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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The nation is facing increasing international economic
competition. Seaports and their supporting surface transportation
system play an important role in helping the American economy
remain strong and competitive.

A critical link in the complex intermodal chain is on land -
primarily outside immediate port boundaries. There are indications
that surface transportation is under stress. Surface transporta-
tion infrastructure may not be up to the demands of growing seaport

"cargo flows. In many locations, surface access is handicapped by
aging and/or deteriorating infrastructure in need of better
maintenance, rehabilitation or replacement. In others, altogether
new infrastructure is necessary.

Yet, seaports and surface transportation generally have been
separate parts of the domestic intergovernmental system. Public
policy at the federal, state and local levels rarely coordinated
both elements when it came to land access to seaports. If the
nation is to have an economic and efficient seaport-surface
transportation system, more intermodal policy coordination should
be closely considered.

In the next decade, there will be several legislative and
programmatic opportunities to review the separatism. The first
federal "policy window" most likely will be congressional
consideration of the reauthorization of the Surface Transportation
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (by September 1991)o
State and local jurisdictions with "impacted" seaport-surface
transportation challenges may be examining new programs and funding
sources as well.

Over the long term, basic issues identified in this study will
be relevant to federal, state and local agencies and private sector
transportation carriers and organizations. Major subjects studied
include: surface transportation access and operations, problems and
needs, policy approaches to significant issues and an intergov-
ernmental policy outline. Important problems and opportunities are
explored in terms of: supply, demand, equipment, right-of-way,
technology, environment, safety, permits, labor, management and
funds.

A long-term framework is suggested for discussing and
developing an intergovernmental policy outline for seaport-surface
transportation operations. Basic policy components reviewed are
program goals, eligible projects, decision criteria and finance.
On the whole, seaport-surface transportation would appear to
benefit from development of a coordinated intergovernmental policy
framework.
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Chapter I

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION POLICY: THE END OF SEAPORT ISOLATION?

Introduction

Until recently, American seaports were tempted to consider
themselves as fortunate "silent partners" in the complex intermodal
ocean-port-land surface transportation network° Sometimes, they
were beneficiaries of capital investments or innovations made by
others. If ocean carriers improved service, more cargo would be
directed to that port of call. If land transportation systems
(rail, trucking/highway, pipeline) were similarly improved, port
access would be all the better and more competitive too. Other
times, their own capital investments and operational changes would
be the crucial leverage point.

Seaports, often constituted as special districts or public
authorities, were intentionally protected from external forces.
Their insulation, and to a large degree "splendid isolation"
enhanced a keen focus upon the basic purpose of seaports. Little
distraction was evident. Revenues and surplus reserves (profits)
increased handsomely. Their mission was performed with economy,
efficiency and effectiveness. Strong executive leadership and
governing board cooperation helped to continue seaport separatism
from the mainstream of local government politics, economic crises
and tax revolts.

These apparent benefits come at a price. If any part of the
network does not perform adequately, seaports would soon experience
substantial disbenefits. For many, particularly growing seaports
on the West Coast, it looks like times have changed. They are now,
or soon will be, directly affected from an unanticipated quarter.

Research Problem

The critical link in the complex intermodal chain is on land
primarily outside immediate port boundaries. Surface transporta-
tation infrastructure may not be up to the demands of growing
seaport cargo flows. In many locations, surface access is
handicapped by aging and/or deteriorating infrastructure in need of
better maintenance, rehabilitation or replacement. In others,
altogether new infrastructure is necessary.

Over the long term, basic issues identified in this study will
be relevant to federal, state and local agencies and private sector
transportation carriers and organizations. The first major oppor-
tunity to discuss such public policy is at the federal level.



The condition and future of U.S. surface transportation infra-

structure is under consideration by the U.S. Congress and the U.S.
Department of Transportation. In 1991, the Surface Transportation
Assistance and Uniform Relocation Act of 1987 (STUURA) will expire.
At that point, over thirty-five years of federal funding (gas tax)
for surface transportation, primarily for building the Interstate
Highway System, will be over unless the legislation is reauthor-
rized.

Much is thus at stake for seaports.

CHow will the new legislation and national transporta-
tion policy address surface transportation
access needs of seaports?

¯ What are the positions of the key organizational
stakeholders?

~Will new programs and policies be established?

¯ Will seaports lose some of their institutional indepen-
dence while gaining financial support?

¯ How will the community of seaport-related surface
transportation interests participate in the policy
development process?

Simply put, the risks are great for seaports. They must now
operate in an unaccustomed arena. They have to become advocates on
issues for which they have little expertise, authority, responsi-
bility or power. They must work through other public agencies to
protect their surface transportation interests. Furthermore, they
will become one of many public entities competing for scarce
federal, state and local resources.

With the changing ground rules very much in mind, this study
examines how seaport - surface transportation interests are
represented in the dynamic process of developing national
transportation policy.

Research Scope

The primary focus of research is transportation public policy.
Many organizations are involved in the implementation of existing
policy and the formulation of new initiatives°

The intermodal and multimodal aspects of the relationship
provide a rich mosaic of decision nodes, sometimes appearing
byzantine in complexity. Since deregulation of transportation



began in the late 1970’s, long-standing private sector institution-
al relationships have changed. Now, they shift quickly -- seeming-
ly in a matter of days in an intensely competitive marketplace.

Other aspects suggest an arena less familiar to the public
policy experience in transportation to date. A still higher level
of complexity has developed. In addition to the customary private
functions outside the public realm (eog., transportation carriers,
freight forwarders, brokers, warehouse operators and other
specialist services, international corporations), are strongly
influencing the nature and direction of domestic freight
transportation needs.

Large, global companies (under foreign ownership) are
determining which seaports (thus urban areas) are to be "load
centers." By concentrating all their shipping activity at one
location on each American seacoast, they are in effect picking
"winners and losers." Once the cargo is on land, it is
transshipped and distributed under mega-sized contractual
agreements° Clearly, some seaports will lose out.

It is essential that the national transportation policy
discussion be examined in a real-world frame of reference. The
ports of San Pedro Bay in Southern California -- Port of Long Beach
and Port of Los Angeles -- are finding themselves caught in the
dynamic web of such external change. They are keenly interested in
how the development of national transportation policy may well
affect their current operations and future plans. They are growing
quickly and have identified significant capital requirements, in
and outside the port boundaries°

Research Approach

To examine the topic,
utilized.

several research approaches were

A comprehensive literature search was performed to create an
up-to-date library. Documents from the public and private sector
were sought out. The extensive material was closely reviewed to
form a data base and list of significant public policy concerns and
issues.

