included in the Sou.th Atlantic region wIth Htlw;}ii in 
the: South Pacifie and Alaska in the North Pacific region. 
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Figure 1 

u.s. Waterborne Trade Commodities - 1996 

Crude Materials 13.1 % 

Manu Goads £1'.0% 

Chemical. 6.1 % 

(Tonnage Basis) 
Manu Equip 2.5% 

Manu Goods 4.9% 
Crude Materials 17.0% 

Food/Farm Products 12.5% 

Other 0.3% 

C03114.4% 

"e!roleum 41.B% 

Total Trade 

FOQd/Farm Products. 15.8% 

Oth.r 0.1% 

Coal B.3% 

".!rol.um 47.1% 

Crude Materials. 21 .2% 

Manu Equip 1.6% 

Manu (loods 3.4% 

Chemicals 7.3% 

"e!rol.um 36.2% 

Food/Farm Products B.9% 
Other 0.5% 

Coal 20.9% 

Foreign Trade Domestic Trade 
Source: U.S.ArTT'iY Corps of Engineers 
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Table 10 
Couuuodity Summary by Waterborne Trade Segment for 1996 

(Millions o( Metric Tons) 

36.2% 73.7% 1.7% 

7.3% 6.1% 0.2% 

21.2% 6.7% 76.5% 

3.4% 2.9% 2.8% 

8.9% 3.0% 0.3% 

1.6% 2.6% Neg, 

0.5% Neg. Neg. 

100.0% 100.0% 

104.2 

24.4% 45,8% 94.5% 

8.4% 12,9% 2.8% 

18.6% 13.0% Neg. 

4.1% 1.1% 

14.4% 0.5% 

['6% 0.2% 2.7% 

0.2% 5.3% Neg. 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

564.3 

ForeIgn trade figures include tonnage from the T .ouisiana Offshore 011 Port (LOOP) and additional adjustments made by the Corps of Engineers to the Census 
foreign trade data. 

g 
~ 

t 
if 
" f 
~ ...., 



Congressional Ports Report 1997 

Table 11 
Leading U.S. Waterborne Trading Partners by Tonnage and Value for 1997 

(Thousands of Metric Tons/Millions of Dollars) 

Country 

Mexico 
Japan 
Canada 
Saudi Arabia 

Mexico 
Saudi Arabia 
Canada 
Nigeria 

Japan 
Canada 
South Korea 
Taiwan 
Netherlands - .-"" 

Japan 
South Korea 
United Kingdom 
Taiwan 

14 

Percent of U.S. 
Total 

7.7% 
7.3% 
6.7% 

18.5% 
7.4% 
6.2% 
4.8% 
4.7% 

Percent of U.S. 
Total 
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Foreign Trade Forecast 

The following table provides a forecast of U.S. foreign trade for the period 1998 to 2001. The 
forecast projects a solid growth rate for this trade annualized at 6.3 percent. A similar growth 
pattern is expected for both imports and exports. 

Table 12 
Foreign Trade Forecast 1998 - 2001 

(Thousands of Metric TOilS) 

Total Imports Exports 

1.066,763 693,894 372,869 

1,141,446 747,324 394,122 

1,210,762 791,416 419,346 

1,284,293 838,109 446,184 

1,362,298 887,558 474,740 

Source: DRIlMcgmw Hill and Mercer Management Consulting ~ Wor~~§ea Trade Service 

U.S. Port Tonnages 

The movement of waterborne conunerce through the U.S. port system continues to be highiy 
concentrated. Table 13 shows that the leading 50 U.S. ports--coastal and inland--handled 89.4 
percent of the total waterborne trade in 1996. The top five ports tota127. 7 percent and the top 
20 account for 52.5 percent. The percentage distribution (based on tonnage) among the top 50 
ports remains similar to the results shown in previous reports. In 1996, there were 3 ports that 
handled over 100 million metric tons. Even with this high degree of concentration, there were 
145 ports--or 40 percent of all U.S. ports handling waterborne conunerce--that handled over 1 
million metric tons of cargo. These figures reflect the broad base that the U. S. port system is 
built on and the large volume of waterborne trade. Appendix A provides a listing of the 361 
ports that handled waterborne cargo in 1996. Appendix B shows the 1996 waterborne tonnage 
by state. 

15 



Table 13 
Top 50 U.S. Ports for 1996 

Total U.S. Waterborne Commerce 
(Metric Tons) 

HOUSTON 
NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY 
NEW ORLEANS 
BAlON ROUGE 
CORPUS CHrusn 
VALDEZ 
HAMPTON ROADS 
PU,QUEMIINE, PORT OF 

ST LOUIS 
PORTLAND 
PASCAGOULA 
CHICAGO 
HUNTINGTON 
PAU!.5BORO 
FREEPORT 
SEATTLE 

ROSTON 
PORT EVERGLADES 
DETROIT 
SAVANNAH 
MEMPHIS 
INDIANA HARBOR 

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Bngineers 

PR 
WA 
OH 
OH 
PA 
HI 
TX 
CA 

16 

5,,451,004 
68,143,397 
33,396,896 
41,02',I2Q 
21,628,93' 
68,004,158 
14,988.942 
41.930.864 

27.7% 
43.4% 
52.5% 
89.4% 

Congressional Ports Report 1997 
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Table 14 shows the tonnage distribution for the top 150 U.S. ports handling waterborne 
commerce in 1996. The port distribution is categorized for each of the three principal trade 
segments--total, domestic, and foreign. Appendix C provides a more detailed distribution 
analysis for the 361 ports that handled waterborne cargo in 1996. 

Table 14 
Tmmage Distribution for Top 150 U.S. Ports for 1996 

Total 
Percent 

Foreign 
Percent 

Trade Trade 

3 

7 4 2.7% 

15 10 6.7% 

26 14 9.3% 

24 11 7.3% 

70 40 26.7% 

5 42 

Source: U.S. Ann)' Corps of Engineers 

The concentration of activity among the leading U.S. container ports is reflected in Table 15. 
For 1997, the top 25 ports handled 98.3 percent of U.S. foreign container cargo based on 
twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs). The leading 10 ports accounted for 79.7 percent of the 
total with the Los Angeles-Long Beach port complex handling nearly one-third of all U.S. 
foreign container traffic. The 1997 container traffic increased by 10.9 percent--l.4 million 
TEUs--over 1996. The top three ports captured approximately 44 percent of the 1991 total. 

17 
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Table 15 
Top U.S. Container Ports for 1996 and 1997 

1996 
Pori 

Long Beach, CA 
Los Angeles, CA 

New YorklNew Jersey 

Seattle, WA 
Oakland, CA 

Cnarleston, SC 
Hampton Roads, VA 

Houston, TX 
Taooma, WA 

Miami, FL 

Savannah, GA 
Port Everglades, FL 

Baltimore. MD 
Portland, OR 

New Orleans, LA 
Jacksonville, FL 

San Juan, PR 

Gulfport. MS 
Wilmington. DE 

W. Palm Beach, FL 

Wilmington, Ne 
Philadelphia, PA 

Boston, MA 
Richmond, VA 

Chester, PA 

Total- Top 25 Ports 

Total- AU Ports 

Source; PIBRS. Ports ImportfExpoIt Reporting Service> Journal of Commerce 

Total includes. the 50 slates and Puerto Rico 

1997 

Long Beach, CA 

Los Angeles, C~ 
New YorklNew Jersey 

Charleston, SC 

Hampton Roads, VA 

Tacoma, WA 

Savannah, GA 
Port Everglades, FL 

Wilmington, DE 

Philadelphia, PA 

Total- Top 25 Ports 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Data includes only loaded containers moving in foreign trade 
Data excludes military car¥o as required by law 
T~ntY~foot equivalent units (TElTs) are the number of containers measured in tv.'enty-foot 
eqUlva1ents 
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MARINE TERMINAL FACILITIES 

Deep-Draft Seaport and Great Lakes Port Facilities 

Table 16 examines the distribution pattern of the major U.S. seaport facilities by coastal 
region. As shown, there are a total of 1,914 terminals comprising 3,158 berths. These figures 
include both privately and publicly owned facilities. Overall, privately owned facilities 
account for approximately two-thirds of the deep-draft terminals. The distribution of terminals 
among the four seacoasts remains fairly even with the east coast having the largest share at 
32.3 percent. The gulf coast follows at 25.3 percent with the west coast at 24.6 percent, and 
the Great Lakes at 17.8 percent. The coastal distribution pattern of berths is similar to that for 
the terminals with the east coast region accounting for 35.1 percent of the total. 

Table 16 
Summary of U.S. Seaport Terminals and BC11hs by Coastal Region' 

Number of Percent of 
Terminals Total 

421 22.0% 

197 10.3% 

484 25.3% 

223 ll.6% 

249 13.0% 

17.8% 

100.0% 

Source: Maritime Administration 

I Includes those commercial cargo handling facilities with u minimum depth alongside of 25 feet for coastal ports 
and 18 feet for Great Lakes ports. 

~ Includes Puerto Rico and the U.S, Virgin IsJauds 
1 Includes Hawaii 
4 Includes Alaska 

Table 17 provides a comparison of deep-draft facilities at the berth level by type of berth and 
coastal region. Berth types are grouped into five general classes. Within each class, there are 
a number of related single-purpose and mUltipurpose berth types.7 

7 If should be noted that the multipurpose berths were arbitrarily assigne<l to one of the general classes since it Was not 
possible to determiue the predominate use. Further. container tenninals are defined as facUities with specialized 
hlUldling equipment. 
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Table 17 
U.S. Seaport Terminals by Berth Type and Coastal Region 

20 

96 19.9% 

35 

4 

51 

4 

260 
23 
34 
37 

18 
7 

133 
8 

4. 

33 
5 

7 

6 
I 

5 

76 
15 

30 
31 

53.8% 

9.3~ 

U~ 

15.3% 
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TIle general cargo class represents the largest berth segment with 37.5 percent of the total. 
Within this class, the predominate single use type is general cargo with 47.3 percent followed 
by container with 13.7 percent. 

The dry and liquid bulk segments are approximately equal in size with dry bulk accounting for 
21.9 percent and liquid bulk for 19.3 percent. The distribution of dry bulk berth types shows 
a fairly wide distribution pattern among the commodity specific berth types. On the other 
hand, liquid bulk is highly concentrated with 82 percent of the berths associated with the 
handling of various types of petroleum products. 

Figure 2 depicts the berth distribution by coastal region for general cargo, dry bulk, and liquid 
bulk facilities. General cargo berths are evenly distributed among the coastal regions with the 
North Atlantic and Gulf regions leading at 22.3 percent followed by the South Pacific region at 
17.5 percent and the South Atlantic region at 17.2 percent. In the dry bulk category, the Great 
Lakes region accounts for 37.6 percent of this berth segment with the Gulf Coast second at 
23.6 percent. Liquid bulk facilities are equally concentrated in the North Atlantic and Gulf 
regions at 30.8 percent and 29.8 percent, respectively. 

Figure 3 depicts the mix of berth classes within each coastal region. As in previous reports, 
the general cargo class remains as the predominate type in all regions except the Great Lakes. 
Dry bulk facilities account for the majority of the Great Lakes facilities. 

21 
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Figure 2 
I 

Distribution of Berths by Type 

South Atlantic 17.2% 

North Atlantic 22.3% 

Guff 22.3% 
Great Lake. 8.1 % 

South Pacific 11.5% 
North Pacific 12.6% 

General Cargo 

Gull 23.6% South Atlantic 6.9% South Atlantic 8,4% North Atlantic 30.8% 

North Atlantic 13.8% 

South Pacific 1.4% 

Gull 29.S% Groat Lakes 7.4% 
North Pacific 10.7% 

Great Lakes 37.6% 
North Pacifio 11.6% 

South Pacific 12.0% 

Dry Bulk Liquid Bulk 
Source: Maritime Administration 
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FIgure 3 

Distribution of Berths by Coastal Region 

General Cargo 34.7% 

?as:cenger 2..5% 

North Atlantic 

Gonll'fa! Cargo 50.2% 

Genera! Cargo 58.5% 
Be-neral Cargo 33.6% 

Dry Sulk 20.7% 

Other 6.2% 

Other 21.2% 
Pas-senger 6.9% 

Liquid bulk 14.6% Liquid bulk 23.2% P:u::tenger 1.3% 

South Atlantic Gulf 

General Cargo 40,B% Gf!oMral Cargo 19.9% 

Dry Sulk 20.3%. Other 15.8% 

Dry Bulk 12,3% 
Other 15.6% 

liquid bulk 17.6-& P3s&enger4.3% 

South Pac'ific 
Source. Maritime Administration 

Otogr 16,7% 
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fuland River and Intracoastal Waterways Port Facilities 

The U.S. inland waterway ports and terminals possess unique characteristics that distinguish 
them from the coastal seaports. Aside from shallow water depths of 14 feet or less, the inland 
system is less concentrated geographically and provides almost limitless access points to the 
waterways. Overall. there are more inland facilities located outside traditional port boundaries 
than within. Terminal siting on the waterways is less constrained than coastal ports providing 
greater flexibility to the users in determining the location of plants requiring water access. 

Table 18 provides a profile of the terminal facilities located on tbe U.S. inland waterway 
system. which consists of over 25,000 miles of navigable inland rivers and intracoastal 
waterways. The information is categorized by state and terminal type. As shown, there are 
over 1,800 river terminals located in 21 states. Dry bulk facilities account for the majority 
with 58.9 percent of the terminals. Within dry bulk, grain and coal terminals are the leading 
types at 25.4 percent and 22.3 percent, respectively. Liquid bulk terminals are the second 
largest category comprising 26.7 percent. Within this category, petroleum facilities account 
for 54.8 percent. MUltipurpose and general cargo terminals account for the balance of the 
terminals with 10.5 percent and 3.9 percent, respectively. Private ownership of inland 
waterway facilities is more pronounced than the ownership of coastal facilities with 87 percent 
compared to 66 percent. 
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Table 18 
U.S. Jnland/Riverport Terminal Facilities by State 
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURES Arl'D FUNDING SOURCES FOR U.S. PUBLIC PORT DEVELOPMENT 

Ca,pital Expenditures 

From 1946 through 1996, the U.S. public port industry has invested $16.8 billion in capital 
improvements to its port facilities. This investment covers expenditures for the construction of 
new facilities and the modernization and rehabilitation of existing ones. Table 19 summarizes 
the historical expenditures by coastal region. During this 51-year period, t:tle industry's 
expenditures were centered in three regions--South Pacific (28.5%), North Atlantic (20.1 %), 
and the Gulf (18.3%). Appendix D contains a list of the ports that responded to the 1996 
AAPA capital expenditure survey. 

Table 19 
U.S. Fort Capital Expenditures for 1946 - 19968 

(fhousands of Dollars) 

Expenditures 

$3,368,679 

* Alastm, Hawaii, Puerto llieo, &, Virgin Islands 

2,282,563 

3,079,945 

4,796,801 

1,391,752 

517,191 

744,740 

136,834 

Capital Expenditures - 1996 

This section analyses the U.S. public port expenditures for 1996. Total expenditures exceeded 
the one billion-dollar mark for the second consecutive year. The 1996 total of $1.3 billion was 
down 7.4 percent from last year's record level of $1.4 billion. For the past three years, the 
public port industry averaged $1.2 billion--nearly double the investment level for the period 
from 1991 to 1993. This sharp increase in investments reflects the public port industry's 

8 
The historical expenditure data in this and.'lU other related expenditure tables Ilre in Ilctual yenr dollan;. 

26 



Congressional Ports Report 1997 

efforts to meet the Nation's growing transpOltation needs resulting from increasing trade, 
shipper requirements, and technological improvements. 

As shown in Table 20, the South Pacific region continues to lead the Nation with $642.9 
million (49.5 %) in capital expenditures followed by the North Pacific with $241.2 million 
(18.5%) and the South Atlantic and Gulf regions with $140.9 (10,8%) and $134.3 (10,3%) 
million, respectively. The Pacific Coast ports are responsible for nearly 70 percent of the total 
investment, Since 1994, the Pacific regions have accounted for more than 50 percent of the 
annual investment with the majority in the South Pacific region. The continued high level of 
investment in these regions is based on the projected growth in foreign trade, which is 
expected to double by the year 2010. The rate at which this growth is forecast has forced 
many ports to accelerate the implementation of their development plans, 

Table 20 
U.S. Port Capital Expenditures for 1992 -1996 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

123,065 124,853 

145,358 109,297 

140,29. 533,992 

45,032 40,628 

3,206 754 

102,021 35,420 

'" Alaska, Hawllii, Puerto Rico, & Virgin Islands 

Capital Expenditures - by Facility Type 

1996 

140,941 

134,311 

()42,941 

241,254 

245 

45,100 

Table 21 provides a break down of capital expenditures by type of facility. Each of the five 
cargo type categories includes expenditures for the pier or wharf structure, storage facilities, 
and handling equipment. Infrastructure expenditures cover improvements, either on or off 
terminal property, such as roadways, rail, sewer, lighting, and parking. Dredging consists of 
local port expenditures associated with the dredging of Federal and non-Federal channels and 
berths as well as the local costs for land, easements, rights-of-way, and disposal areas. The 
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"other" category includes those structures and fixtures not directly related to the movement of 
cargo, such as maintenance and administrative facilities. 

As shown in Table 21, specialized general cargo facilities continue as the leading expenditure 
category. The investment level increased significantly over 1995, both in relative terms and 
dollar value. This category accounted for 41 percent of total investments compared to 28.8 
percent in 1995 with dollar value increasing by nearly 55 percent. The South Pacific region 
leads with 63.7 percent of these expenditures followed by the North Pacific'region with 23.5 
percent. 

General cargo investment remained as the second leading cargo category with 14.7 percent of 
the total expenditures versus 22.2 percent last year. The South Pacific region accounted for 
43.7 percent followed by the Gulf region with 20 percent and the South Atlantic region with 
16.7 percent. Bulk facilities, dry and liquid, represent 5,9 percent and 0,5 percent, 
respectively, The Gulf (42,1 %) and South Pacific (34,2%) regions were the focus of the dry 
bulk expenditures with the South Atlantic and Gulf regions accounting for 54.9 and 38 percent 
of the liquid bulk expenditures. The passenger segment declined slightly to 2.7 percent with 

Table 21 
U.S. Port Capital Expenditures by Type_of E:acility for 1996 

(Th0 ... ands of Dollars) -~-

On- Off-
Terminal 

$37,792 

10,440 

12,958 

60,978 

16,984 

714 

10.7% 

*' Alaska) Hawaii, Puerto Rico, & Virgin Istands 
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the South Atlantic region totaling 77.2 percent. "Other" expenditures amounted to 4.8 percent 
with the North Pacific and Gulf regions accounting for 43.2 and 32.7 percent of these 
investments. 

Port infrastructure improvements represent the second largest overall category with 19.5 
percent of the 1996 expenditures. The on-terminal segment totaled 55 percent of the 
infrastructure investments. The South Pacific region accounted for 43.6 percent of the on­
terminal expenditures. For off-terminal improvements, the North Pacific region investments 
accounted for 55.2 percent of the total. Dredging expenditures amounted to 10.9 percent of 
the total. Dredging activity was concentrated in the South Pacific with 60.3 percent of the 
expenditures followed by the North Atlantic (24.7%) and the South Atlantic (11.1 %) regions. 

Capital Expenditures - Distribution PaJtem 

Table 22 shows the distribution of the 1996 capital expenditures. The table reveals the high 
degree of concentration in terms of how the expenditures are distributed among the ports 
responding to the AAPA survey. As shown, three ports (6%) accounted for over half of the 
public port industry's 1996 expenditures. The top five ports (10%) represented 65.3 percent 
and the top 11 ports (22 %) accounted for 81.9 percent. In general, these ports were involved 
in developing major container facilities, improving infrastructure, or dredging projects or 
combinations of these activities. 

Table 22 
Distribution of 1996 Capital Expenditures 
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Proposed Capital Expenditures - 1997 to 2001 

The 1996 capital expenditure survey also included proposed expenditures for 1997 through 
2001. Table 23 summarizes these expenditures by coastal region. During this 5-year period, 
these expenditures are forecasted to reach a record total of $6.5 billion. Appendix D contains 
a list of the respondents, who provided information on proposed expenditures. 

The South Pacific region continues to lead future investment activity with' proposed 
expenditures of $2.5 billion (38.8%). Four other regions are projecting significant 
investments--the South Atlantic at $1.2 billion (19.1 %), the Gulf at $941.1 million (14.3%), 
North Atlantic at $787.6 million (12%), and the North Pacific at $746.9 million (11.3%). 
From a coastwise perspective, the West Coast is projecting to invest over $3.3 billion (50.1 %) 
with East Coast expenditures at $2 billion (31.1 %) and the Gulf at $941.1 million (14.3%). 

Table 23 
U.S. Port Capital Expenditures for 1997 - 2001 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

*' Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, & Virgin Islands 

Capital Expenditures - by Facility Type 

Table 24 shows the proposed expenditures by type of facility. Specialized general cargo 
remains as the leading category with $2.6 billion (40.3%) of the expenditures. The South 
Pacific region is expected to capture approximately half (48.8%) of the proposed expenditures 
in this category with $1.2 billion. The Sputh Atlantic and North Pacific regions follow with 
$582.1 million (21.9%) and $507 million (19.1 %). 
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General cargo expenditures will account for $861.9 million (13.1 %) of the proposed 
investments with the activity concentrated in the Gulf (32.1 %) and South Pacific (27.9%) 
regions. Dry and liquid bulk facility expenditures represent 3.9 percent of future investments 
with dry bulk representing 82.9 percent of the bulk category. Dry bulk expenditures are 
centered in the South Pacific (49.1 %) followed by the South Atlantic (18%) and Gulf (17.8%) 
regions. The South Pacific will account for 53.4 percent of the proposed $44.6 million 
investment in liquid bulk facilities. Passenger facility investment is 4.8 percent of the total 
with the majority of the investment in the South Atlantic (80.4%) region, which includes the 
world's leading cruise port, Miami. 

Table 24 
U.S. Port Capital Expenditures by Type of Facility for 1997 - 2001 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

On· Off· 
Terminal Terminal 

$507,627 

85,524 

118,727 

316,169 

92,483 

36.450 

17.6% 

Projected expenditures for infrastructure investments are expected to exceed $1.5 billion 
(23.5%)--a 48 percent increase over last year's projection for 1996 to 2000. The South Pacific 
and North Atlantic regions are projected to capture 36.8 percent and 33.5 percent of these 
investments with the Gulf region at 12.9 percent. On-terminal expenditures will account for 
nearly three-quarters of the category total. Dredging expenditures represent 9.8 percent of the 

9 
Excludes expenditures of Sl.oo0,OOO for which there was no breakdown. 
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total with projected expenditures distributed among the South Pacific (30.2 %), North Atlantic 
(27.4%), Gulf (23.4%) and South Atlantic (16.9%) regions. 

Capital Expenditures - Distribution Pattern 

Table 25 shows the distribution of the proposed 1997-2001 capital expenditures. Similar to 

Table 22, the results show a high degree of concentration in terms of how. the expenditures are 
distributed among the ports responding to the AAPA survey. As shown, three ports (6%) 
accounted for 37.5 percent of the public port industry's proposed expenditures. The top seven 
ports (14%) represented 59.4 percent and the top 17 ports (34%) 87.5 percent. The proposed 
investments by these ports are focused on developing major new container facilities, improving 
infrastructure, or dredging projects or combinations of these activities. 

Table 25 
Distribution of 1997 • 2001 Capital Expenditures 

Public Ports 

No. Pct. 

1 2.0% 

2 4.0% 

4 8.0% 

10 20.0% 

7 14.0% 

6 12.0% 

5 10.0% 

8 16.0% 

1 2.0% 

6 12.0% 

50 100.0% 
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Flimlinil Sources 

The 1996 expenditure survey also included infonnation on the methods used by the U.S. 
public port industry to finance their capital expenditure programs. The survey utilized the 
following six funding categories to classny the fmancing sources: port revenues, general 
obligation bonds (GO bonds), revenue bonds, loans, grants, and other. The "other" funding 
category includes all financing sources that were not described above, such as state 
transportation trust funds, state and local appropriations, taxes (property, sales), and lease 
revenue. 

This section describes the financing methods used to fund the 1996 expenditures and the 
proposed methods for the projected 1997-2001 expenditures. Table 26 provides a basis for 
comparing the changes in the primary fmancing methods used by the public port industry. The 
table highlights the shift in financing methods that occurted between the 1973-1978 and 1979-
1989 surveys. The significant change was the decline in the nse of GO bonds and the 
corresponding increase in port revenues. The funding pattern for surveys conducted in the 
1990s remains consistent with this shift. In the 1990s, the relative use of "aU other" methods 
has increased steadily. This suggests that ports are seeking funding alternatives or supplements 
to port revenues through increased usage of loans, grants, special trust funds, and 
appropriations. 

Tablc26 
Comparison of Financing Methods for 1973 - 1996 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

10 Excludes expendiwres for which dIem was no infonnation on funding source. 
199011996· $409.926.000 197911989 - $1.643.175:000 
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10.5% 

28.7% 
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100.0% I 
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Funding Sources - 19% 

Table 27 presents a comparative summary of financing methods used during the 1992-1996 
period. The combination of port revenues and revenue bonds continue to account for the 
majority of 1996 funding with 74.3 percent. During this five-year period, port revenues and 
revenue bonds ranked either first or second among the six funding methods, except 1994 when 
revenue bonds fell to fourth. The combined use of port revenues and revenue bonds ranged 
from a high of 88.3 percent in 1988 (not shown in table) to a low of 50.2'percent in 1994. By 
comparing the anmml percentage fluctuations tbat occur between and among the various 
funding types shown in Table 27 with the historical averages shown in Table 26, one can see 
the variable nature of port expenditure financing. 

For 1996, revenue bonds replaced port revenues as the principal funding source accounting for 
$529 million or 42.6 percent of the public port financing. The relative share increased from 
26.9 percent in 1995 and the dollar volume was up 44 percent. For the first time since 1991, 
port revenues dropped from first to second. Both dollar volume and the relative share bad 
significant declines. It is the only funding source used by all coastal regions. "Other" is the 
third leading funding source with 12.7 percent. This method is desirable from aport's 
perspective, because it includes state trust funds, appropriations, and tax revenues. However, 
these sources are generally limited in amount and availability. 

Table 27 
U.S. Pod Capital Expenditnres by Type of Financing Method for 1992 - 1996l! 

(Thousonds of Dollars) 

13,492 90,059 

156,100 130,860 

21,795 140,496 

28,957 24,142 

II Excludes expenditures for which there was no infonnation on funding source: 1996 ~ $60.619.000 
1995 • $41,568,000 1994· $53,185.000 1993· $64,454,000 1992 - $92,185,000 
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Percent 

31.7% 

116j 508 9.4% 

529,015 42.6% 

13,734 1.1% 

31,383 2.5% 

157,485 12.7% 
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The use of GO bonds rose slightly from 8.5 in 1995 to 9.4 percent with dollar volume 
vhtually unchanged. The use of grants and loans remained largely unchanged from 1995 
levels accounting for 2.5 percent and 1.1 percent of the 1996 funding sources. 

Table 28 examines the distribution of 1996 funding sources by coastal region. Port revenues 
were the primary financing method in five coastal regions with revenue bonds leading in the 
two remaining regions. 

The South Pacific region continues to be the principal user of port revenues with $161. 4 
million (41.2 %) followed by the North Pacific region at $84.2 million (21.5%). The North 
Pacific region was the major user of GO bonds with $80.6 million (69.2 %). 

$8,189 

51,181 

S(),686 

161,436 

84,263 

175 

24,478 

Pd. 

Table 28 
U.S. Port Capital Expenditures by Type of Financing Method for 199612 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Pet. Grnnts 1'<t. 

$27,549 

22,625 18,591 

44,083 B,3:27 

41.2% 386,380 125 

271756 4,340 

20,622 

Revenue bond usage was centered in the South Pacific region with $386.3 million (73.1 %). 
The South Atlantic region accounted for all of the $13.7 million in loan funding. The South 

Ii Excludes cltpenditures of $60.619,000 for which there was no information on funding source. 
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Atlantic and Gulf regions were the principal grant beneficiaries with $18.5 million (59.3 %) 
and $8.3 million (26.5%). The South Pacific region was the primary user of "other" sources 
with $95 million (60.3%). 

Projected Funding Sources - 1997 to 2001 

Table 29 shows the anticipated funding sources for the U.S. public port industry's proposed 
1997-2001 capital expenditure program. Revenue bonds and port revenues continue as the 
chief funding sources accounting for 74.6 percent of the overall funding. Revenue bonds are 

$47,301 

326,510 

351,564 

746,165 

266,207 

3,925 

148,035 

Table 29 
U.S. Port Capital Expenditures by Type of Financing Method for 1997 - 200113 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Pet. Pet. Pet. 

$241,638 

425,330 
~ "'~ 

54,400 60,388 

1,716,425 89,875 

73,318 4,000 

9,812 5,888 

127,200 

13 Excludes expenditures of $504,044.000 for which there was no information on funding source. 
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the principal source of funding with 43.5 percent followed by port revenues with 31.1 percent. 
Revenue bonds are projected to be the leading funding source in four coastal regions with GO 
bonds leading in two and port revenues in one region. 

The South Pacific region continues as the projected primary user of port revenues with $746.1 
million (39.5%) followed by the Gulf region with $351.5 million (18.6%). The majority of 
the GO bond financing is in the Gulf and North Pacific regions with $365.4 million (49.7 %) 
and $276.4 million (37.6%), respectively. The South Pacific also accounts for nearly two­
thirds of the proposed revenue bond funding with $1,716.4 million (64.7%). 

The South Atlantic region accounts for nearly all of the loan category with $25 million 
(98.3%). The South Atlantic region is the projected leader in the use of grants with $259.7 
million (61.8%). The "other" funding category is divided among three regions--8outh Atlantic 
with $131.3 million (36.3%), the North Pacific with $126.9 million (35%), and the Gulf with 
$103.9 million (28.7%). 
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FINANCIAl. STATUS OF U.S. PUBLIC PORTS 

Income Statement 

Table 30 shows the 1996 consolidated income statement for the U.S. public port industry by 
coastal region. Appendix E contains the 52 ports responding to the survey. 

Table 30 
1996 Income Statement for Responding U.S. Ports 

(Thousands of Dollars) 
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The combined net income for the 52 public ports was $317.9 million. Of that amount, 38.3 
percent ($121.9 million) came from tax levies and contributions. 

o The two most profitable ports, Los Angeles and Long Beach, accounted for 44 percent 
($139.8 million) of the public port industry's combined 1996 net income and 85.1 
percent of the South Pacific region's net income. These rankings showed a decline 
from 1994, when the percentages for the two ports were 76 percent and 96 percent, 
respectively. When including the third most profitable port, Seattle, these three ports 
accounted for 57 percent ($181.0 million) of the combined net income. 

o The North Pacific ports received the largest portion of the tax levies and contributions 
at $51.2 million. The Gulf and South Atlantic followed with $39.4 million and $23.3 
million, respectively. 

Figure 4 
1996 Net Income for Responding U.S. Ports by Region 

-50 0 50 100 150 200 
In Millions of Dollars 

II Great Lakes ~ South Pacific 

~ fo); North Pacific III Gulf 

is] South Atlantic III North Atl antic 
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Table 31 compares the distribution of net income for 1994 and 1996. The data reflects the 
continued narrow profit margins within the public port industry. Table 32 provides more 
detailed information on the 1996 net income distribution. 