Key organizations active in the process of developing national

transportation policy were contacted by letter, phone or in person.
Still other points-of-view were obtained at major professional
meetings and conferences [Transportation Research Board annual
conference (TRB), TRB Committee on Intergovernmental Policy, TRB

Committee on Strategic Planning and Management, TRB Committee on
Seaports; Propeller Club of the U.S.; American Society for Public



Administration (ASPA); Western Governmental Research Association
(WGRA)].

At professional conferences, initial ideas were presented in
related papers. A ports-land access roundtable for TRB is
scheduled in January 1991. A major national conference on
transportation policy with ASPA is planned for 1992. These
contacts helped to test and refine our thinking and suggestions,

All told, the primary sources of information were:

U.S. Department of Transportation
-Office of the Secretary
-Federal Highway Administration
-Maritime Administration

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U,S. Congress, Subcom. on Surface Transportation
Transportation Research Board
Transportation Alternatives Group
American Association of State Higway and Transportation

Officials
American Association of Port Authorities
American Association of Railroads
American Public Works Association
American Trucking Association
Highway Users Federation
National Association of Counties
National Association of Regional Councils
National Conference of State Legislatures
National Governors Association
National League of Cities
U.S. Conference of Mayors

California Transportation Commission
California Dept. of Transportation

Southern Calif. Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
City of Long Beach
Port of Long Beach
City of Los Angeles
Port of Los Angeles
Automobile Club of Southern Calif.
Southern California Transportation Action Committee
Long Beach Chamber of Commerce
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce
Propeller Club of the United States --

Ports of Long Beach/Los Angeles Chapter

4



Constraints and Limitations

The research subject is rapidly evolving. When originally
conceived in spring 1988, there was no current national transpor-
tation policy statement. The last official U.S De#artment of
Transportation (DOT) document was published in 1972. ~ In 1979,
Congress conducted a study (year 2000). ~ After another decade,
the 1988 DOT Appropriations Act (PL 100-457, Section 317 (b))
mandated DOT to study ~ong-range, multimodal facilities and
services to the year 2015

Identifying the void in national policy, outside organizations
started to prepare their own efforts in anticipation of the
expiration of the STUURA in 1991. Their studies were inititated as
early as 1985. The lead groups were the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the Highway
Users Federation (HUF). Subsequently, a consortium of many related
public interest and trade groups was formed -- TAG, the
Transportation Alternatives Group -- studying the needs and
developing a program proposal out to the year 2020. Many believe
that nonprofit/trade group initiatives encouraged a federal
response, in order to guide discussion and agenda setting.

Under the leadership of President Bush, DOT Secretary Skinner
announced in June 1989 that DOT would develop a new statement of
national transportation policy. The results of that comprehensive,
intense effortj were forwarded to the President and Congress in
February19904, permitting about one year of discussion and
negotiation before new surface transportation legislation would
have to be passed and the gas tax reauthorized. To date, federal

financial constraints have changed the nature of the discussion.
In the February 1990 State of the Union message, transportation was
mentioned once, and in most general terms. In the Fiscal Year 1991

IU.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1972 National Transportation

Report, Present Status-Future Alternatives. Washington, D.C.:
Govt. Printing Office, July 1972.

2U.S. Congress, National Transportation Policies Through the
Year 2000. Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office, June 1979.

3U.S. Dept. of Transportation, National Transportation

Strategic PlanninR Study. Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office,
March 1990.

4U.S. Department of Transportation, Moving America: New

Directions, New Opportunities -- A Statement of National Transpor-
tation Policy Strategies for Action. Washington, D.C.: Govt.
Printing Office, February, 1990o

5



federal budget 5, the overall policy theme was "investing in the

future." Transportation was addressed in teras of "improving the
transportation infrastructure."

Finally, international forces such as Middle East politics and
energy crises may change substantially the basis of domestic policy
discussion.

Considering this fluid public policy environment, the research
study is designed to identify issues and stakeholders. The
possibility of long-term intergovernmental programs and policies to
enhance seaport-surface transportation relationships will be raised
for discussion. Very likely, key data points, perspective and
issue definition will undergo change. It is our hope the report
will assist in the discussion and representation of seaport surface
transportation needs.

Organization of Study

The following chapters are structured to serve as building
blocks:

Chapter II -- Surface Transportation Access and Operations

Chapter III -- Surface Transportation Problems and Needs

Chapter IV -- Policy Approaches to Significant Issues

Chapter V -- Intergovernmental Policy Outline -- Preparing
for the Future

The next chapter will explore how
transportation system operates.

the seaport-surface

5U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United

States Government~ Fiscal Year 1991. Washington, D.C.: Govto
Printing Office, January 1990.

6



Chapter II

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACCESS AND OPERATIONS

Introduction

The seaport/surface transportation system has changed

dramatically since World War II. Although fundamentals (ships,
ports, railroads and trucks) remain constant, technical elements

have evolved at an increasing pace.

The direction of cargo flow has shifted from export to import.
High-value cargo in containers has replaced much of the former
labor-intensive break-bulk. Specialized ships, handling
facilities, rail and truck equipment have been developed to
accomodate the shifts. Even the relative role of individual
seaports has modified. Ports well positioned to serve rapidly
growing Pacific Rim trade are the first to experience demands for
modern facilities and improved surface transportation systems.

This chapter will explore the current operational profile of

the American seaport system, the seaport/surface freight logistical
flow and rapid change in the field of intermodalism.

American Seaport System Profile

There are 188 coastal ports (including the Great Lakes), 
which 46 are in the North Pacific and 37 in the South Pacific
zones. Of the 3,103 berths at 1,885 terminals, 12.6% are in the
North Pacific and 13.4% in the South Pacific. The kinds of berths
in service provide an indication of the composition of trade and

enormous ~nfrastructure requirements by public and private
terminals.

Table II-I, U.S. Seaport Terminals by Berth Type and Coastal
Range, show that the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts have a greater
investment in general cargo, dry and liquid bulk berths than the
Pacific Coast. The Pacific Coast has a small advantage in the
number of container berths. By themselves, the data demonstrate

the reliance of the Atlantic and Gulf on traditional American
exports (agricultural products/natural resources, especially coal),
and breakbulk imports. Not evident is the actual capacity of the

IU.S. Department of Transportation, Maritime Administration.

A Report to the Congress on the Status of the Public Ports of the
United States, 1986-1987. Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office,
September 1988, pp. 8-10.
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facilities, which may well be as in the Pacific Coast fewer in
number but mega-scale throughput.

Total American waterborne trade (foreign and domestic) 
displayed in Table II-2. In 1986 there were 1,601,191,100 long
tons of which 42.1% was foreign, 22.4% domestic ocean and Great

Lakes, and 35.4% domestic inland and intracoastal. Tables II-3 and
4 show the tonnage by vessel and dollar value for imports and
exports. Tanker imports were quite sizeable, almost double the
scale of liner and nonliner. However for exports, nonliner tonnage
trade grew to almost twice its import levels.

Interestingly, Table-3 shows that the higher value trade is
carried by liners (automobiles and trucks, vehicle frames and parts
and other cargo shipped in containers).

The top twenty-five ports active in foreign trade are shown in
Tables III-3 and 4. Comparing total tonnage, New York is in first
place and Long Beach and Los Angeles are in eleventh and twelvth,
respectively. If they were combined, their rank would be fifth
place. But ranks change considerably if comparing dollar value.
New York is still number one, and Los Angeles and Long Beach are
second and third, respectively. If combined, they would rank first
and far exceed New York’s values.

Focussing more on container cargo, the one-way flow of Pacific
Rim trade is even more evident. Figure II-i presents the number of
unit trains and large blocks of containers moving eastbound each
week as of January 1988. The San Pedro Bay ports (long Beach/Los
Angeles) have a total of forty-two trains moving out of the ports.
Oakland has two and Seattle/Tacomoa/Portland generate twenty-eight
trains.

Seaport-Surface Freight Logistical Flow

American foreign trade cargo, whether low value-high tonnage
or high value-low tonnage moves via a modern and complex logistical

system. Seaports are a major part of the network, but not the only
player.

Viewed as a total concept, much takes place between the supply
markets and the demand markets. The buyer of transport services,
would consider critical factors such as capacity, speed, security,

timeliness, reliability and cost. The provider of transport
services must then offer the appropriate mix of finance, production



~J

0

L.,
¢0

mf

U

=t

~1~1~

I~

~-
°

i

.Mr

®

°

il

w

]

il

,e

0





ul

o,,~ f
r.,cl

@!
...if

!

,,r~l
f

B ~

~o

°~
~t

I
gl
4--~J

51

0

~ o

0

!L

®

i

-|

I

I~u~rl(~a pu~ swn~(pN

i t

1’{

-~))) ,,,]
-- (

~~1

~ftJ

.~t~

""~ 0,,) (0

U

m ~

g ~1,;

ee

",,,}
f~

@
r,~



and marketing to make the logistic system work.2

The logistic system boundary encloses a myriad number of
stages, almost all influencing the role of transportation services.
With the international trade nature of seaport activity, the
variations increase significantly. Figure 11-2 shows the Material
Flow and Major Functions in the Logistic System. Seaports and
transportation companies often find that they must know all steps
and be prepared to assist customers through the maze. In effect,
all parties are moving toward a "full service" or "one-stop
shopping" transportation service. From the point-of-view of
surface transportation, it is the distribution system boundardy
that affects product delivery, channels of distribution and
marketing.

The port complex has a variety of functions, of which surface
transportation is considered a primary function and primary harbor
facility. The sectors served are the shipowners, personnel, cargo
handling, harbor installations and machines, road and railway

activitiesq Figure II-3 details the ripple effect of basic port
functions.~

Within this context, sev4eral transportation strategies should
be taken into consideration. Figure II-4 elaborates the Context
of Transportation Strategy. External pressures strongly influence
individual carrier strategies, whether single mode, multi or
intermodal. Business internal strategies depend heavily upon
transportation elements: transportation service, purchasing
service, and resources. Transportation becomes an integral part of
the business calculus to determine corporate and logistical
strategy. The character of available transportation service may be
the prime factor. Whether a product is produced or assembled in
the United States, or purchased abroad may rest on transportation.
Domestic business locational decisions for plant, warehouses, and
headquarters quite often rely on transportation.

2Bender, Paul S. "Logistic System Design" in Robeson, James

F. and House, Robert G., eds. The Distribution Handbook. New York:
Macmillan, Free Press, 1985, pp. 143-224.

3Wood, Donald F. and Johnson, James C. Contemporary
Transportation. Tulsa: PPC Books, 1980, pp. 360-365.

4Schneider, Lewis M., Fulchino, Paul E., and Galardi, Michael
S., "Transportation Strategies for the Eighties" in Robeson, James
F. and House, Robert G., ads. The Distribution Handbook. New York:
Macmillan, Free Press, 1985, pp. 540-559.

13



Figure 11-3
Functions of a Port

5ou~cm: Donald r. Wood a~d Jam~ C. Johnson, Cor,~e~porlz"y
Transportation (Tulsa: PPC Books, 1980),p. 361.

Figure 11-4
The Context of Transportation Strat,
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Sector Roles

The logistic chain is complicated in terms of institutions,
modes and cargo.

In general terms there are the public and private sectors, and
combined or hybrid sets of relationships (e.g., quasi-government or
private). Before a task could be identified as clearly one sector
or another, several other dimensions must be considered when
determining relationships. First, Table II-6 shows how cargo often
is handled at the seaport by sector.

Table II-6,
Surface Transportation Logistic Chain By Sector

Sector:
Function:

I. unload from ship to:
l° truck
2. railcar
3. pipeline
4. storage (on-dock)

2. move to:
l. destination
2. intermediate transfer
3. port storage area

-store/process
-reload
-transport

Public Private Cnmb~.

-- X --
X

a X

x x x

x x x

x x x

The degree of sector separation depends on whether the seaport
or facility is: publically owned and operated; publically owned and
leased to the private sector; or, jointly owned and operated (or
leased to the private sector).

Transport in the logistic chain may be described by forms or
mode of transportation. There are three basic modes of
transportation. They may operate individually or cooperatively.
If in combination, a fourth is intermodalism.