Table 31 
Summary of Net Income Distribution: 1994 vs. 1996 

16 

15 

12 

43 

3 

7 

Pet. 

I 
37% I 

I 
I 

1994 

Pet. of Total 
Ports 

78% 
$0 to $92.4M 

22% 
-$213K to -34.5M 

29% 

35% .. I .. -' 27% 

I 
I 

28% I ll'& 

100% I 78% 

25% 5% 

58% 13% 
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Several interesting trends that can be identified from Table 31: 

o The percentages of profitable and not profitable ports remained virtually unchanged 
from 1994 to 1996. 

o The distribution of profitable ports shows improvement. Profitable ports reported 
higher profits in 1996 than in 1994, with percentages dropping in the low- to mid­
ranges and jumping from 28 percent to 42 percent in the high range. 

o Unprofitable ports also showed a shift in distribution. A 71 percent drop in the 
number of mid-range ports (from 7 in 1994 to 2 in 1996), was compensated for by a 
doubling in the other two ranges. Overall, however, there are a third fewer ports 
reporting losses greater than $1 million in 1996 (6 ports) than there were in 1994 (9 
ports). 

Table 32 
Distribution of Net Income for 19% 
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.Illl!ltnce Sheet 

Table 33 displays the 1996 U.S. public port consolidated balance sheet. Appendix E 
lists the 47 public ports responding to AAPA's survey. 

Table 33 
1996 Balance Sheet for Responding U.S. Ports 

(Thousands of nonars) 

'" Some components do not add to totals - either SOme ports did not provide breakdown or there were differences due to rounding" 
Source: American Association of Port Authorities ' 
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The following are the results of a June 1997 MARAD report, An Analysis of U. S. Public Port 
Profitability and Self-Sufficiency (1985-1994). 

o With some exceptions, the study (based on annual port finance surveys) finds a steady 
decline in the average number of profitable ports during the ten years studied (1985-
1994). This is not surprising in view of transportation deregulation, vessel sharing 
agreements, load centering, and the intense competition in pricing port services and 
facilities. 

o Despite the declining trend in profitability, in 1994 there were more self-sufficient U.S. 
public ports (31) than those not self-sufficient (25) responding to the port finance 
surveys. It is estimated that tax receipts and other contributions, grants, and subsidies 
were sufficient to enable all but four of the responding ports to have a positive cash 
flow. 

o In today's economic climate, it is doubtful that there will be any change in the port 
management philosophy of maximizing economic activity in the region served by the 
port. 

o Many ports will continue to follow pasi'practices of (1) cross-subsidizing marine 
terminal operations, (2) receiving state or local government assistance for 
developmental costs, and (3) using the local port ad valorem tax base to obtain new 
funds for the development of new port facilities and, in some cases, for port operations 
and maintenance expenses. 

o As long as port operations and facility development can be cross-subsidized. funded by 
state or local governments. or local tax payers, ports having such financial assistance 
will continue to compete with other regional ports by pricing their services below what 
they need to cover port costs and produce a reasonable rate of return. 

a Each U. S. public port has a state or local constituency. Ports must satisfy ~eir 
constituents that the economic impact generated by port activities is sufficient to 
warrant continued legislative or taxpayer support. 

o Those ports having tax support or other contributions and subsidies must build and 
operate facilities to produce a reasonable rate of return in order to justify the continued 
support by their constituents. 
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o Effective regional marine terminal conference pricing may be recognized as important, 
and utilized, if outside financial assistance enjoyed by ports in some regions is reduced 
or eliminated. 

o Financing of new or improved port facilities from a combination of port revenues and 
revenue bonds will be extremely difficult for all but the most profitable portS. The 
increasing local costs related to channel dredging and port access represent major 
financing problems for aU U.S. public ports. 
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PORT ISSUES 

The U.S. public port industry is faced with many complex issues. Today's port organizations 
must address issues ranging from financing current operations and future terminal development 
to complying with environmental laws and regulations, which impact most port activities. 
Reliable and secure funding sourees are necessary to finance the development programs 
required to meet future trade growth. To be able to maintain and improve channels and to 
dispose of contaminated dredged material, ports need a predictable, timely, and efficient 
dredging process. Our Nation's growing dependence on intermodal transportation requires 
that landside access to marine terminals be improved and that ports become more involved in 
the local transportation planning. The port industry's ability to resolve these issues is crucial 
to both the industry and the Nation, due to the key role ports play in our intermodal 
transportation system and national defense. 

PORT DEVELOPMENT FINANCING AND REVENUES 

Financing capital development programs and generating sufficient revenue streams remain two 
key issues for public ports. With foreign trade expected to double by the year 2010, ports 
must continue to expand terminal facilities and related infrastructure to accommodate this 
projected growth. The public port industry'~ abjlity to fund the required development 
programs remains in question. The fiscal sentiment of many local port communities makes ' 
raising revenues through increased taxes or appropriations unrealistic. State and local . 
governments, with their own budgetary concerns, continue to focus on their ports becoming 
more financially self-sufficient. 

Financing Id!pital Expenditures 

The importance of funding for facility development can be seen by examining the expenditure 
levels for the leading ports based on actual and projected expenditures shown in Appendix F. 
For 1996, the range of annual investments for the ten largest capital programs showed tilat one 
port exceeded $407 million with the remaining nine ports ranging from $180 million down to 
$28 million. In looking at 5-year projections (1997-2001), estimated capital expenditures 
exceed $1 billion at one port with the other nine ports ranging from a high of $866 million to 
$222 million. Given the magnitude of these capital programs, the issue of funding is and will 
continue to be critical to the public port industry's ability to handle the projected growth in 
waterborne trade. 

Ports seeking fmancial assistance from their governing body or state/local community will face 
stiff competition for scarce public funds. Ports must be able to demonstrate the economic 
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benefits of their capital programs to local communities. This task is difficult as many of the 
economic benefits resulting from port investments extend beyond the local community or 
region to distant communities where exports are produced and imports consumed. Further, 
these benefits may be difficult to measure and quantify. Appendix G describes several 
examples of state-level port development programs that offer financial assistance to ports in the 
areas of marketing and infrastructure improvements. 

The changes in the port industry's funding pattern for capital programs ob~erved in 1994 did 
not hold true in 1996. The 1996 funding pattern reverted to the more traditional pattern of 
port revenues and revenue bonds. With the exception of 1994, these two funding sources have 
been the top two methods of financing port expenditures for the last 20 years. Their combined 
usage was 74.3 percent in 1996. In 1994, however, this funding pattern changed to port 
revenues and "other", which includes state transportation trust funds, state and local 
appropriations, property/sales taxes, and lease revenues, with a combined share of 56 percent. 
The 1994 funding pattern seems to have been an anomaly. The use of revenue bonds has risen 
sharply from a low of 14.9 percent in 1994 to the leading funding method in 1996 with 42.6 
percent. 

Looking at projected funding pattern for 1997-2001, the funding sources are virtually identical 
in order and magnitude to those used to finance the 1996 expenditures. For this period, the 
top three funding sources are: revenue bonds (43.5 %), port revenues (31.1 %), and GO bonds 
(12.1 %). The order of the final three iHaces shift slightly with grants and "other" trading 
places. If projections are correct and port revenues and revenue bonds continue as the primary 
funding sources, the crucial question is whether ports can generate sufficient income to support 
this type of financing. 

Prior reports described a unique financial arrangement in California, whereby, state legislation 
permitted local municipalities to require payments from their local port. The following 
summarizes the status and impact of this legislation: 

o California enacted legislation in 1991 allowing five cities to require payments from 
their local port's reserves to offset the loss of funds formerly provided by the state. 

o During fiscal years 1991-92 and 1992-93, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach 
gave their cities $69 million and $21 million, respectively. 

o In June 1995, the City of Los Angeles released a city commissioned study, which 
found that the city could charge its port for municipal services, such as police and fire 
protection, and not violate state laws. Thus, for municipal services rendered during the 
previous 18 years, the city charged'the port almost $90 million. 
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o Over three fiscal years ('94-95, '95-96, & '96-97), the Port of Los Angeles paid the 
city $94.1 million. Of that amount $56.7 million was partial payment of the $90 
million bill above, and $37.4 million was for current charges incurred since 1995. 
Prior to the 1995 study, the port paid the city $10 to $12 million annually for city 
expenditures benefitting the port. The California State Lands Commission is 
challenging these municipal payments in court and has sued the city to return the 
payments. 

The impact of this legislation continues to affect development plans, cause some uncertainty in 
credit markets, and upset port users. This situation exists to a lesser degree in other states 
where port funds have been utilized to finance non-maritime projects. 

In another development, six California ports created a joint financing authority in November 
1995 to issue bonds on behalf of individual ports. The California Maritime Infrastructure 
Authority provides ports with conduit financing for issuing bonds when municipal restrictions 
prevent or delay port plans to float bond issues on their own. The Authority will work with a 
maritime infrastructure bank created in 1993 (see next paragraph) as a conduit for Federal and 
state funds to be loaned for port projects. The Authority currently has no debt rating of its 
own. and member ports are not responsible for the debts of other ports. To date, the 
Authority funded one airport project and one port project, which financed the local share of 
the construction cost for a Federal navigation project. State legislation is pending which will 
use the Authority to channel $17 million in state financial support for Federal navigation 
projects statewide. 

The maritime infrastructure bank mentioned above is called the California Maritime 
Infrastructure Bank. Its purpose is to promote the growth of international trade flowing 
through California's port system, as well as state economic growth. Envisioned as a type of 
credit union for ports, the bank was to finance both public and private port projects. The banlc 
serves as the operating arm of the Authority, but is currently inactive pending capitalization. 

Revenue Generation 

Two key factors which influence a port's ability to generate revenue are strong natit;mal and 
international competition and excess capacity. Acting together, the two tend to exert 
downward pressures on both rates charged for port services and, ultimately, port revenue. In 
addition, port revenues are tied closely to the condition of regional and national economies. 
Today, there is strong competition among U.S. ports, both in terms of maintaining their 
existing cargo base and in attracting new business. The introduction of global alliances 
increases the leverage of carriers in negotiating port leases and services. 
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The data exhibited in Tables 30 to 32 and Figure 4 summarize the port industry's 1996 net 
income. These figures show that 77 percent (40 ports) of those surveyed reported net profits, 
and 23 percent (12 ports) had losses. Although 42 percent of the profitable ports had net 
incomes above $5 million in 1996 (showing considerable growth in the port industry's 
profitability compared to 1994), profit margins are still considered low. 

The industry's low profit margins are a result, in part, of how public ports view their 
economic role. This view translates itself into the pricing practices used by public ports for 
their services, facilities, and equipment. There are two main philosophies on the role of public 
ports. The majority view is that ports are to promote regional economic development and to 
create jobs. The minority belief holds that public ports are to be profit-making enterprises. 
While emphasizing economic development, most ports attempt to combine these two 
philosophies, with mixed results. Thus, while many ports advocate a pricing policy that both 
covers their costs and provides an adequate return on investment, very few achieve it. 

Focusing on economic development tends to depress price levels and increase service 
competition, because public ports rely on price and service competition to attract and hold 
business. Price competition lowers revenue while service competition may increase costs by 
requiring additional investments in facilities and equipment. One consequence of price/service 
competition is that many ports rely on state and local subsidies to cover financial shortfalls. 

The economic costs of following price/serviC;; competition ultimately may force the port , 
industry to reexamine these practices. Six east coast pOrtsl4 are exploring the potential benefits 
of regional cooperation within the context of the antitrust inununity under the Shipping Act of 
1984. The ports have agreed to share information on rates, charges, rules, and conditions of 
service information, but not to set rates collectively. The Atlantic Coast Public Marine 
Terminal Agreement, as it is known, is subject to Federal Maritime Commission approval. 
The agreement may be an attempt by the ports'to offset the increasing bargaining strength of 
shipping lines resulting from the global alliances. With better information, ports will be able 
to make more informed decisions with respect to retaining existing business and competing for 
new business. 

14 The six portn are New York· New Ie.rsey, Baltimore, Hampton Roads. Wilmington (NC), Charle$l(m, and Savannah, 
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CONTAINERSHIP OPERATORS INTRODUCE NEW VESSELS AND CARRIER ALLIANCES 

Impact of the Next Generation Containership 

During the next few years, U.S. ports again will be faced with the challenge of handling the 
next generation of containerships (megaships). The first of the large 6,000+TEU 
containerships, "Regina Maersk, » was delivered in January 1996. Worldwide, containership 
operators will be taking delivery of 35 vessels in the 4,500 to 9,000 TEU range from 1997 
through 199915 (see Appendix H for details on the containership order book). These new 
vessels will serve high volume, long distance trades, with many operating as part of vessel 
sharing agreements or alliances. They will require sophisticated and efficient ports and 
terminal facilities with excellent landside intermodal connections. 

The introduction of these vessels is in response to the changing dynamics in intermodal 
shipping caused by the reduction in international trade barriers, lower tariffs, and shifting 
centroids of global manufacturing and consumption. Many new trade gateways are developing 
which will alter market demand and future cargo forecasts. Trade worldwide is growing, with 
55 percent of all general cargo in international liner trade moving in containers. Assuming 
that adequate port infrastructure is available, by 2010 nearly 33 percent of general cargo 
tonnage will be transported by ships carrying more than 4,000 TEUs. 

Megashipsare being constructed with carrying capacity exceeding 4,500 TEUs with fully­
loaded design drafts of 40 to 46 feet. Most U.S. ports are currently unable to handle these 
ships. American ports face the challenge to improve their infrastructure to handle ships of'this 
size. For a port to service these megaships, the entire port structure will have to get bigger 
and more productive. Each channel, berth, and turning basin must be at least 50 feet in depth, 
since 40 to 46 feet will be the maximum draft for the fully-loaded megaships. For U.S. ports 
serving megaships, the surrounding transportation system must be able to respond. For our 
Nation to preserve and enhance its competitive position in world trade, we must reduce the 
cost of transportation by eliminating inefficiencies. 

Dredging is the paramount issue confronting U.S. ports ability to accommodate megaships. 
Ports will need to provide channels and berthing areas with minimum depths of 50 feet, in. 
order to handle fully loaded megaships. Table 34 shows the channel and berth depths, for the 
leading U.S. container ports. As shown in the table, only four of the top 10 U.S. container 
ports, which handle nearly 80 percent of the container traffic, have existing channel depths of 
50 feet or more. Many of the leading ports, which lack adequate depths, have projects 
underway or in the planning stage to increase their channel depths. The crucial question is 
whether they can complete these projects in time given the problems experienced by many 
ports in seeking solutions to siltation, dredged matepal disposal, and contaminated sediments. 

15 Fairpllly NewbuUdings. Maroh 1996, p,34 
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While not all ports need the capability to handle these vessels, the failure to provide an 
adequate number of these channels in a timely manner will seriously impact the efficiency of 
our intermodal transport system and the competitiveness of our trade. 

Table 34 
Water Depth for Selected U.S. Container Ports 
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The economics of these new vessels will mean fewer port calls for many ports and in some 
cases the elimination of port calls altogether. The situation is similar to tbe 1980s when 
carriers first introduced the 3,000 and 4,000 TEU vessels. For some ports, the pressure to 
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ensure that the required infrastructure is in place will increase. For those ports which stand to 
lose business, they will need to pursue other market opportunities, such as non-container 
cargoes, niche markets, or container feeder ports. 