I. highways/trucks
2. railroads
3. pipelines
4. intermodal

Cargo is broadly defined by the following categories:

I. bulk (dry and liquid, e.g., coal, oil)
2. breakbulk (non-containerized, various sizes)
3. container
4. autos/trucks

15



Each mode, except pipelines, is capable of carrying most types
of cargo° Operationally, modes share certain elements:

I. right of way
2. yards/repair facilities
3. real estate
4. rolling stock~equipment
5. technology (sometimes proprietary)
6. skilled labor
7. management
8. permits and licenses (granted by government)

As a logistical system, each institutional sector may own
and/or operate a transportation facility. In the case of highways,
government is almost always the owner and operator of the modal
facility. The private sector performs as modal carrier by
operating trucks. Railroads are primarily owned and operated by
the private sector, as well as pipelines and intermodal activities.

Combined sector roles are growing. Some ports have
aggressively started container trains (Seattle), and some
considered the possibility (Long Beach). The port role is to offer
to smaller shippers a consolidated, through freight service at
competitive rates. Cargo would be contracted and service arranged
with carriers. Other examples are the lntermodal Container Freight
Facility at the Port of Los Angeles (Southern Pacific) and the
Consolidated Transportation Corridor (Ports of Long Beach, Los
Angeles; ajacent cities; Santa Fe, Southern Pacific, Union
Pacific)° Table II-7 shows the various combinations of
relationships as currently practiced.

Intermodalism -- Significant Features

A relatively new element of the logistics network is the
combination of several components into more economical, efficient
and productive integrated transportation system. "Intermodalism"
is based upon an innovation in cargo handling -- the container and
container ship. It was developed by Mal~om McLean and introduced
on April 27, 1956 at Newark, New Jersey°~

In just 12 years, the "container revlution" launched by
McLean’s Sea-Land Service spawned uniform international

standards allowing the boxes to be moved by road, rail,
and ship just about anywhere. Containerizing freight
means fast handling, less damage to goods, and less

5Morris, James M., "America’s Stepchild," in "The Maritime

World," The Wilson Quarterly (Summer 1987), ppo 126.
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Table 11-7
Modal Facility-Operational Components

Modal Components: Public
Combined

I. highway/trucking

By Sector

Sector:
Private

I. right-of-way x -
2. yards/repair x x
3. real estate x x
4. rolling stock - x
5. technology x x
6. skilled labor x x
7. management x x
8. permits/licenses x x

railroads
I. right-of-way x x x
2. yards/repair - x x
3. real estate - x x
4. rolling stock - x x
5. technology - x x
6. skilled labor - x x
7. management - x x
8. permits/licenses x x x

3. pipelines
I. right-of-way x x x
2. yards/repair - x x
3. real estate - x x
4. rolling stock - x x
5. technology - x x
6. skilled labor - x x
7. management - x x
8. permits/licenses x x x

4. intermodal
I. right-of-way x x x
2. yards/repair x x x
3. real estate x x x
4. rolling stock - x x
5. technology - x x
6. skilled labor - x x
7. management - x x
8. permits/licenses x x x

Legend: Public -- port, local, state, federal; Private --
carrier, operator, shipper; Combined -- joint operations,
e.g., LB/LA Intermodal Container Freight Terminal,
Consolidated Corridor JPA
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pilfering. Most merchandise moved by sea is now
packed in containers.

The impact on the nature of transportation work and
productivity has been profound. In 1920, transportation and public
utilities required about fourteen percent of the labor force. By
1980, only six percent was necessary. B~eakthroughs in
transportation accounted for much of the shift, v But with such
productivity gains come an offsetting cost. Displacement of jobs
may lead to greater concentration of power in the technical works
controlling key points of mechanization, the system is highly
vulnerable to job actions by a well-placed few.7

Furthermore, technology is evolving most rapidly.
illustrations may suffice:

I. plastic bag llners 8 for containers promise untold
flexibility in contents and quality standards.
If proven to be as advertised, bulk and/or liquid
cargo may be diverted from large bulk carriers to
containers (Figure I!-4).

2. larger, longer and triple trailer trucks 9 offer
economies of scale but generate operational, safety
and highway deterioration concerns (Figure II-5).

3. innovative container trains I0 permitting loading/
unloading "without cranes or auxiliary ramps at any
point on the rail line"(Figure 11-6).

Three

Intermodal operations tie together diverse technologies and
thus require different physical support structures. Technically,
intermodalism often is taken to mean container freight shipments
and transfers. However in a larger sense, transfer of cargo from

6Ginzberg, Eli, "The Mechanization of Work," Scientific
American (September 1982), pp. 67-75.

7Ernst, Martin L., "The Mechanization of Commerce," Scientific
American (September 1982), pp. 133-145.

8Advertisement by Powertex Inc., Rouses Point, New York, "Sea

Bulk & Powerliner," Traffic World (May 7, 1990), outside back
cover.

9Daniel Machalaba, "Push for Long Trucks Hits Bumpy Road,"

Wall Street Journal (May 9, 1990), p. BI.

lODon Winter, "Agreement moves innovative train design off

drawing board and into development," Traffic World (January 22,
1990), pp. 15-17.
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Figure II-4
Seabulk and Powerliner

ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE INFLATABLE INTERMODAL PACKAGE
SYSTEMS ̄  HOLDS 24 TONS AND LOADS IN LESS THAN 10 MINUTES
ONLY WEIGHS 150 LBS ¯ STOPS MOISTURE AND CONTAMINATION

One Powediner system replaces 889-50 lb. bags and 42 pallets and/or costly
labor intensive FIBC bags. Eliminates slow loading and unloading methods.

PO RTEX INC.. TE : 5,8 297,000
ONE LINCOLN BLVD. TELEX: 855-605
ROUSES POINT, N~ YORK, U.~. 12979 FAX: 518-297-2634

¯1NO P~WE3tTEX INC.

Source: Advertisement by Powertex Inc., Rouses
York, "Sea Bulk & Powerliner," Traffic
(May 7, 1990), outside back cover.

Point,
World
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Figure 11-5
Train-Like Trucks Head for the Highway

Source: Daniel Machalaba, "Push for Long Trucks Hits Bumpy
Road," Wall Street Journal (May 9, 1990), p. BI.

Figure 11-6
Innovative Container Train Design

Source: Don Winter, "Agreement moves innovative train
design off drawing board and into development,"
Traffic World (January 22, 1990), p. 15.
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ship to rail, truck, barge, or pipeline is a movement between
modes. The entire activity is bot___~h intermodal and multimodal.

Conclusion

The seaport-surface transportation logistical network is
changing so fast that "old hands" may feel like Rip Van Winkle.
Only a decade ago, seaports had a more narrow focus -- serving the
more customary transportation functions associated with moving
cargo. Now, seaports find themselves as quite aggressive
competitors amongst themselves as well as with maritime-surface
transportation carrier coalitions. Cargo can land almost anywhere.
Major railroads and trucking fleets frequently serve several ports
on the same coast. Their pricing structure can easily be adjusted
for immediate competitive advantage. Seaports must manuever
through such marketplace factors and offer better value, pricing,
and service while preserving and enhancing the public interest.

Technological revolution in the transportation industry cr~
ated a powerful set of change dynamics with profound impact.
Ports are now in the goods distribution business:

...by the year 2000 ports will no longer view themselves
as stopping points for cargo. Rather, more and more
ports will be comfortable and familiar with their role as
"transfer platforms." They will see themselves as part
of a continuum of modes through which cargo passes, and
the modes involved will inlclude highway, rail, water and
air. The goal of ports will be to make the transfer
between water and other modes as seamless as possible,
and as expressed by Ronald Sorrow, Vice President of
CSX/Sea-Land Intermodal Unit, as "transparent to the
shipper" as possible.

To accomplish the seamless, transparent role, they will
perform vital services: I. warehousing; 2. shipper’s agent;
3. computerized paperwork; 4. strong emphasis on targeting,
marketing and the customer; 5. setting up a marketing sales
network; 6. thinking globally for planning port transportation
services; 7. intermodal planning for the future.

llLiburdi, Lillian, Deputy Director, Port Authority of New

York-New Jersey, "New Directions for the Port of New York and New
Jersey to the Year 2000 and Beyond," TRB Conference on Inntermodal
Shipping and Freight Transportation. New York: July 26, 1989,
speech, pp. 1-7.
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In effect, the whole logistics chain will become "shipper
driven," requiring value in service and value added. New
technology (e.g., containers, computerization) will make the
Japanese practice of "Just-In-Time" delivery more widespread. Many
companies are willing to pay more to lower inventory costs. Ports
already are working with large, international transportation
conglomerates providing a full-service, intermodal system.

Based on operational practices, Chapter III will explore
surface transportation access problems and needs.
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Chapter III

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

Introduction

Surface transportation access to seaports encounters a variety
of problems. Often, such problems are stated in terms of needs.
In some cases, problems and needs are serious enough to be
identified as issues.

In this chapter the broad set of related problems which
generate needs is discussed. Then, the next chapter will discuss
more important or =ritical issues deriving from problems and needs.

Framework of Problems

Traditionally, the field of transportation has been divided by
modes, i.e., aviation, rail, highway, transit. Each has been
treated separately by public policy. Governmental agency
organization continues the scheme by its very internal structure.

Rarely are there attempts to break the natural separation by
modes. One very ~ublic effort is the new national transportation
policy statement. Problems were identified as "concerns" which
in turn became the basis for a national policy agenda:

I. Maintain and expand the Nation’s transportation system.
2. Foster a sound financial base for transportation.
3. Keep the transportation industry strong and competitive.
4. Ensure that the transportation system supports public

safety and national security.
5. Protect the environment and the quality of life.
6. Advance U.S. transportation technology and expertise

for the 21st. century.

IU.S. Department of Transportation. Moving America: New
Directions r New Opportunities~ A Statement of National
Transportation Polic Z Strategies for Action. Washington, D.C.:
~6"~. Printfng Office, February 1990, p. 2.



The policy statement d~ew upon conceptual foundations stated
in a DOT background study. In the earlier work, broad "forces

influencing transportation, 1990-2020" were identified and
included:~

I. demographic trends
2. transportation and the changing economy
3. energy, environment and technology

Then, a radical departure was taken. Rather than organize

problems (concerns~ actions) by mode, "markets 4served by
transportation" was used as the fundamental framework:

I. intercity passenger market
2. intercity freight market
3. international market
4. urban/suburban market
5. rural market

Within each market served, individual modal situations were
reviewed. By doing so, decades-old habits and attitudes were
confronted, thus strongly restructuring traditional terms of
problem identification, analysis and decision° A fresh wind of
strategic perspective and thinking blew in. One result was a
greater degree of recognition of intermodalism.

Two sections addressed intermodal freight problems: 2.
intercity freight market; and, 3. international market. The
characteristics of each are presented in Tables III-I and 2.

Both areas share similar problems. For the intercity freight
sector, problems are presented as: infrastructure; economic
efficiency and performance; competition among and within modes;
safety~ government regulatory roles. International market problems
include: service and efficiency; international competition;
national security, safety and economic growth.J

This chapter discusses seaport-surface transportation access
problems by the following format:

2UoS. Department of Transportation. Moving America: New
Directions~ New Opportunities; Volume I: Buildi~ i the National

Transportation Polio° Washington, D.C.: Govt. nting Office,
July 1989.

3!bid______~., ppo 7-11o

&Ibid., pp. 12-31.

51bid_._._~., pp. 19-24.
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So~rc~ : U.S. Department of Transportation. Moving America:
New Directions, New Opportunities; Volume I:
Building the National Transportation Policy. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office, July 1989,
p. 20, p. 23.
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I. supply
2. demand
3. equipment
4. right of way
5. technology
6. environment
7. safety
8. permits
9. labor

I0. management
II. funds

The list was formulated after close study of numerous source
documents. Designed to offer a general, yet categorical, format,
it provides a basis for subsequent issue identification and policy
recommendations. National policy as it applies to seaports is the
main thrust. To provide a focal point, California examples are
presented.

Many organizations are involved° At the federal level, at
least seven organizations with many large subunits play important
roles. National public interest/trade association groups number at
least fifteen. In the case of California, state and local
organizations exceed fifteen and public interest/trade association
groups number at least eight. These are the ma_.~ players. Other
organizations have peripheral interests in that the problems they
identify relate to their specific function. Few cut across all
kinds with the same degree involvement.