Another issue ports must address is the impact of these vessels on terminal facilities. The 
volume of cargo carried by new vessels will require new or improved tertninals. This includes 
larger cranes, berths, storage yards, and information systems. Landside access will have to be 
improved to handle the higher peak volumes of rail and truck traffic. Today, congestion is a 
major problem at many container terminals where trucking delays at terminal gates are 
increasing. Major improvements will be required in this area before the new vessels enter into 
service. Many U.S. ports have begun a number of major expansion projects. Most major 
U.S. container ports are building, expanding, or planning new container facilities, including 
many with on-dock rail facilities. The cost of a new facility can reach several hundred million 
dollars. In 1977, the Port of Long Beach completed a 170-acre container tertninal at a cost of 
$277 million and neighboring Los Angeles opened a 230-acre container facility costing $270 
million. The Port of Charleston is starting to develop a new container terminal on Daniel 
Island with first phase costs projected at $300 million and completion in 2004/05. 

Appendix I describes the terminal characteristics for a nominal megaship terminal. This 
information was prepared as part of the background material developed for participants to the 
Department of Transportation's Megaship Conferences. 

MegashiD Conferences 

In response to the growing attention over the introduction of the large containerships 
(megaships), the Department of Transportation conducted a series of four regional meetings to 
address transportation impacts caused by changes in ship design and shipping practices in the 
intermodal shipping industry. The meetings examined existing transportation infrastructure, 
market trends, and how transportation planning should consider freight distribution systems 
that must serve both domestic and global needs. The fundamental issue addressed in these 
conferences was how improving infrastructure links to ports is a critical prerequisite for 
transportation to function as a system. Information from the meetings shows that action should 
be taken now to craft policies to position the U.S. transportation industry to handle the 
significant increases in international freight movements and the infrastructure deIJiands of the 
changing trade flows and port calls by larger and faster vessels. 

The results of these conferences were published in a USDOT report entitled, The Impacts of 
Changes in Ship Design on Transportation Infrastructure and Operations16

• The report 

16 This repOrt is nvailab1e 00 tile internel u~ www.bw,gov/ntfldala/SbipDesign.PDF. 
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acknowledged two ongoing USDOT activities that will begin to assess the transportation 
system's ability to accommodate the projected increases in international intermodal freight. 
These activities are: 

o Marine Transportation System Initiative: This initiative, led by the Maritime 
Administration and the U. S. Coast Guard, will bring together the many agencies with 
responsibility for waterways management to coordinate and consolidate the delivery of all 
Federal services and promote pon efficiency. The project will focus on policy 
coordination at the national level and action at the local port level. Adequate 
infrastructure, including channel and berth depths, locks, navigation information, port 
facilities, intermodal connections, and information management to accommodate all classes 
of marine vessels--from large containerships to inland river barges--are among the 
waterway issues encompassed within this initiative. (See page 76 for additional 
information. ) 

o Assessment of the Conditions and Performance of National Hjghway System (NHS) 
lntermodal Connectors: This Federal Highway Administration initiative will compile 
information on the NHS connectors to major passenger and freight intermodal terminals, 
including 500 freight terminals. The FHWA will: 

Evaluate the highway infrastructure condition of NHS connectors to major intermodal 
terminals. 
Identify improvements that have been made or are being planned for intermodal' 
connections and identify impediments to maldng improvements to them. 
Identify other non-highway infrastructure, regulatory, institutional, and operational 
impediments to intermodal terminal access. 

Impact of Global Shipping Alliances 

The formation (September 1994) of the "Global Alliance" by American President Lines, 
Orient Overseas Container Line, MOL, and Nedlloyd changed the face of container shipping 
and led to the formation of several competing alliances. Today, global shipping alliances are a 
fact of life in world trade logistics as carriers seek to reduce costs and increase their return on 
investment. The economic benefits that have accrued to the early shipping alliance partners 
have accelerated competition in the shipping trades, resulting in new alliances being organized. 
As shown in Table 35, it is now common to see shipping alliance partners jump from one 
alliance coalition to another or form new alliances for purposes of expanding their market 
share and protecting their capital investments. 
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Table 35 
International Shipping Alliances 

Grand Alliance 

P&O 

Hapag-Lloyd 

Nippon Yusen Kaisha (NYK) 

Hynndai 

Yangming 

MaersklSea-Land 

Source: Amcricon Shipper: December 19m 

Revised Grand Alliance 

P&O/Nedlloyd 

Hapag-L1oyd 

NYK 

Yangming 

MaersklSea-Land 

An alliance is a consortium or a sharing agreement among a group of shipping lines serving 
similar trade areas for their mutual economic benefit. Their common goal is to integrate their 
vessel operations, facilities, and equipment in order to reduce operating costs. At the same 
time, they maintain their own individual marketing capability to compete for containerized 
cargo in the marketplace. As a result alliance members can: 1) expand and improve service; 
2) minimize investment costs and risk; and 3) reduce current competition among alliance 
partners and within the trade. 

In addition to the benefits from vessel sharing, alliance members recognize that joint terminal 
usage is a potential area for significant savings. To date, there has been little in the way of 
actual terminal consolidation. Among the factors affecting the alliances' ability to move in this 
direction are the existing long-term leases held by_.many of the members and the reluctance of 
some members to lose control over terminal facilities and operations. 
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Shipping alliances pose a serious challenge for the U.S. public ports. Among the possible 
outcomes resulting from these carrier alliances are fewer port tenants and a downward pressure 
on port tariffs and fees. Carrier alliances are likely to have greater leverage with POlts than a 
single carrier in negotiating favorable tariffs, fees, financing, and services. As alliances 
consolidate port operations, there will be winners and losers, especially among neighboring 
ports. For some, it will mean the loss of alliance business as a direct port call, because 
another port was selected to serve a particular coastal range or, at a minimum, a reduction in 
cargo and vessel calls. If water feeder networks develop around the ports selected to service , 
alliances and! or megaships, neighboring ports may offset the loss of that business by becoming 
a feeder port. 

There will be significant adjustments for ports selected as alliance load centers. Initially, 
carriers will be consolidating terminal operations within the port area, which may stretch the 
capabilities of some facilities. For example, one west coast port developed a $90 million plan 
to accommodate alliance partners serving the port. The plan affected 10 carriers and five 
tenninals. This plan was never executed because of changes within the alliance members. In 
time, there will be a need to expand existing facilities andlor construct new ones. The added 
business may lead to increases in landside congestion--highway and rail. While there are many 
factors, which will detennine port selection, those ports with modern facilities, deep channels, 
good lands ide transportation access and large local markets will be in a stronger position to 
negotiate with the carrier alliances. 

ENVmONMENTAL 

To be successful in the global economy, a nation must develop and maintain an integrated 
transportation system that is competitive, effiCient, safe, and environmentally sound. One of 
the critical challenges confronting the U.S. port industry is meeting the growing demands and 
diverse needs of waterborne transportation while protecting the environmentally sensitive 
harbor areas in which ports operate. Protecting the environment and providing an efficient and 
cost-effective transportation system are critical to the economic future of the Unite</ States. 
Environmental concerns are an integral part of a port's daily operations and its planning 
process. Environmental protection is a particular concern for dredging and new tenninal 
development, where controversies over dredged material disposal, environmental impacts, and 
impact mitigation have resulted in delays. 

Among the principal environmental concerns affecting the port industry are: (1) dredging 
navigation channels and managing the dispo~a1 or beneficial use of dredged material in a 
timely, cost-effective, and environmentally. sound manner; (2) managing the wastes generated 
by facilities and ships in a safe and environmentally sound manner; (3) providing prompt and 
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adequate response to spills of oil and hazardous substances; (4) controlling air polluting 
emissions from vessels and port operations; (5) preventing water pollution; (6) providing for 
the safe handling of hazardous cargo; (7) redeveloping old industrial properties that may be 
contaminated; (8) complying with wetland and endangered species regulations; and (9) dealing 
with the various legal. liability. and financial obligations associated with environmental 
regulations. 

Recent Regulatory Activities 

Ports must comply with environmental laws and regulations from all levels of government-­
Federal, state, and local. Major Federal laws affecting the port industry include: 

Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships (APPA) (33 USC 1901-1911) 
Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (15 USC 2641-2656) 
Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 USC 2071-2297) 
Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251-1387) 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) (16 USC 1451-1465) 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) (including the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 
1986) (42 USC 9601-9675) 
Emergency Planning and Community-Right-To-Know Act (EPCRA) (42 USC 

11001-11050) .... 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 USC 1531-1543) 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (7 USC 1362-1364) 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 USC 661-666c) 
Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) (33 USC 1402-1445) 
Medical Waste Tracking Act (42 USC 6903) 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 USC 4321-4370d) 
Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act (16 USC 4701-4751) 
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA) (29 USC 651-678) 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA) (42 USC 2701-2761) 
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 USC 13101-13109) 
Ports and Waterways Safety Act (PWSA) (33 USC 1221-1232) 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) ( 42 USC 6901-6992k) 
Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) (33 USC 407-426p) 
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 USC 2601-2629) 
Water Resources Development Acts (WRDAs) (Biennial) 
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Among recent Federal rulemakings, published in the Federal Register (FR), of particular 
interest to ports and shipping are: 

o On January 12, 1996 (61 FR 1051), and February 29, 1996 (61 FR 7889), the Coast Guard 
(USCG), U.S. Department of Transportation, issued rules adopting with some changes, as 
final, the interim final rules that establish regulations requiring vessel and facility response 
plans in order to minimize the environmental impact of spilled oil. 

o On April 12, 1996 (61 FR 16289), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
published a final rule concerning the control of international movements of wastes destined 
for recovery operations. 

o On May 23, 1996 (61 FR 25983), the USCG issued a final rule that modifies its 
regulations for both inspected and uninspected commercial vessels by removing or revising 
obsolete and unnecessary provisions and incorporating industry standards and practices . 

o On June 20, 1996 (61 FR 31667), the EPA promulgated regulations under the Clean Air 
Act to prevent accidental releases of regulated substances and reduce the severity of those 
releases that do occur. 

o On July 3, 1996 (61 FR 35063), the USCG issued a final rule that requires that towing 
vessels carry and properly use navigatiOn safety equipment. 

o On July 18, 1996 (61 FR 37648), the USCG issued an interim final rule for the security of 
passenger vessels and passenger terminals. 

o On September 30, 1996 (61 FR 51195), the EPA issued a final rule clarifying portions of 
the Agency's ocean dumping regulations regarding the number of species to be used in 
bioassay testing of the solid phase. 

o On March 17, 1997 (62 FR 12539), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), U.S. Department of Commerce, issued a final rule that amends its ocean and 
coastal resource management regulations. 

o On May 6, 1997 (62 FR 24689), the Research and Special Programs Administration 
(RSPA), U.S. Department of Transportation, issued a final rule that amends the Hazardous 
Materials Regulations to maintain alignment with corresponding provisions of international 
standards. 

o On May 8, 1997 (62 FR 25115), the USCG issued final regulations that set qualifications 
for tankermen, and for persons in charge of, and assisting in, the handling, transfer, and 
transport of oil and certain hazardous liquid cargoes in bulk on board vessels. 
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o On July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38651), the EPA issued final rules to revise the national ambient 
air quality standards for particulate matter and for ozone. 

o On July 25, 1997 (62 FR 40141), the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA), U.S. Department of Labor, issued a final rule that revises its safety and health 
regulations for longshoring and those parallel sections of its marine terminals standard. 

o On December 24, 1997 (62 FR 67491), the USCG published a final rule concerning 
implementation of the International Management Code for the Safe Operation of Ships and 
for Pollution Prevention (International Safety Management (ISM) Code). 

Ports recognize the need to deal with environmental issues in a timely fashion and have 
developed strategies to address potential delays and costs associated with environmental 
regulations. They understand the need to develop long-term plans to meet environmental 
concerns. Recognizing the need to identify environmental implications from the outset, the 
industry is proactively working with regulators and interest groups to improve the permit 
process, to clarify rules, and to develop consistent standards. Ports, various stakeholders, and 
regulatory agencies are working in a more cooperative framework in the search for solutions to 
complex problems that affect the Nation's environment, economic growth, and transportation 
services. 

DU~lNG AND DUDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL 

One of the primary goals of the U.S. transportation system is to facilitate the safe and secure 
movement of people and cargo in domestic and international waterborne commerce in order to 
promote the Nation's economic growth and international competitiveness in a safe and healthy 
environment. To accomplish this, the Nation's ports and harbors need to be maintained and 
improved. However, the continued development arid maintenance of U.S. ports has become 
an increasing challenge, particularly in the area of dredging and dredged material management. 
The past three decades have witnessed increasing environmental awareness and mounting 
environmental problems affecting coastal areas and ocean waters. During the same time, 
increasing world trade and rapid evolution of shipping practices and technology, including 
containerization and intermodalism, have increased the need for port and harbor dev~lopment. 

Besides being the gateways for domestic and international trade, ports also play an important 
role in U.S. national security by handling essential cargoes for military operations. The 
critical role of the U.S. ports makes it essential that harbors and channels be maintained and 
improved. Since most of the Nation's harbors and channels are not naturally deep enough to 
accommodate modern vessels, dredging becomes essential. The maintenance and improvement 
process becomes more difficult because ports are located in or near some of the Nation's most 
environmentally sensitive areas such as valuable wetlands, estuaries, and associated fisheries. 
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Dredging and Disposal of Dredged Materials 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is the Federal agency responsible for 
managing the program that directs dredging and disposal of dredged material from 
Congressionally-authorized navigation improvement and maintenance projects. Appendix J 
provides a summary of the Corps annual dredging program in terms of cost and volume of 
dredged material. Over the last several years, the Corps has dredged 275 million cubic yards 
(mcy) annually using its own and private industry dredgers at an annual cost of $440 million. 
In addition, permit applicants (e.g., port authorities, terminal owners, industries, and private 
individuals) dredge an additional 100 mcy annually for navigation projects (i.e., ports, berths, 
and marinas). The Corps reviews projects and issues permits for dredging and dredged 
material disposal in accordance with the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA), the Clean Water Act 
(CWA), and the Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA). Under the CWA 
and MPRSA, the Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for developing, in 
cooperation with the Corps, the environmental criteria used by the Corps to evaluate proposed 
discharges of dredged material and for providing environmental oversight. Several other 
project development and environmental compliance statutes, regulations, and policies at the 
Federal, state, and local level also apply to typical dredging projects. When dredged 
sediments are disposed of in ocean, inland, or near-coastal waters, a Corps permit is required. 
For the dumping of dredged material in the ocean, including the territorial sea, the applicable 
statutory provision is Section 103 of the MPRSA. If the discharge is in waters of the United 
States, excluding the territorial sea, then Section 404 of tlie CWA is the applicable provision. 

Ideally, dredging permit applicants submit complete and technically adequate project 
applications to the Corps and other review agencies for prompt review and decision. Dredged 
material testing results provide information to assess the environmental impacts of dredged 
material disposal at the proposed disposal site and to evaluate the risks and uncertainties 
associated with the proposed project. Information is then shared readily among all relevant 
stakeholders, from Federal and state agencies to the general public, and Congress expeditiously 
reviews, authorizes, and funds essential new Federal navigation projects. However, for a 
broad range of reasons, dredging projects can become stalled in the review process. The 
problems which slow down the dredging process can be categorized into the following areas: 
planning, the project review process, scientific uncertainties, and inconsistent funding 
allocations. 

In some coastal ports, the main concern is the presence of contaminated sediments and the lack 
or shortage of disposal capacity for contaminated dredged materials. Historically, 
contaminated sediments accounted for about 5 percent of the annual volume of dredged 
material. As a result of new testing requirements, the volume of sediments classified as 
contaminated has increased. Uncertainties related to implementation of these revised testing 
protocols coupled with the shortage or lack of disposal options have contributed to delays in 
dredging harbors and channels. 
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Dredgine Harbors and Channels and Protecting the Environment 

Issues that complicate disposal of dredged material include: (1) inadequate planning by 
Federal, state, and local entities; (2) insufficient information exchange and coordination among 
all involved stakeholders; and (3) uncertainties regarding the scientific ability to evaluate risks 
to human and ecological health associated with dredged material and the disposal alternatives 
(e.g., open ocean disposal, confined disposal along shorelines, contained aquatic disposal, 
treatment processes (chemical, physical, biological, and thermal), landfills, and beneficial 
uses). It should be recognized, however, that timely and effective dredging and dredged 

. material disposal are possible, while assuring protection of ecological resources and human 
health, The imponance of navigational dredging must be acknowledged and understood, as 
should the environmental concerns and scientific uncertainties associated with dredging, In 
addition, as many ports are publicly-owned state or local entities with limited budgets to 
support dredging activities, economic issues must also be resolved. 