I. Supply

The general supply and condition of port land access
infrastructure is to large degree a function of two factors.
First, the cargo type and volume historically passing through the
port already has influenced the existing supply of transport. Port
tradition and specialization set up the parameters, e.g., rail,
trucking, pipeline, intermodal. Second, the transport network of
the larger urban area also places upper limits on throughput
capacity. Both factorsbecome even more complex when combined into
intermodal activities.6

6For a comprehensive overview of how these forces interrelate,

see: U.S. National Council on Public Works Improvement. The
Nation’s Public Works: Report on Intermodal Transportati~.
Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office, May 1987o
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Current trends in port administration 7 respond to such forces

and in turn begin to influence them. For example, if a port goal
is to increase cargo throughput, strategic planning may lead to
port specialization rather than attempting to be everything. Other
factors come into play as well:

Competitive pressures, shifts in trade patterns,
and changes in transport practices, costs, technology and
operating conditions force each port to rethink its own
niche in the industry and its own community. The historic
perception that the port should be all things and serve all
trades may no longer be suitable in this environment.
Degrees of specialization appear to be the result of
strategic planning as the concept is placed in practice in
U.S. ports. The long-term outcome may be significant
improvements in individual prot productivity and facility
utilization and more rational industry-wide allocation of
port resources.

The basic highway~ystem providing port access, especially to
the Interstate system, is in place:

Of the 163 major ports examined in the continental
U.S., 16 with greater than I million tons handled per year
are greater than 25 miles off the Interstate System and
are not connected to the System by a divided highway with
four or more lanes. Many of these are terminals for
pipelines and other logistical systems that are not
highway-dependent.

Of the 204 intermodal facilities examined, only two
are off the Interstate System by greater than 25 miles and
are not connected to the System by a divided highway with
four or more lanes.

7 U.S. Department of Transportation, Maritime Administration.

~)r~ to the C0ngress on the Status of the Public Ports of theUnited tates~ 1986-1987. Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office,
September 1988, pp. 5-15.

8U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Admini-

stration. The Future National Highway Program, 1991 and Beyond:
Intercity and Interstate Travel and Network Connectivity. Wash-
ington, D.C.: FHWA, Working Paper No. II, April 1988, p. ES-3.

27



By deduction, according to the FHWA data, ports would be
concerned more by the condition of the transportation
infrastructure supply. In areas with considerable cargo throughput
growth (Southern California), an additional concern is the sheer
capacity of the existing system to handle both freight and
passenger traffic.

The American Association of State Highway Official~ (AASHTO)
surveyed its member state organizations and determined:=

.... An effective water transportation network depends
upon adequate landside connections to rail and highway
facilities to deliver or receive goods to or from areas far
removed from the water. To ensure that all parties act to
maintain a viable water transportation network for the nation,
there must be a comprehensive federal transportation program
which defines a water transportation network of national
significance.

Water transportation goals cited were: preservation; funding;
safety; and, access. "Intermodal connections between the water
mode and other surface transportation modes should be preserved and
enhanced where there is a clear public benefit." Furthermore,
waterfront development pressures lead to problems of efficiency and
capacity of existing port terminals and their inland connections.
Regarding intermodal connections, AASHTO urges the Federal
Government to recognize the need for landside access improvements
to our nation’s ports.

Outside port urban areas, there was concern about ~e adequacy

of the existing system. The Highway Users Federation conducted
forums throughout the nation. Witnesses at many of the 2020 state
forums - including Alabama, Idaho, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota,
Ohio, Oregon, Texas, and others - brought out the need "to improve
highway and rail service from the areas of production to the ports
of embarkation (sic)°"

9American Association of State Highway .and Transportation

Officials. New Transportation Concepts for a New Century: AASHTO
Policy Recommendations on the Direction of the Future Federal

Surface Transportation Program and for a National Transportation
Washington, D.C.: AASHTO, July, 1989 Edition, pp. E-16 to

lOHighway Users Federation, Advisory Committee on Highway

Policy, 2020 Transportation Program. Beyond Gridlock; The Future

of Mobilit[ as the Public Sees It. Washington, D.C.: HUF, June
TVg~, p. 23.
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IiFor California, growing interest in water port problems
focussed on the: state’s role in port development; related access
~oblems; and, role of ports in economic development.

More specific concern ~s identified by the California
Legislature. A resolution, submitted by State Senator John
Garimendi, links seaports with the state’s economic health and the
vitality of its ports. As a central factor in the landside access:
"Many ports, in light of their current financial problems, cannot
take on the additional burden of maintaining and improving surface
access..." Accordingly , a study will be conducted by the
California Transportation Commission, Caltrans, California
Association of Port Authorities to "...develop a proposal, for
inclusion into the state transportation improvement program, for
improving state highways and railway systems that serve ports..."
and to "...explore and identify all possible sources of funding for
road access to ports, including state and federal transportation
funds°°°"

The resulting study presented two levels of problems~3basic
congestion in California and special port access problems.

Basic congestion is already severe:

Californians lose 400,000 hours per day due to
congestion on freeways, and that delay is projected
to increase 74 percent by 1995 and climb another 65
percent by 2005.

Currently, 300 miles of the state freeway system
suffer from recurring congestion, compared with an
average of 30 miles of daily freeway congestion in 1963.

On the Los Angeles and San Francisco freeways,
congestion is increasing at annual rates of 15 and
27 percent, respectively.

llCalifornia Economic Development Corporation.

California 2010; A Special Report to the Governor.
CEDC, March 1988, p. 38.

Vision:
Sacramento:

12California Senate, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 96~
Relative to Improving Transportation to Ports. Sacramento:
California Senate, SCR 96, Garamendi, Resolution Chapter 121,
September 8, 1988, p. I.

13California Transportation Commission, California Department

of Transportation, California Association of Port Authorities.
j[mproving Access to California~s Ports. Sacramento: CTC, February
1990, pp. 7-11.
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Special California port access problems relate to highways and
railroads.

Some ports in the state are served by state freeways, others

by local streets and roads. "The degree to which ports are a major
contributor to truck traffic and highway congestion can seriously
impact the ability of a port to expand~ with a resulting loss in
economic benefits to the surrounding community."

Due to the increase in land-bridge type services, more cargo
is directed to railroad container traffic. "On-dock" and "near-
dock" facilities loading "double stack" container trains help to
reduce truck highway usage. But "vertical clearances of key
railroad tunnels" is a concern. "...the Port of Oakland has already
participated; financially in tunnel improvements far outside the
port area..." In Southern California, increased rail traffic now
conflicts with local street grade-crossings. The rail network is
inadequate for present uses.

2. Demand

A principal source of basic data is the American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials. In its background
studies as part of the three-Yeladr 2020 effort, AASHTO emphasized

highway linkage to other modes:

A crucial function of highways, and transit in
some cases, is to provide access to other transportation
modes. A large part of transport costs and delays is
produced by inadequate systems for getting goods and people
to airports~ seaports and intermodal terminals.

Data cited reflect the "bottom up" approach to estimation:15

"The forecasts used to develop future needs in highways, and in the
linkages to other modes, have as foundation the plans and
demographic expectations developed by each state, rather than a

14American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials. The Bottom Line: A Summary of Surface Transportation
Investment Requirements~ 1988-2020. Washington, D.C.: AASHTO,
September 1988, p®7.

15!bid., p. 12.
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single national estimate."

’The impact of trade and the heavy burd~ it places on the
domestic transportation system was addressed:

As the U.S. becomes more of an international economy
with both exports and imports playing larger parts in the
Gross National Product, the ability of ports to function
effectively will grow in importance. In general, exports
depend more on the overall U.S. transportation system than
do imports. Therefore, improved transport will support
export expansion. (emphasis added)

Access to ports has a number of elements reflecting
the extensive coastal and inland waterway port systems.
A key concern is that over 40 percent of the terminals at
deep-draft ports are located in cities of over 500,000
population, making expansion and access both difficult and
expensive.

The extent of estimated demand is displayed in Table 111-3:

...in physical terms, lane mile requirements included
220 Interstate and 393 other lane miles in metropolitan areas,

and 86 Interstate and 717 other lane miles in rural areas.
:Several states also identified rail access to ports as a

cap’~al for improved railcrucial question, with needs for
access placed at about $720 million. /

Other organizations, concerned by port access, believed too
that demand was increasing.

Agricultural interests were particularly concerned:18

161bid,_, p. 41.

171bid., p. 42.

18American Farm Bureau Federation, George L. Berg, Jr.

Statement of the American Farm Bureau Federation to the U.S.
Department of Transportation Regarding Rural America Transportation
Issues. Washington, D.C.: AFBF, July 17, 1989, p. 2, pp.7-8.
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Table III-3
Access Related Port Needs

(By Facility and Percentage)

Facility Percentage

Interstate

New Facil. I-State
Expand I-State
Rehabo I-State

29%
I%
8%

Other
New Facil. Other Hwy
Expand Other Hwy.
Rehab. Other Hwy

43%
6%

14%

Total IOOZ*

*Differences due to rounding.

Source: American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. The Bottom Line: A
Summary of Surface Transportation Investment
Requirements~ 1988-2020. Washington, D.C.: AASHT0,
September 1988, p. 42.
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The U.S. agricultural community can produce more
food than the nation needs, but it can export the surplus
only if there is an adequate and reasonably predictable
supply of transportation equipment and service. Modern
agriculture requires a multi-modal transportation system
that can move large volumes of commodities economically,
while allowing for considerable flexibility. We depend upon
each of the three primary surface transportation modes.

Shipping on the inland waterways also contribute
significantly to agricultural prosperity. The Bureau of
the Census reports that waterborne commerce moves more
than 1.8 billion tons of products each year through U.S.
seaports, Great Lake ports and inland waterways and river
ports. The efficient movement of cargo to and from
America~s ports is not only vital to overseas trade, but
to domestic commerce as well. Our National transportation
policy should recognize that America’s waterborne trade is
totally dependent on rail and highway access for delivering
outbound products from farms, ranches, and factories all over
the U.S. to ports. (emphasis added)

Cities valued the economic 5a9ture of intermodal movement of
goods in meeting municipal goals: "provide for the movement of
goods safely, conveniently, and efficiently, with economy and
speed within and between urban areas"; and, "enhance coordination
of our intermodal network to stimulate economic growth and
strengthen our competitive position in world trade."

Interm~alism is also influencing demand in general and modal
allocation:-~

Although competition will always exist, traditional
lines between modes are blurring in the face of shippers
desires to see goods moved swiftly, safely and
economically.

Intermodalism is not new to water transport users -
literally all of their cargoes move intermodally.

19National League of Cities. National Municipal Policy.

Washington, D.C.: NLC, December 7, 1988, pp. 89-90.

~p
~OHoel, Lester A. and Koltnow, Peter G. "Transportation--

Coming Changes and Strategies," TR News (July-August 1988), pp. 
4.
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Shippers and service purchasers are mixing and
matching transport services to effect greater
efficiencies and cost advantages. In many cases, out-of-
pocket transportation charges are secondary to measures of
service. As shipping agents have become asset managers
and transportation has come to be viewed as part of the
production process, shippers have become increasingly
sophisticated about purchased transportation and more willing
to take full advantage of each mode.

Greater freedom of choice for the shipper has been
mirrored by new attitudes on the part of carriers. Modal
managers are becoming more attuned to the needs of their
customers. There is a rapid expansion of service provision
and customer interaction.

In Cali~?rnia, cargo tonnage growth is expected to grow over
three times:--

...During fiscal year 1988, over 166 million metric
revenue tons of cargo flowed through California’s ports.
This volume is expected to grow to over 524 million metric
revenue tons by 2020.

To keep pace with the burgeoning Pacific Rim trade,
harbor facilities -- wharves, docks, etCo, -- must expand.
Expansion and modernization of harbor facilities are mean-
ingless without adequate hishway and railroad access to
move the carso tO and from the docks. (emphasis added)

The projects necessary to meet anticipated demand include:22

road access to regional arterial routes

rail grade separations at crossings

consolidation of tall lines

improvements to both rail yards and main line
trackage

cargo traffic diversion to other modes or re-
ducing traffic peaks.

Table III-4 shows specific projects throughout the state.

21California Transportation Commission, op. cit., p~ I.