The National Dredging Team (NDT) was established in 1995 to facilitate communication, 
coordination, and resolution of dredging issues among participating Federal agencies and to 
assure that dredging of U.S. harbors and channels is conducted in a timely and cost-effective 
manner, while ensuring environmental protection. It seeks to promote national and regional 
consistency on dredging issues and to provide a forum for conflict resolution and information 
exchange. The NDT serves as a forum for promoting implementation of the National 
Dredging Policy (Figure 5) and the 18 recommendations for improving the dredging process 
that were published in the December 1994 Repprt to the Secretary of Transportation: The 
Dredging Process in the United States: An Action Plan for Improvement? The NDT is co" 
chaired by the EPA and the Corps, and includes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. 
Maritime Administration, and the U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (the 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service). Regional Dredging Teams (ROTs) have been created around the country to provide 
forums for local and regional issue resolution, to foster information exchange with 
stakeholders, and to provide liaison with Local Planning Groups. Appendix K provides an 
example of how a Regional Dredging Team addresses local concerns. 

Other major initiatives for achieving timely and effective dredging and dredged material 
management, while protecting the environment, include: 

o Dredged material management planning (DMMP) has been initiated using a consensus­
based approach to develop long-term plans for environmentally sound and cost-effective 
management of dredged material. Stakeholders, e.g., pon authorities, government 
officials, natural resource agencies, public interest and environmental groups, the scientific 

17 This report can be found on the internet at hup:/{www.epa.gov/owGw/oceuns/ndtireporLhtml. 
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research community, recreational marine interests, shipping and business interests, and 
private citizens, are invited to work together in Local Planning Groups, co-chaired by the 
Corps with port authorities or states, to develop the plans. The Local Planning Groups use 
a watershed approach in developing their plans, since much of the contamination found in 
dredged sediments comes from sources of pollu tion located far from the affected ports and 
harbors. Watershed planning to reduce contamination and sediments entering waterways 
will reduce the need for port and harbor dredging and the amounts of contaminated 
sediments that are encountered when dredging is required. 

o Scientific uncertainties in evaluation of risks of dredged material disposal are being 
recognized and addressed. To protect human and ecological health, dredged materials are 
tested under a strict regime jointly developed by the EPA and the Corps to identify 
potential contaminants and risks. While the required tests take the complexities of 
sediment chemistry and toxicity and the environmental conditions specific to each disposal 
site into account, uncertainties in scientific evaluations will always exist. Additional 
efforts to reduce these uncertainties include development of additional sediment toxicity 
testing methods and a biological effects data base for bioaccumulative contaminants, and a 
comprehensive review, conducted by the EPA and Corps, of the dredged material testing 
requirements to ensure that they reflect sound science and sound policy. Improving the 
understanding of the science involved in dredged material management is important 
oecause this information assists risk managers in making practicable decisions that protect 
ecological resources and human health.« 

o Technological advances are being pursued. Many promising and improved technologies 
and management techniques are emerging to improve disposal and management of 
contaminated dredged materials, including capping/contained aquatic disposal, the use of 
geotextile bags, confined disposal facilities, and treatment/decontamination processes. 

o Port and harbor management practices are being reviewed. Although port and port-related 
harbor activities contribute relatively little to sediment contamination (compared to 
upstream sources), there is a joint industry-Federal government initiative underway by the 
American Association of Port Authorities and the EPA to identify best management 
practices for ports to ensure that problems are addressed before they become pollution 
sources. 

o Dredged material is a resource that can be used beneficially. Beneficial use of dredged 
material can offer tremendous opportunities and is becoming a popular alternative to 
traditional disposal methods. Beneficial uses include beach nourishment; creation or 
restoration of marshes and wetlands; creation of islands that serve as habitat for birds, fish, 
shellfish, and other marine life; and filUor industrial and urban development. While 
usually costing more than traditional disposal methods, these beneficial uses offer many 
environmentally and economically beneficial ways to address the continuing need for 
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placement of dredged material. Key to further increasing the opportunities for beneficial 
use is public and private recognition and acceptance of these potential opportunities. 
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Figure 5 

National Dredging Policy 

o A network of ports and harbors is essential to the United States' economy, affecting its 
competitiveness in world trade and national security. POrt facilities serve as a key link in the 
intennodal transportation chain and can realize their full potential as magnets for shipping and 
commerce only if dredging occurs in a timely and cost-effective manner. 

o The nation's coastal, ocean, and freshwater resources are critical assets which must be 
protected, conserved, and restored. These resources are equally important to the United States 
by providing numerous economic and environmental benefits. 

o Consistent and integrated application of existing environmental statutes can protect the 
environment and can allow for sustainable economic growth. 

o Close coordination and planning at all governmental levels, and with all aspects of the private 
sector, are essential to developing and maintaining the nation's ports and harbors in a manner 
that will increase economic growth and protect, conserve, and resture coastal resources. 

o Planning fur the development and inafntenance of the nation's ports and harbors should occur in 
the context of broad transportation and environmental planning efforts such as the National 
Transportation System and the ecosystem/watershed management approach. 

o The regulatory process must be timely, efficient, and predictable, to the maximum extent 
possible. 

o Advanced dredged material management planning must be conducted on a port or regional scale 
by a partnership that includes the Federal government, the port authOrities, state and local 
governments, natural resource agencies, public interest groups, the maritbne industry. and 
private citizens. To be effective, this planning must be done prior to individual Federal or non­
Federal dredging project proponents seeking individual project approval. 

o Dredged material managers must become more involved in watershed planning to emphasize 
the importance of point and non-point source pollution controls to reduce harbor sediment 
contamination. 

o Dredged material is a resource, and environmentally-sound beneficial use of dredged material 
for such projects as wetlands creation, beach nourishment, and development projects must be 
encouraged. 
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WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT AND FEDERAL USER CHARGES 

Water Resllurces Develownent Legislation 

On October 12, 1996, President Clinton signed into law the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-303). The passage of this law reestablished the biennial process 
begun in 1986 for enacting legislation authorizing water resource projects. 

The 1996 Act authorized 12 new navigation projectsl8
: ten deep-draft and two shallow-draft. 

The specific projects and their costs are contained in Appendix L. The authorized 
expenditures for these 12 projects amounted to $1.38 billion. The ten deep-draft projects 
accounted for $758.3 million with Federal funding representing 63.8 percent. The funding for 
the $622.7 million in shallow-draft projects is split 50 percent from Federal general funds and 
50 percent from the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. Under the Act, dredged material disposal 
facilities for operations and maintenance (O&M) will now be considered a general navigation 
feature and cost shared in accordance with Title I of 1986 Water Resources Development Act 
(WRDA 86) (Pub. L. 99-662). 

Status of Water Resource Trust Funds 

The following series of tables provides the financial status of the two water resource trust 
funds. Table 36 presents a summary of the Harbor Maintenance Fee collections by 

Table 36 
Harbor Maintenance .I!'ee and Trust Fund Collections by Source 

FY 1992 through FY 1997 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

Source: Office of Inspection and Control. U ,s. CUstoms Service. Oepart.ment of the Treasury 
Note: HMF collections will differ from deposits into the HMTF due 10 reporting lime and estimating error. 

18 There were an additional six navigation projetts conditionally authorized contingent upon succes&ful completion of 
Corps of Engineers final report by December 31. 1996. 

63 



-,( 

Congressional Ports Report 1997 

source for fiscal years 1992 through 1997. Imports continue to represent the largest source of 
revenue for the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF). For FY 1997, import fees 
accounted for 59 percent of the annual collections with exports at 29.1 percent and domestic 
trade with 4.7 percent. 

Table 37 provides a summary of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund revenue and transfer 
activity over the last 6 fiscal years. For FY 1997, the trust fund received $735.5 million from 
the Harbor Maintenance Pee (HMF), an increase of 8.7 percent over PY; 1996. The 
expenditures for dredging purposes totaled $546.3 million--up 11.1 percent--Ieaving a balance 
in the trust fund of $1.1 billion, an increase of $240.2 million. 

Table 37 
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund for FY 1992 • FY 1997 

Revenues and Transfers 
(Thousands of DoUars) 

Funds Accounting Branch. Financial Management Depamn~en~t~of~tl~,e~;!~~!i;ff~=~~~J;;!;~ 
1M Does not include $1,5 million (in FY 97) of "Interest InCQme~Discount which is not .vaillable for obligation. 
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Table 38 represents the FY 1997 income statement for the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. The 
trust fund is funded by the proceeds from a tax on fuel used in commercial transportation on 
the inland waterways. The fuel tax was increased to 20 cents per gallon in 1995, which is the 
maximum tax rate called for when the tax schedule was amended by WRDA 86. During FY 
1997, the trust fund received over $113 million from the fuel tax and investment interest and 
transferred approximately $89 million to the Corps for project improvements. The balance in 
the trust fund at the end of FY 1997 was $304.5 million. 

Table 38 
Inland Waterway Trust Fund - FY 1997 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

$96,420 

18,474 

(1,441) 

$113,453 

($89,453) 

Table 39 identifies the specific waterway projects--new construction and major rehabilitation-­
for which the Corps expended funds during fiscal year 1997. For each project, the table 
shows the amount of trust fund expended in FY 1997 and the total allocated through FY 1996. 
The table also includes the total project cost, which is financed equally from the trust fund and 
general revenues. 
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Table 39 
Inland Watcl'Way Trust Fund 

Corps of Engineers Projeet Disbursements for FY 1997 
(Millions of Dollars) 

Source: U,S. AmlY Corps O;;f~~~2=2=~ 

Allocation 
Through 
FY 1996 

$86,2 

3.3 

4,9 

86,9 

13,1 

17,2 

4,0 

159.8 

86.2 

$461.6 

$0.4 

0,4 

2.8 

0.0 

Total Cost 
(Est.) 

$1,020,0 

533,0 

268,0 

18LO 

695,0 

58,8 

282,2 

373,0 

221.6 

$3,632,6 

$20,9 

25,7 

22,9 

12.4 

Harbor Maintenance Fee on Exports Ruled Unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court 

On March 31, 1998, the Supreme Court, in a unanimous decision, mled that the harbor 
maintenance fee (HMF) was an unconstitutional tax on exports (United States Shoe COI:p. v. 
United States, -U.S.-,118 S.Ct. 683 (1998). The decision came after oral arguments were 
heard on March 4, In its opinion, the Court held, "that the tax, which is imposed on an ad 
valorem basis. is not a fair approximation of services, facilities, or benefits furnished to 
exporters, and therefore does not qualify as a permissible user fee," 

66 



Congressional Ports Report 1997 

This ruling will result in refunds to exporters of the fees paid. The issue concerning the 
number years eligible for the refund is before the U.S. Court of International Trade. At a 
minimum, these refunds could total several hundred million dollars. Another consequence of 
this decision could lead to a challenge of the fee on imports under the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade (GATT). A tax or fee, which is applied to only exports or imports, can be 
considered as discriminatory with respect to the GATT. Based on past experience, if the 
application of the HMF were limited to just the domestic traffic, the annual HMTF revenues 
would decrease by approximately 90 percent. 

The Supreme Court's action was a result of a case brought before the U.S. Court of 
International Trade (CIT) by an exporter, United States Shoe. On October 25, 1995, the CIT 
agreed with shippers (United States Shoe Corp. y. U. S., 907 F. Supp. 408 (Ct. Int'! Trade 
1995» that the harbor maintenance fee as applied to exports is unconstitutional. The trade 
court concluded that the fee violated the Constitution's "Export Clause," which bans taxes or 
duties on any U.S. exports. The court rejected the government's argument that the HMF was 
a user charge and not a tax. In its ruling, the court indicated that, to be constitutional, the 
main purpose of the underlying law should be regulation and the revenue raised should be to 
only to recover the cost of services provided. Specifically, the ad valorem basis of the HMF is 
not a "fair approximation" of the benefits received. For example, large deep-draft bulk 
carriers could benefit more but pay less than smaller vessels carrying high valued cargo. 
Further, the fact that the trust fund has been running a surplus was an indication that the HMF 
was imposed to raise revenue. .'~ 

The Justice Department filed (February I, 1997) a notice of appeal to the U.S. Court of 
International Trade decision before the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. On 
June 3, 1997, in a 5-1 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals upheld the CIT ruling that the 
HMF on exports was nnconstitutional (United States Shoe Com. v. United States, 114 F.3d 
1564 (Fed. CiL 1997». This decision was appealed to the Supreme Court, as discussed 
above. 

The U. S. port industry is concerned over the court decision because of the impact it will have 
on the funding mechanism for operations and maintenance dredging of Federal navigation 
channels at public ports. The American Association of Port Authorities "urges that legislation 
be enacted as soon as possible to establish an alternative funding mechanism for maintaining 
our Federal navigation channels. It's critical to our Nation's competitiveness that there be no 
lapse in funding for channel maintenance. " 

The Administration believes that a healthy port system plays an importsnt role in ensuring a 
strong national economy. A number of alternative financing mechanisms for operations and 
maintenance activities are being studied. The general structure of the fee will continue to have 
the users be responsible for the costs of maintsiiring the system. The replacement fee will be 
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formulated on a nationwide basis that does not significantly alter the existing competitive 
balance among U.S. ports. In addition to the existing activities funded by the Harbor 
Maintenance Trust Fund, the Administration believes that the fee should support the Federal 
share of COlpS of Engineer's construction activities for port and barbor deepening projects. 
The inclusion of the Corps' construction projects recognizes that a competitive port system 
requires an adequate investment in new construction. 

The Administration also supports establishing a clear link between the amount of Federal 
revenue collected annually from the replacement fee and the amount of annual appropriations. 
To address these budgetary issues, the Administration proposes to allow the new user-fee 
receipts to be available to finance appropriated spending without affecting the overall budget 
picture--including Pay-As-You-GO and spending caps. Under this favorable budgetary 
arrangement, Congress would be able to appropriate in a fiscal year an amount up to the total 
level of annual receipts without affecting the discretionary caps. 

INTERi\mDAL TRANSPORTATION ACCESS 

The Nation's economy, international competitiveness, and national security are becoming more 
dependent on the effectiveness of our intermodal transportation system. The benefits of an 
integrated intermodal system can only be achieved by cost effectively linking the various 
modes of transportation. Good intermodai access is a vitafaspect for the continued 
development of U.S. ports. Today, U.S. ports are focusing on adequate waterside and 
landside transportation infrastructure as a prerequisite to support the growing demand in 
freight transportation. In addition, ports are exploring further development into information 
and technology infrastructure. This is considered necessary as U.S. ports of the future will 
also playa greater role as centers for information and data communication flows. 

Landside Access 

Landside access is a major challenge that most U.S. ports face. Intermodal connections 
between the transportation modes are typically the weakest links in the Nation's transportation 
system. U.S. ports and terminals, as the land/water transportation interface, are the pivotll 
links for the movement of our Nation's international trade. Ninety-five percent of overseas 
international trade, by volume, passes through the U.S. ports. Between 1970 and 1995, U.S. 
international waterborne freight nearly doubled. In 1996, U.S. ports handled nearly 1.1 
billion tons of freight at a value of $625.6 billion. It is forecasted that international 
waterborne freight volume will triple by year 2020. This unprecedented growth in 
international freight poses an enormous cballenge for U.S. ports and their landside access 
connections. The Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles bandle 20,000 truck and 30 train 
movements per day. By 2020, these figures are projected to grow to 50,000 trucks and 100 
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trains. The $1.8 billion Alameda Corridor project is designed accommodate this growth by 
consolidating rail movements into a high-speed rail corridor with adjacent highway 
improvements. The movement of international freight in today's trading environment requires 
a competitive logistics system that emphasizes quality service and total cost. The importance 
of such a system lies in the strategic value of its operation, in which freight moves through an 
integrated origin-to-destination "pipeline" that supports Just-In-Time production, reduces 
inventory levels, and decreases warehousing needs. Inefficiencies at any point in the pipeline 
can disrupt the total system, resulting in reduced productivity and profitability for transport 
providers and, ultimately. added costs for shippers and consumers. This point is best 
illustrated by last fall's situation in Southern California, when peak holiday cargo flows and a 
port labor shortage were coupled with Union Pacific's merger problems and railcar shortages 
leading to near gridlock and extension cargo delays. Issues of landside access have proven to 
be problematic for ports and terminals of all types, but are particularly acute for those handling 
cargoes that move intermodally. 

Landside Access Impediments 

Landside access is often impeded by inadequate highway and rail access from the port or 
marine terminal to the distribution centers. Improving landside access is, however, restrained 
partly due to limited planning and funding. A key to landside access improvements was the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) (Pub. L. 102-240). Under 
ISTEA. Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and state departments of transportation 
follow mandatory planning considerations and evaluate projects to meet particular ' 
transportation needs. The MPO is responsible for developing a final set of approved projects 
based upon the needs of the local community. both commercial and pUblic. While landside 
access improvements have been gaining planning and funding considerations at the local level, 
ports believe additional priority and funding must be given to freight access improvements. At 
the national level, the Federal government, through the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT), has strengthened policy provisions by instituting the National Freight 
Transportation Policy and the reauthorization of ISTEA. Additionally, a number of 
comprehensive studies have been initiated to call the attention to the critical issue of landside 
access to U.S. ports and terminals and encourage strategies that would assist in improving 
accessibility issues. 

In 1991, the Maritime Administration led a nationwide USDOT investigation of landside 
access to ports and marine terminals. This study revealed that frequently. the final few miles 
of rail and road nearest to the port or terminal cause major delays. The final report, titled 
"Landside Access to U.S. Ports,» examined access impediments in four categories, including 
infrastructure, land use, environmental, and institutional. Table 
40, taken from the final report, profiles access impediments identified by deep draft coastal 
ports in a 1991 American Association of Port Authorities survey. 
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The 1991 survey identified three key infrastructure inadequacies faced by ports and marine 
terminals. They were: (1) traffic congestion on major truck routes surfaced as the major 
infrastructure problem identified by half of the respondents and nearly two-thirds of container 
ports; (2) at-grade rail crossings were identified by approximately half of the respondents as 
major access impediments; and, (3) bridge and tunnel clearances were identified by one-third 
of the container ports as insufficient to accommodate growing double-stack train services. 

Table 40 
Landside Access Impediments - 1991 Survey 

36 
21 84 
II 44 
4 16 

6 24 
8 32 

10 40 
9 

In 1997, as the reauthorization process of the ISTEA was in progress, MARAD initiated an 
effort to update the status of landside access to U.S. ports and marine terminals. As in 1991, 
AAPA surveyed its member ports. The focal point this time was the status of physical 
infrastructure impediments that still linger in the Nation's ports and marine terminals. A 
summary of the results is presented in Table 41. 

MARAD analyzed the responses from 58 ports, including 31 container ports, and identified the 
following key infrastructure impediments: (1) over half of all respondents including the 
container ports identified traffic impediments on local truck routes as the major infrastructure 
probJem ; (2) half of all respondents experience limited availability and location of turning 
lanes and multiple access routes; (3) half of all container ports lack near dock rail terminals 
that would ease transfer of containers from rail to vessel; and, (4) nearly half of container 
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ports and over a third of all ports reported bridge impediments pertaining to highway access 
and load bearing capacity. 

Table 41 
Updated Status on Landside Access Impediments - 1997 Survey 

The results of these recent surveys indicate that landside access to U.S. ports and marine 
terminals showed some improvement during the six-year period, from 1991 to 1997. 
However, there are still significant landside access impediments that persist affecting the . 
movement of freight and ultimately the Nation's global competitiveness. Over a third of ports 
stiH experience major truck access impediments. Rail access impediments due to bridge 
clearances or distance from terminals still affect nearly a third of all survey respondents. 
Overall, one-third of all U.S. coastal ports still experience infrastructure impediments in rail 
and truck access. 
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National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 fNHS) 

The importance of major intermodal marine linkages or connections to surface transportation 
was recognized in the National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-59), 
signed by President Clinton on November 28, 1995. This Act directed the Secretary, not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment, to submit for approval to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives modifications to the NHS. These modifications 
consisted of connections to major ports, airports, interuational border crossings, public 
transportation and transit facilities, interstate bus terminals, and rail and other intermodal 
transportation facilities. The Act also established interim eligibility for improvements to 
proposed connections with NHS funds if they are consistent with the criteria being used for 
identifying connections for submission to Congress. These interim guidelines will remain in 
effect until Congress approves the connection modifications and additions. 

On May 24, 1996, the Secretary of Transportation forwarded to Congress for approval the 
Department's recommendations on the NHS connections to major intermodal terminals. They 
were developed in consultation with the USDOT operating administrations, State transportation 
agencies, national organizations, and public interest groups. The identification process was 
bast!d on criteria with two major components, i.e., volumes or activity levels by terminal type 
and a more subjective approach relative to the importance ()f the terminal to the State. The 
package submitted to Congress identified'nearly 1,407 m1!lor intermodal passenger and freight 
terminal connections, which included links to 247 major port facilities that handle 99 percent 
of total waterborne cargo. 

Improving highway access to major intermodal terminals became a priority objective for the 
Federal Highway Administration in 1998. FHW A is directing a US DOT study to evaluate the 
condition and performance of 1,407 terminf\ls identified in the National Highway System. The 
initial focus of the study will be on the 500 freight terminals (port, rail, and pipeline facilities). 
MARAD's updated landside access impediments initiative complimented the study and 
provided background information to screen major port access impediment issues. 

Transportation Equity Act for the 21" Century ITEA·2l) • ISTEA Reauthorization 

On June 9, 1998, President Clinton signed the $217.5 billion Transportation Equity Act for the 
21" Century (Pub. L. 105-178), which authorizes highway, highway safety, transit, and other 
surface transportation programs for the next 6 years. TEA·21 builds on the initiatives 
established in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), which 
was the last major authorizing legislation for surface transportation. This new Act combines 
the continuation and improvement of current programs with new initiatives to meet the 
challenges of improving safety, protecting and enhancing communities and the natural 
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environment, and advancing America's economic growth and competitiveness domestically and 
internationally through efficient and flexible transportation. 

Within TEA-2I, there are a number of programs that could potentially benefit port industry 
access concerns. While these programs do not earmark specific funds for port related projects, 
these projects may meet the program eligibility requirements. Since the decision process is 
driven at the local and state level, it is critical that port agencies become more involved in the 
local and state transportation planning processes through their metropolitan planning 
organizations and state DOTs. 

The following highlights some of the TEA-21 programs and studies of interest to the port 
industry; 

o Construction of Ferry Boats and Ferry Terminal Facilities (Section 1207) - authorizes $220 
million over the 6-year period of the Act for construction of ferry boats and ferry terminal 
facilities. Of this amount, for each year from FYs 1999-2003, $10 million shall be made 
available to Alaska, $5 million to New Jersey, and $5 million to Washington. In addition, 
the Act calls for the Secretary to conduct a study of ferry transportation in the United 
States and its possessions. Under the transit portion of the Act (Section 3009 (g», $14 
million for FY s 1999-2003 is available to Alaska and Hawaii for ferry boats and facilities. 

o The~Con~stion Mjtilmtion and Air Quality~Imjlrovement Program (Section 1110) -
provides a flexible funding source to State and local governments for transportation, 
projects and programs to help meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. Funding is 
available for areas that do not meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(nonattainment areas), as well as former nonattainment areas that are now in compliance 
(maintenance areas). Under ISTEA, only nonattainment areas were included in the 
funding formula. Further, greater weight is given to carbon monoxide nonattainment and 
maintenance areas. 

o National Corridor Planning and DevelQl)Illent Program (Section 1118) - establishes a 
program to make allocations to States and metropolitan planning organizations for 
coordinated pJanning, design, and construction of corridors of national significance,~ 
economic growth, and international or interregional trade. A State or metropolitan 
planning organization may apply to the Secretary for allocations under this section. 

o Coordinated Border Infrastructure Program (Section 1119) - establishes a coordinated 
border infrastructure program under which the Secretary may make allocations to border 
States and metropolitan planning organizations for areas within the boundaries of one or 
more border States for projects to improve the safe movement of people and goods at or 
across the border between the United States and Canada and the border between the United 
States and Mexico. 
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o State Infrastructure Banks (Section 1511) - establishes a new State Infrastructure Bank 
(SIB) pilot program under which four States--California, Florida, Missouri, and Rhode 
Island--are authorized to enter into cooperative agreements with the Secretary to set up 
infrastructure revolving funds eligible to be capitalized with Federal transportation funds 
authorized for the FY 1998-2003 period. 

This new SIB program gives States the capacity to increase the efficiency of their 
transportation investment and significantly leverage Federal resources by attracting 
non-Federal public and private investment. The program provides greater flexibility to the 
States by allowing other types of project assistance in addition to the traditional 
reimbursable grant. 

o Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financinl! Program (Section 7203) - authorizes a 
new program to provide credit assistance, in the form of direct loans and loan guarantees, 
to public or private sponsors of intermodal and rail projects. The Act does not provide 
budget authority, but authorizes future appropriations and contributions from potential 
borrowers and other non-Federal sources to fund the credit assistance. The aggregate 
amount of outstanding loans and guarantees made under this program is limited to $3.5 
billion, with $1 billion reserved for projects primarily benefiting freight railroads other 
than Class I carriers. Eligible projects include the acquisition, development, improvement, 
or rehabilitation of intermodal or raE equipment or facilities, including track, bridges, 
yards, buildings, and shops. 

o The Railway-Highway Crossing Program (Section 1103 (c)(2» - continues a program 
initiated in ISTEA for elimjnating hazards of railway-highway crossings in certain 
designated high speed rail corridors. The funds will be expended on improvements in five 
existing corridors and six new corridors (three specified in the Act and three to be selected 
by the Secretary in accordance with specific criteria). 

o Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation (Section 1109) - provides funds to assist the States 
in their programs to replace or rehabilitate deficient highway bridges and to seismic retrofit 
bridges located on any public road. 

o Intermodal Freight Connectors Study (Section 1106 Cd» - Not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall review the condition of and 
improvements made, since the designation of the National Highway System, to connectors 
on the National Highway System that serve seaports, airports, and other intermodal freight 
transportation facilities, and report to Congress on the results of such review. If the 
Secretary determines on the basis of the review that there are impediments to improving 
the connectors serving intermodal facilities, the Secretary slIall identify such impediments 
and make any appropriate recommendations as part of the Secretary's report to Congress. 
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o Vehicle Weight Enforcement Study (Section 1213 (h» - Not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall conduct a study of State laws (including 
regulations) relating to penalties for violation of State commercial motor vehicle weight 
laws. The purpose of the study shall be to determine the effectiveness of State penalties as 
a deterrent to illegally overweight trucking operations. The study shall evaluate fine 
structures, innovative roadside enforcement techniques, and a State's ability to penalize 
shippers and carriers as wel1 as drivers and shal1 examine the effectiveness of 
administrative and judicial procedures utilized to enforce vehicle weight laws. 
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RELATED DEVELOPMENTS 

U. S. MARINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM: 
WATERWAYS, PORTS, & THEIR INTERMODAL CONNECTIONS 

The U. S. Department of Transportation in conjunction with other Federal agencies is 
sponsoring a series of regional listening sessions and a national conference to improve the 
marine portion of the national transportation system. The objective of this effort is to support 
a safe and environmentally sound world-class waterways system that improves our global 
competitiveness and national security. Marine transportation is now characterized by many 
diverse organizations engaged in a complex environment, often working independently and for 
the accomplishment of different goals. This initiative will address the future needs of the 
Nation by improving the coordination and cooperation among all stakeholders. 

The Maritime Administration and the U. S. Coast Guard have joined efforts to bring together 
stakeholders, other USDOT and Federal entities, state governments, industry, and statellocal 
port authorities. Cooperating Federal entities include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Environmental Protection Agency, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Minerals Management Service, National Imagery and Mapping Agency, and the U.S. Customs 
Service. 

During the summer of 1998, seven Federally-sponsored, two-day regional listening sessions 
were held to gather information19

• The first day of each regional listening session was an open 
forum to receive the views and opinions from the public concerning the current state and 
future needs of our marine transportation system. The second day of each session was a 
structured focus group discussion. A representative cross section from the region's ports, 
terminals, stevedores, pilots, vessel operators, railroads, truckers, environmental community, 
and others were selected to provide their expertise on the current state and future needs of our 
marine transportation system. A summary from each regional listening session will be placed 
in the public docket and will be available for public review and comment. The regional 
listening sessions built upon information from other Department of Transportation led outreach 
activities that identified issues of significance to the marine transportation system. For 
example, workshops in 1997 addressed the impact of larger container ships; in 1994, outreach 
sessions led to an action plan to improve the dredging process in the United States; and, in 
1993, port visits identified landside intermodal access impediments. 

The Secretary of Transportation will host a national conference to be held in Washington, DC, 
on November 17-19, 1998. This conference will address key issues identified in the regional 

19 
The regionnl sessions were held in New Orleans. Oaklnnd. New York. Cleveland, St. Louis, Charleston, and Portland 
(OR). 
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listening sessions and other outreach efforts. The purpose of the national conference is to 
develop potential solutions to these problems and explore various strategies to implement these 
solutions. 

SUPPORT OF DEFENSE INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION 

MARAD is required by law to act as the intermediary between the commercial sector and the 
military on container issues in connection with deployment of U.S. Armed Forces, or other 
national defense requirements. Under 46 CFR Part 340, the Maritime Administrator is to 
identify container and/or chassis suppliers that can furnish DOD with the required equipment 
needed for a contingency and to minimize the disruption of the commercial sector. 

The commercial transportation sector invests in new equipment and technology to become 
more competitive and reduce overall costs. These transportation advantages can be put to use 
in the defense sector. With recent changes in the national defense strategy and the downsizing 
of the U.S. military establishment, an increased emphasis is placed on the need for a more 
effective deployment of forces in times of national emergency using the commercial intermodal 
transportation system. The benefits that the military can derive from containerization and 
intermodal transportation are the same as in the commercial sector: lower costs, decreased 
transit times, and lower rates of damage. 

MARAD has increased its coordination with.!he commercial and military sectors to explore 
ways that the existing system can he used for military purposes. Programs such as the U.' S. 
Transportation Command's Center for the Commercial Deployment of Transportation 
Technology (CCDoTT) are reviewing existing and emerging technologies that may be of 
benefit to military deployments. MARAD's Voluntary Intermodal Sealift Agreement has been 
established to prepare the commercial shipping industry for possible future deployment 
contingencies. The Cargo Handling Cooperative Program assists member companies to 
explore ways to increase productivity and enhance competitiveness. 

DOD's vision for deployment is to use the commercial transportation system to assist it in the 
rapid deployment of large amounts of materiel on short notice with well-planned, maintained, 
and sufficient transportation facilities. New directives within the DOD reinforce the concepts 
of intermodalism and containerization. A recent Joint Chiefs of Staff publication entitled, 
Joint Tactics, Techniques and Procedures for Use of lntennodal Containers in Joint 
Operations, states "Intermodal transportation that is flexible and fast is used by the Department 
of Defense to prepare, deploy, support, and sustain forces assigned or committed to a theater 
of operations or objective area." Other directives within DOD specify minimum 
containerization requirements for certain military cargoes. 
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Cargo Handling Cooperative Program 

Since its inception in 1983, the goal of the Cargo Handling Cooperative Program (CHCP) has 
been to increase the productivity of marine freight transportation companies through cargo 
handling research and development. The CHCP, conceived as a public-private partnership, 
was designed to foster research and technology development among U.S.-flag ocean carriers. 
The membership actively pursued innovative cargo handling developments to increase the 
productivity and cost effectiveness of cargo operations. The organizatioQ undertook initiatives 
that led to international recognition. This included playing a key role in two standards 
development efforts for automatic equipment identification. As the leader of one effort, the 
program organized representatives from all areas of the U.S. transportation industry and 
government. Drawing on input from maritime, tmcking, rail, and air industries, as well as 
Department of Defense, port authorities, Federal and state highway departments, and vendor 
organizations, program members formulated standard requirements and alternatives for 
automatic equipment identification. In the second effort, CHCP collaborated with the 
technical committees and working groups of the American National Standard Institute and the 
International Standards Organization (ISO) on the establishment of the international standard 
for automatic identification of freight containers (ISO 10374). Recognition of the international 
standard for automatic equipment identification, and commercial acceptance and 
implementation of this technology in member terminals, represents ultimate success of one of 
the most ambitious initiatives of the program. 

Other significant projects included the prototype equipment location system which effectively 
showed that a mobile inventory vehicle can accurately identify and locate containers and 
chassis to within one slot of their true positions 99.4 percent of the time. Another project, 
hand-held computer technology, was successfully demonstrated to allow shipside equipment­
transaction data collected during vessel loading and discharge operations to be recorded and 
transmitted to mainframe databases in real-time. There was also a video container recognition 
system that was used to track tagged and non-tagged containers in and out of a marine 
terminal. 

The new focus of the Cargo Handling Cooperative Program is industry-driven technology 
priorities. This focus is critical to develop a more integrated transportation system for the 
movement of international and domestic freight, based on advanced technologies in (1) 
infrastructure design, (2) seamless international transportation networks, and (3) more efficient 
communication and information flows. Initiatives to enhance such a transportation system 
should be based on a system-level approach to freight transportation from origin to destination. 
This allows for the development of a framework wherein segments of technologically advanced 
transportation networks are developed in relation to total system requirements. Key to this 
concept are advances in water and surface transportation technology and infrastmcture 
requirements, including intermodal transfer points. On the terminal side, this will require 
advances in design and operating systems that complement advances in ship design and 
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operations. Surface transportation networks, in addition to infrastructure needs, will require 
advances in modal networks and interfaces, handling systems, communications, and 
information systems. 

Center for the Commercial Deployment of Transportation Technology 

The United States Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM), the City of Long Beach, and 
California State University Long Beach (CSULB) established a Memorandum of 
Understanding in 1995 for CSULB to operate the Center for the Commercial Deployment of 
Transportation Technologies (CCDoTI). 

On June 20, 1997, US TRANS COM and MARAD entered into a Memorandum of Agreement 
to jointly continue the CCDoTI program as a cooperative effort utilizing funds provided by 
DOD. USTRANSCOM and MARAD share in the technical management of the program. In 
addition, MARAD has the responsibility of administering the MOU of June 20. On September 
4, 1997 MARAD entered into a cooperative agreement with CSULB Foundation on behalf of 
CCDoTI. 

The purpose of CCDoTI is to improve the overall commercial/defense transportation system 
by combining their relevant capabilities, resources, and technologies. This is accomplished 
through- a strong government, industry, and academic partnership. Specifically, the areas 
examined are: (1) ports, terminals, intermodal transfer, and intransit visibility and 
transportation technologies, (2) high speed sealift ship system configurations, and (3) rapid 
deployment technologies. These areas are consistent with the Congressional language on 
" ... prototyping of agile port facilities operating in combination with high speed sealift and 
related rapid deployment technologies, and the enhancement of capabilities for cargo and 
personnel movement tracking and total asset visibility." CCDoTI works to increase system 
performance, to speed the integrated movement of commercial and military cargoes, and to 
enhance the U.S. global rapid response capabilities. 

The program is funded on a yearly basis. Funding is broken down into individual research 
projects or tasks based on the innovation and scientific merit of the proposed projects. these 
projects are reviewed by a Working and Steering Group and recommended for approval. 
MARAD, USTRANSCOM and USCLB negotiate the recommended tasks. Final approval is 
made by USTRANSCOM and MARAD. 

Freight Identification Systems - Tagging and Tracking 

The use of freight identifications systems is expanding in both the private and government 
sectors. Imaging systems and RF (radio frequency) tag systems are in use at the modal 
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(terminal) interfaces, Customized systems for freight and asset management are successfully 
deployed for use within the terminal and during transportation between terminals and 
customers. The Department of Defense is testing its own freight identification system, The 
long term goal is to advance and thus improve the United States competitiveness by creating a 
seamless, intermodal freight movement system. The intermodal freight movement community 
is clearly at a technology crossroads. MARAD, ITS America, CCDoTI, and FHWA 
sponsored (June/98) a workshop to bring together leaders from the public and private sectors 
to collaboratively set an action agenda to address interoperability issues,in intermodal freight 
location and identification systems, The workshop invited members from intermodal carriers, 
shippers, port and terminal operators, motor carriers, rsilroads, associations, and the 
Departments of Defense, Treasury, and Transportation. Industry and Government attendees 
discussed their current systems and future requirements for freight identification and location 
(containers, trailers, etc,) across the modes and international borders. The goal was to engage 
the attendees in a dialogue that will lead them to: (1) identify potential benefits of greater 
harmonization across freight communities in using freight identification technologies, (2) 
identify candidate projects that will help to achieve the desired benefits, (3) draft an action 
agenda to achieve these benefits, and (4) identify organization(s) willing to lead and actively 
participate in the resulting agenda initiatives. Proceedings of the workshop were published in 
September 1998. 

RaERMODALEDUCATIONAL~~Tn~s 

MARAD, FHWA, and the Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) developed 
a proposal to pursue a more formal relationship with respect to cooperative freight 
transportation education and training initiatives. A primary objective of these initiatives is to 
expand the logistics and intermodal programs at the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy 
(USMMA) through coordination with the National Highway Institute (NHI) of FHW A and the 
University Transportation Centers Programs (UTCP) managed by RSPA, The motivations 
driving the proposed cooperative effort are: (1) the need for coverage of international 
intermodal transportation under RSPA's university program structure, (2) the expansion of 
NHI's coverage of logistics and intermodal freight transportation topics, (3) the current 
development of a logistics and transportation major at the USMMA, and (4) th~ broader 
objective of the Department to establish a national transportation education and training policy. 
An Interagency Working Group composed of representatives from the three agencies is 
investigating areas of mutual interest and cooperation. Key areas include: 

Identification of Existing Courses - Both NHI and the USMMA offer courses that could be 
used to enhance each other's existing educational and training programs. The objective is to 
evaluate existing courses relevant to logistics and intermodal transportation for their potential 
application in the respective programs of each organization and to plan for the transfer of 
course materials or the development of joint program initiatives as appropriate. 
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Development of New Course Materials - The objective is to fill any gaps in course offerings 
by each organization and to expand the coverage of logistics and intermodal freight 
transportation within the context of the Department's National Freight Transportation Policy 
statement. 

Enhanced Departmental Coverage of Intermodal Transportation The primary objective is to 
integrate the USMMA more fully into the broader spectrum of the Department's university 
programs pertaining to domestic and international intermodal transportation. 

Administratiye and Financial Issues - The objective is to identify areas of cooperation 
regarding program management (e.g., course maintenance and staffing) and financial resource 
allocation (e.g., expenditures for travel and module software). 

Joint Program Development - The long-term objective is to explore the potential of 
comprehensive joint programs that can be administered by either two or all three participating 
organizations. 

MARITIME ADVANTAGE INTERMODAL INITIATIVE 

The Maritime Advantage Intermodal Initiative (MAIl), developed by the Maritime 
Administration's Central Region, seeks to integrate the region's maritime transportation 
community into the respective states' intermndal transportation planning process and to 
enhance their participation in Federal programs. A better understanding of regional 
transportation problems and trade opportunities will facilitate multi-state and multi-modal 
cooperation. Because of the MAll region's unique natural and developed maritime resources, 
such cooperation can be a distinct advantage in meeting the inevitable challenges posed by the 
expansion of domestic and international trade. For example, of the many ports located on the 
U.S. Gulf Coast, six rank among the Nation's top ten. In addition to the rail and highway 
network, these ports are linked by a highly developed inland waterway system with over 1,000 
marine deep or shallow water terminals. No other combination of states has this magnitude of 
maritime infrastrncture. 

MAll will emphasize the goal of facilitating local government and planning organization 
initiatives aimed at coordinating economic investments in intermodal facilities that impact 
regional commerce. Fostering local/state/Federal partnerships to improve the delivery, 
efficiency, and connectivity of infrastructure investments will also be a priority. 

Specifically, MAll will participate in the Latin America Trade and Transportation Study 
(LA TIS), to increase the awareness of trade opportunities with Latin America. This 
participation will assist the Gulf Coast region effectively plan, invest, and develop strategies to 
increase their market share of this expanding trade area. 
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MAlI has begun the Freight Interface Educational Laboratory Demonstration (FIELD) project 
to increase the understanding of intennodal freight by sponsoring a series of technical field 
tours of intennodal facilities for regional transportation planners and managers. The tours will 
be conducted by USDOT regional representatives. 

The Federal Data Partnership program is intended to provide an opportunity for MAlI state 
DOTs and MPOs to gain knowledge of and access to USDOT data resources by surveying 
their infonnation needs and developing a program to describe these data resources. 

The Inland Public Port Connectivity Inventory will conduct a comprehensive needs assessment 
of the region's inland ports. This effort will help to ensure that these ports are capable of 
meeting future waterborne commerce demands. 

MATI participants include the state DOTs of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Texas; three state maritime agencies, Federal 
transportation agencies, and maritime industry representatives. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE" NATIONAL PORT READINESS NETWORK (NPRN) 

The~National Port Readiness Network was fonned in 1984 and was composed of six Federal 
agencies involved in port activities duringa military deploy·ment. The number of agencies in 
the Network has grown over time and it is now composed of nine agencies. In addition to the 
Maritime Administration, the current members are U.S. Anny Forces Command 
(FORSCOM), U.S. Transportation Command, U.S. Anny Military Traffic Management 
Command, U.S. Navy Military Sealift Command, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast 
Guard, U.S. Atlantic Command, and Commands of the Maritime Defense Zone. MARAD is 
the permanent chair of the National Port Readiness Network Steering Group and the National 
Port Readiness Network Working Group. As Chair, MARAD has the lead in the development 
of new initiatives to ensure port readiness. 

For the past several years, selected ports, which the military plans to use during a deployment, 
have been issued planning orders. These are non-binding letters of intent which provide the 
ports with deployment information for planning purposes. Planning orders are now issued for 
only a one year period in another effort to encourage communication among ports, terminal 
operators, and the military. The Network instituted a program of semi-annual visits to ports 
with planning orders to improve the deployment process. Efforts are being made to have ports 
participate in FORSCOM's Key Asset Protection Program. 

The Network is encouraging the exchange of deployment data between the military personnel 
responsible for the logistics of a unit move and the unit itself. This information can be used to 
identify and discuss lift requirements, port capabilities, and commercial disruption impacts. 
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The identiflcation of industrial property near ports which could be used as cargo staging areas 
is being examined as a means to alleviate potential problems associated with surge movements 
of military cargo through commercial port facilities. Other initiatives include increasing the 
emphasis and support of local Port Readiness Committees, enhancing port readiness exercises, 
and updating of various publications. 

PORT FACILITY CONVEYANCE PROGRAM 

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Pub. L. 103-160) authorized 
the Secretary of Transportation to convey needed surplus Federal real property to non-Federal 
public entities without monetary compensation for use in the development or operation of a 
port facility. This authority was subsequently delegated to the MARAD. 

The program requires MARAD to receive, evaluate, and approve applications after 
consultation with the Departments of Labor and Commerce and recommend assignment of 
surplus property to MARAD for final conveyance to an applicant. Final assignment decisions 
are made by a disposal agency--military service or General Services Administration. All 
conveyances are in perpetuity by a MARAD Quitclaim Deed which contains the terms, 
conditions, reservations, and restrictions of the conveyance. 

MARAD is responsible for enforcing compliance·with the provisions in the deed. The 
program is designed to create jobs, encourage economic development, and assure adequate 
port capacity to meet future trade and national defense needs. 

MARAD has received eight applications since the inception of the program. The highlights of 
the applications are as follows: 

o Port of Benton, Richland. WA - In September 1996, MARAD conveyed approximately 71 
acres of the former Department of Energy Hanford 3000 Area to the port for development 
into a foreign trade zone and industrial park. The property complements the port which is 
located on the Columbia River. 

o Oxnard Harbor District. Port Hueneme. CA - Approximately 33 acres of the former Naval 
Civil Engineering Laboratory were conveyed to the port in March 1997. The port is 
developing the property into cargo staging area, improving terminal access, and expanding 
cold storage facilities. 

o Port of Los Angeles. Los Angeles. CA - The application to convey approximately 26 acres 
of the former Long Beach Naval Station located in the City of Los Angeles has been 
tentatively approved. The principal use of the property is to provide rail access and a 
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Seaside Avenue/Navy Way grade separation for cargo terminals on Terminal Island (Pier 
300 and 400) and the dry bulk terminal. 

o Rhode Island Economic Develqpment Corporation. North Kingstown. RI - The application 
and requested assignment of approximately 259 acres of property located at the former 
Naval Construction Battalion Center in North Kingstown, RI, has been approved. The 
property will be used for industrial and maritime terminal support uses. 

o Port of Long Beach. Long Beach. CA - Two applications are under review by MARAD. 
The port is interested in acquiring the former Long Beach Naval Station including the Navy 
mole. The port and the community are evaluating re-use alternatives. 

o Port of Stockton. Stockton. CA - The port has requested conveyance of approximately 
1,450 acres known as "Rough and Ready Island" for development into a commercial port 
facility using existing warehouses and facilities. The property is adjacent to the current 
port. 

o Village of Harrisonburg. Harrisonburg. LA - The Village has requested conveyance of the 
former Harrisonburg Lock and Dam No.2 for development into a port facility. The 
~property is located on the Ouachita River. 

CONRAIL ACQUISmON 

CSX and Norfolk Southern (NS) announced' CApri! 8, 1997) a $10.3 billion agreement to 
divide the routes and assets of Consolidated Rail Corporation (Conrail) in a transaction. On 
June 23, 1997, CSX, NS, and Conrail filed an application with the Surface Transportation 
Board (STB) jointly seeking authority for NS and CSX to acquire control of Conrail and for 
the subsequent division of Conrail's assets.' The proposed transaction involves over 44,000 
miles of rail lines and related facilities covering a large portion of the eastern United States. 
The applicants anticipate that the proposed transaction would provide for benefits that include: 
reduced energy usage, enhanced safety, rednced highway congestion, rednced system-wide air 
pollutant emissions, expanded competition, and a more efficient rail transportation system. In 
a filing in late April, CSX and NS asked the STB to review the joint application on an 
expedited basis, requesting a 255~day schedule. The STB adopted a 350-day procedural 
schedule for the proposed transaction proceeding and determined that preparation of an 
environmental impact statement (ElS), in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, was warranted in this case.20 

20 The draft IDS was issued by the STB in December, 1997. and lite final EIS was issued on May 29. 1998, 
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On June 8, 1998, the STB approved the transactionZ1 and adopted the Merger Team's Final 
Recommendations, Broad Issues,2Z A written STB decision was published on July 23, 1998. 
In its decision, the Board noted that the transaction, as enhanced by the conditions it is 
imposing, will result in a procompetitive restructuring of rail transportation throughout much 
of the Eastern United States. 

The STB' s statutory function in reviewing rail mergers is to balance the benefits of the merger 
against any competitive harm that cannot be mitigated by conditions. The STB found that the 
benefits of this merger were substantial. The transaction will create two strong competitors in 
the East that will provide improved rail service opportunities throughout the Northeast and 
South. Through the development of shared assets and joint access areas, it will bring 
competition back to many areas that had lost options through the creation of Conrail. 

The STB has the authority to impose conditions to mitigate harm that a merger would produce. 
Here, the applicants themselves structured the merger so as to improve the circumstances of 
shippers and localities throughout the East. Additionally, the applicants responded to the 
concerns of many affected parties by modifying the proposal through private-sector settlements 
that further improved the circumstances of a number of shippers and localities. 

The conditions that the STB voted to impose, while extensive, recognize the operational and 
competitive integrity of the proposal and the importance of preserving and promoting privately 
negotiated agreements. The STB' s conditions require 5 years of oversight, along with 
substantial operational monitoring and reporting to ensure that the merger is successfully 
implemented; mitigation of potential adverse impacts on the environment and on safety; , 
recognition of employee interests, including a reaffirmation of the negotiation and arbitration 
process as the proper way to resolve important issues relating to employee rights; and several 
conditions that recognize the vital role of smaller railroads and that assist regions such as New 
York State, New York City, and New England. As an example of the various deals and 
agreements which compose the transaction, New York State and New England shippers could 
gain new rail competition via a number of conditions, as NS was given trackage rights 
affecting service in Buffalo and Rochester, and Canadian Pacific received access from Queens 
to Albany (Selkirk). 

21 Generally, see CSX/NSiConrail Voting Conference. 8TB Chairman's Closing Statement and Vote (June 8, 1998) 
and Statement and Vote, Gus A. Owen, Viee-chairman. Surface Transportation Board, Finanee Docket No. 33388, 
CSX/NS/Conr.il Merger (lune 8, 1998), boUl at ULR:llwww.slb.dot.govlnewsrel.nsj' 

ZZ See Surf.ce Traneportation Bonrd, STB Finance Docket No. 33388 CSX CorpoT!1tion and CSX Traneportation, 
Inc., Norfolk Southern Corporation and Norfolk Southern Railway Company -Control and Operating Leases/Agreements 
-Conraillne. and Consolidated R.il Corporation - Merger Team's Fin.l Recommendations Broad Issues (lune 8. 1998), on 
ULR:llwlYw.stb.dot.govln<nvsrel.nsf 
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Upon Federal approval, CSX will become a 23,000 route-mile system serving 23 states, the 
District of Columbia, and the Canadian provinces of Ontario and Quebec. NS would enlarge 
its system to 20,000 route miles in 21 states. 

All told, the restructuring of the rail system in the East will provide intermodal shippers with 
the benefits of rail competition to and within the eastern United States. The restructuring 
should ensure competition from two comparably sized balanced eastern railroads, and will 
introduce competitive services to major markets such as New York and New Jersey that critics 
claim have not had rail competition for more than two decades. 

As to more specifics concerning the increased competition involving the New York market, 
currently, rail carriers other than Conrail attempt to compete in the New York intermodal 
market. However, they must use Conrail tracks and lack the right to build adequate terminals, 
which prevents them from competing effectively. The restructured eastern rail system will 
provide direct competitive rail service to the Port of New York and New Jersey, now served 
solely by Conrail. 

Further, the transaction promised to bring a balanced market share for long term competitive 
service by two railroads similar in size, market access, and financial strength by providing 
coIIlpetitive, owned routes between New York and Chicago, the Nation's intermodal hub. It 
also pledges competitive, owned routes between New York and the Southeast, as well as two 
rail carrier competition at the Ports of Baltimore and PhilitCtelphia. 

Another sample of an advantage to the New England market is the April 1998 agreement 
whereby NS and Guilford Rail System agreed on the creation of competitive new intermodal 
service for that area. Beginning in mid-1998, New England Thoroughbred Intermodal Service 
will link Guilford Rail's newly-constructed terminals at Devens Commerce Center in Ayer, 
Massachusetts, and at Waterville, Maine, with NS's network of 34 intermodal terminals. 

Based on the anticipated benefits from the acquisition, the applicants believe that the rail 
improvements will encourage manufacturers and other shippers to switch from trucks to 
railroads, alleviating road congestion, highway maintenance spending, and taxpayer costs. 
Within three years of the transaction being approved, more than 1.1 million truckloads of 
freight per year could be diverted from eastern and mid-western highways to the rails, saving 
120 million gallons of diesel fuel annually and reducing levels of toxic air emissions. For 
example, this could lead to a reduction of more than 12.6 million truck miles on New York 
highways and save the state more than $1.5 million annually in highway maintenance costs due 
to reduced truck traffic. 23 

23 Generally. see, UU: http://www.csx.com/med/acqyressreleases.iltm 
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AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE 

In his 1997 State of the Union Address, President Clinton announced the American Heritage 
Rivers initiative to help communities revitalize their rivers and the banks along them--the 
streets, the historic buildings, the natural habitats, the parks--to help celebrate their history and 
their heritage. According to the needs they identify, communities along these rivers will 
receive special assistance. American Heritage Rivers is an umbrella initiative designed to 
more effectively use the Federal government's many resources. Environmental, economic, 
and social concerns will be addressed through a plan that is designed and driven by the local 
community. 

On July 30, 1998, President Clinton designated 14 "American Heritage Rivers" assuring that 
communities along these rivers will get help implementing their plans for restoring and 
protecting the environmental, economic, and cultural values of their rivers and riverfronts. 

Vice President Gore stated that, "the message of this initiative is clear: there is nothing more 
powerful than water as a catalyst for economic revitalization and cultural renewal. Working 
together as partners, we can clean up America's rivers, create new jobs, and strengthen the 
communities that surround them for generations to come." 

The 14 rivers designated include: 

o BlackslOne and Woonasquatucket Rivers (MA, RI) 
o Connecticut River (CT, VT. NH, MA) 
o Cuyahoga River (OH) 
o Detroit River (MI) 
o Hanalei River (HI) 
o Hudson River (NY) 
o New River (NC, VA. WV) 
o Rio Grande (TX) 
o Potomac River (DC, MD, PA, VA, WV) 
o St. Johns River (FL) 
o Upper Mississippi River (lA, IL, MN, MO, WI) 
o Lower Mississippi River (LA, TN) 
o Upper Susquehanna and Lackawanna Rivers (PA) 
o Willamette River (OR). 

The objectives of American Heritage Rivers Initiative include: 

o It will focus on economic revitalization, natural resource and environmental protection, and 
historic and cultural preservation. Once a community is chosen, a single contact, called a 
"River Navigator," will be available to help cftizens identify Federal assistance to 
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complement existing project resources, helping them achieve the goals of their 
self-designed plan. 

o In addition to providing the River Navigator, Federal agencies will make existing field 
staff available to each American Heritage River to help match community needs with 
available resources from current programs. For example, the River Navigator could work 
with the community to address pollution problems, attract local entrepreneurs and small 
businesses, improve flood protection, protect agricultural land, and watersheds, rebuild 
historic docks and buildings, restore eroded stream banks, and seek out economic 
opportunities. 

o Communities along American Heritage Rivers will receive improved access to technical 
and financial assistance from Federal agencies. These agencies will work with community 
members to make the community aware of Federal actions in the area and coordinate these 
activities with community goals. 

ASIA-PACIFIC ECONOMIC COOPERATION (APEC) - Dredging Needs Study 

MARAD, working in cooperation with the APEC Port Experts Group, is undertaking a 
dredging needs study of the APEC economies, including the United States. This effort will 
identify the major dredging issues facing APEC ports. The-study is scheduled for completion 
by the end of 1998. MARAD is also working on a related project with the APEC Port Experts 
Group which will develop an Environmental Code of Practice (ECP) for APEC ports. The 
development of an ECP will provide a set of guidelines for best environmental protection 
management practices in APEC ports. The guidelines will be based on common 
environmental management and program practices, objectives, and elements that can be 
identified to assist APEC member economiesin addressing the complex issues associated with 
port activities in estuarine environments. 
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Capital Expenditures by Leading Port Authorities for 1996 
(Thousands of Dollars) 
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Grant Program Marketing studies/plans.. gnmtsJtransfers from is the lesser amoUfit 
(PPMP) Specific project ennsultation. theOPRF 

Regional coordination., 
Strategic busineu planning. 
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Characteristics of a Megasbip Terminal 

2 - 1,250' for Megaships 
3 - 1,000' for Mixed Vessel Sizes 

6--10 Beyond Post-Panamax Cranes 

50' Channel/Berth 
800' - 1,00' Channel Width 
1,430' - 1,650' Turning Basin 

450,000 TEUs/Yr. Minimum (3,000 TEUs/Acre) 
900,000 TEUs/Yr. Maximum (6,000 TEUs/Acre) 

On-Dock or Adjacent Intermodal Railyard 
2-4 Unit Train Calls/Day (Assumes 40% by Rail) 

1,730 - 3,460 Trips/Day (Assumes 40% by Rail) 
2,880 - . Trips/Day (Assumes 0 % by Rail) 

* Through the gate ~ e'xcludes possible trnnshipment 

Source: 
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u.s. Army Corps of Engineers Dredging Program 
Summary of Corps and Industry Activities: 1970 - 1997 

(Doli-lin ill;nd Cubic Yl.ltV., in Mlnioru) 

$49-.0 143.0 13Ji 156,0 

52.0 145.0 13,0 158.0 

55.0 145,0 13.0 158.0 

56,0 145,0 '.0 153.0 
70.0 183.0 7.0 190.0 

82.0 157,0 7.0 164.0 

90,0 l32.0 3.0 135.0 

$6.0 127,0 1.0 128.0 

92.0 92.0 3.0 95.0 

95.0 87.0 3.0 90.0 

95.0 81.0 1.0 82.0 

104.0 no 88,0 
16,0 60.0 60.0 

65.0 48.0 1.0 49.0 

81.0 49.0 49.0 

73.0 65.0 65.0 

80,0 64.0 64,0 

66.3 47.7 0.3 48.0 

58.2 0.1 58.3 

58.7 58.7 

35.0 35.0 

99.6 62,4 62.4 

89.2 52.4 52.4 

75.8 383 0.1 38.4 

843, 52,5 0.0 52:.5 

.s.3i 53,S 7.9 61.7 

85.4 52.5 0.0 52.5 
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Total M:tint Work Total 
nVIA. 

$36,0 S128.0 303.0 89.0 392.0 
48.0 J41.0 278.0 79.0 357.0 
43.0 141.0 256,0 59.0 315.0 
45.0 157.0 276.0 36.0 312.0 

36.0 176,0 338.0 48.0 386.0 

61.0 201.0 267.0 65.0 332.0 

72.0 245,0 255.0 46.0 30LO 

57.0 232.0 253.0 44.0 297.0 
93,0 307.0 210,0 71.0 281.0 
83.0 324.0 

98.0 403.0 

115.0 459.0 ! 262.0 

135.0 445.0 211,0 35.0 212.0 

89,0 444.0 254.0 33.0 287,0 

94.0 550.0 294.0 52,0 346.() 

63.0 449,0 273.0 30.0 303.0 

64.0' 386.0 282.0 33.0 315,0 

99.2 3&7.5 215.1 43.1 258.2 
]77.9 473.3 212.8 13.1 235,9 

164.0 4S2.l 28U 52.7 

187.0 493,0 209.7 63,3 273,0 
89.4 512.5 211.6 28.4 300.0 

116.2 485.1 2t6.3 21,8 244.1 

104,7 514.9 235.5 33.5 269.0 

100.11 5215 264.7 31.0 301.7 

122.9 531.0 I , 211,t 34.0 251.1 
R97 514.7 I 234.3 24.4 258.1 
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Great Lakes Dredging Team 

All Great Lakes ports are concerned with the frontline issue of dredging. The Great Lakes 
Dredging Team (GLDT) was formed to contribute to the national goal of assuring that the 
dredging of U. S. harbors and channels is conducted in a timely and cost effective manner, 
while meeting environmental protection, restoration, and enhancement goals. The primary 
functions are to facilitate the resolution of local and regional dredging issues among the 
participating Federal and state officials. There are many dredging-related concerns in the 
Great Lakes: stagnated dredging due to contaminated sediment questions, limited and nearly 
filled confined disposal facilities (CDF), questions of liability, and inconsistent state and 
Federal regulations. Soil erosion, contaminated sediments, and dredged material uses are jnst 
some of the areas being worked on by the ports. 

The GLDT was established in 1997 and membership includes representatives from the eight 
Great Lakes states, six Federal agencies, and the Great lakes Commission. The Team has 
been focusing on the issue of dredged material disposal because a number of Great Lakes states 
prohibit open-water disposal, which can create an impasse with Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
disposal policy. The Team is also preparing a white paper to highlight the complicated nature 
of the dredging decision process. Another priority area is public outreach in the form of case 
studies, educational information, and public involvement. 

On behalf of the GLDT, MARAD's Great Lakes Region staff initiated a "case study" of 
Waukegan Harbor, IL, in March 1997. After participating in several Waukegan Citizen 
Advisory Group (WCAG) meetings, it became apparent that a special review of the harbor's 
29-year history of dredging problems could provide an opportunity to resolve the concerns and 
provide new direction to WCAG and the Corps. 

The case study provided the Corps with an update of lake vessels serving the port and a profile 
of port users with an economic impact in a surrounding five state area. Also, the Port's 
shallow draft of 17 feet is extremely restrictive for vessel operators. Since the water level for 
Lake Michigan is presently 31 inches above low water datum, commercial traffic is possibl,e, 
but vessels have a 60 percent reduced capacity. If the Lake level drops, commercial . 
navigation may be halted and cause extensive local unemployment for five port connected 
industries. 

MARAD technical assistance included publishing a case study and slide presentation which 
have been shown at numerous meetings, The case study status brought new attention to 
Waukegan and the Corps on a national level, since the venture was presented to the National 
and Regional Dredging Team along with the International Joint Commission. In addition, the 
project was presented at a special workshop of local, state, and Federal regulatory agency 
representatives to gain acceptance for the project. 
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The Corps is presently examining two confined disposal facility sites, one in Lake and one 
upland at the Johns Manville Super Fund site. The Corps provided guidance in determining a 
"share in kind" service that can offset up to 18 percent of the local sponsor's cost. Members 
of WCAG, both regulatory, and local businesses are supportive of "doing as much as we can 
to reduce the local sponsors cost share of the project. " 

MARAD assistance in finding an upland CDF at a Super Fund site is expected to save at least 
$2 million in project cost. In addition, the stody identified other business opportunities to the 
Port District including a Foreign Trade Zone, passenger vessel service, and coordinated a 
ONE-DOT project with the USCG and Federal Transit for harbor improvements and a 
downtown transit center tying the harbor to the downtown district. During the case study, the 
Waukegan Port District purchased two harbor-side properties from the IDE Railroad in order 
to improve the Port's long term revenue flow and the management of the harbor. The Corps 
Feasibility Study is expected to be completed by the end of FY 1999 with construction starting 
early in year 2001. 

The Waukegan Harbor Dredging Case Study has provided new direction to a once stalled 
project, A number of additional benefits for recreation and environmental enhancement for 
wildlife are being included in the project to broaden public support. [md additional funding 
sources. and benefit the local community: ~cc 
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Water Resources Development Act of 1996 " Project Authorizations 
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Total Cost 

$15,180,000 

31,288,000 

$124,982,000 
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