22Ibid., p. II.
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The Southern California part of state-wide demand considera-
tions has already moved into the action phase. The Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) addressed port access

in its regional transportation plan. The SCAG Mobility Plan
component 2~n Maritime, Railroads~ and Goods Movement

emphasized:

I. complete Ports Highway Demonstration Program

(highway widening, interchange improvements
and grade separations)

2. form JPA (Joint Powers Authority) for the
Consolidated Railroad Corridor

3. conduct engineering, obtain financing and
environmental clearances

4. begin construction of the Consolidated Railroad

5. initiate planning, engineering, and construction of
new on-dock or additional near-dock container
loading yards

In general, the effects of overall demand growth for urban
travel has placed large strain on all elements of the system.
Urban congestion in some areas almost overwhelms the transportation
infrastructure. Seaport-surface freight access is v~ much caught
up in the larger web of high demand and congestion.

3. Equipment

The category of equipment differs from the next category,
Right of Way, in that equipment is the actual vehicle of transport,
e.g., a ship, truck, container, rail rolling stock and cargo
transfer support facilities.

The basic dynamic of loading/unloading from one mode to
another has remained the same, however the capacity and

23Southern California Association of Governments. Regional
Mobility Plan. Los Angeles: SCAG, February 1989, pp. V-41 to V-46.

24U.S.General Accounting Office. Transportation Infra-

structure, Reshapln8 the Federal Role Poses Significant Challenge
-{or Polic~ Makers. Washington, D.C.: Supto of Documents, GAO/RCED-
90-81A, December 1989, pp. I-9.
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sophistication of the equipment have changed. In the last twenty
years considerable change has occurred in the kind of equipment
used, its capabilities and operating characteristics. The general
trend is toward larger ships, longer trains, longer trucks, larger
containers, etc. Often, standards are set by international
carriers Ehus forcing domestic systems to readjust, if to stay
competitive. Such costs are borne primarily by the private sector.

At some point, the design maximum capacity of support
structures limits such increases. Ports, railroads and motor
carriers have sizeable investments in capital equipment. Simply
maintaining current stock is very expensive. In the intensely
competitive era of deregulation, most railroads and motor carriers
do not: have the fiscal resources necessary to invest heavily in the
newest equipment. For many, profit margins are so slim that
equipment is rapidly deteriorating, especially trucking.

The Intermodal Container Transfer Facility in Southern
California (Por~ of Los Angeles, Southern Pacific> illustrates
frustrations with design assumptions. Double-stack container
train,s were originally envisioned to be no more than one mile long.
Cargo growth has been so fast since opening in 1987 that already
unit trains must be split into two sections in order to access the
ICTF yard. The ultimate limit on unit train length is the length
of the rail siding (for passing) on one track lines -- about 1.5
miles.

A related concern is equipment safety. This will be discussed
more fully in a later section.

For examples of equipment changes, see Chapter II.

A. Right-of-Way

In the more populated urban areas, seaport land-access routes
are limited. The majority of rights-of-way (ROW) were acquired and
developed when the surrounding area was far less urban, if not
rural. Now, such areas are faced with obtaining the maximum
utilization of the ROW corridors.

A related problem is the support area necessary for the main-
line operations on the ROWs.

Whether ROW or support area, ownership may be private, public,
or some combined form. One sector ownership is exemplified by rail
ROWs (private rall carriers>, pipelines (private petroleum/natural
gas corporations) or highway ROWs (public agencies). The combined
form is found in the railroad passenger or freight terminal
operating authority, harbor belt lines or public utility operators
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(shares owned by private and public sector)° A recent case is the
Consolidated Transportation Corridor Joint Powers Authority in
Southern California (two ports, three railroads and eight

municlpaliti~, two county units (Board, Transportation
Commisslon).~

Assmming continued trade growth and carrier and facility
modernlzation, t ROWs may be antiquated in capabilities or routing
and affect railroads and trucking.~V

In the Northeast rail track limitations~ especially bridge and
tunnel clearances affect

...many main and port access lines.. Existing height,
width, load limits and curve radii restrict the use of
double-stack equipment in this region. These limits
prevent rail and shipping operators from realizing the
economies which this technology can yield.

A second issue is the need to provide direct and efficient
connections between main line routes and port container
terminals.

And for trucking:

While rail-marine access at ports is capturing more
attention~ the ability to move trucks to and from marine
terminals quickly is of equal importance. Perhaps, in
terms of volume and the unitary nature of trucks, it is
more important. Direct access to major highways and
interstate routes will be a critical concern for those
U.S. ports experiencing major increases in the volume of
container traffic.

In testimony to the National Transportation Policy outreach
sessions, the American Association of Port Authorities believed
stated that there was a need for intermodal corridors through urban

25joint Powers Authority. Consolidated

Corridor (Los Angeles: JPA, May 1990), p. 3.
Transportation

26U.S. Department of Transportation, Maritime Administration.

A Report to the Congress on the Status of the Public Ports of the
United States~ 1986-1987. Washington, D.Co: Govt. Printing Office,
September 1988, pp. 5-15.
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port cities. 27 More specificallY~8
federal policy should take action:

AAPA advanced the idea that

Intermodal connections between ports and inland
surface transportation networks are not adequate

to service current and projected needs. Ports are
often located in highly concentrated urban areas where
local streets, highways and interstates must accommodate
heavy urban traffic, as well as the tremendous volumes
of freight generated by the port. Dedicated rail and
truck access not only plays a critical role in the
landside transfer of intermodal cargoes, but reduces
traffic on city streets. Impediments to rail and truck
access at ports may add significantly to transportation
costs. Delays and logistics problems add to the total
transportation cost and thereby reduce our nation’s
overall competitiveness. Furthermore, inefficient
connections contribute to the deterioration of the
environment. Policies which advance intermoda!ism must
be recognized in our national transportation plan. The

efficient movement of cargo at intermodal transfer
points and the efficient movement of people in those
same urban areas are mutually beneficial objectives.

5. Technology

The concept of technology cuts across several spheres of
interest: equipment, right-of-way and communications. All of these
components are integrated by management and labor. As suggested
earlier, the intermodal aspect of technology is the biggest change.

The centrality of intermodalism and its technology 2~s

explained hy the National Council on Public Works Improvement:

27 Schulz, John D. "’Experts’ Opinions by Modes Emanate in

Transportation Policy Comments." Traffic World (September Ii,
1989), pp. 9-11.

28American Association of Port Authorities. National

Transportation Policy -- Port Comments t Letter to U.S. DOT
~ecretar Z (Washington, D.C.: AAPA, September I, 1989), p. 7.

29U.S. National Council on Public Works Improvement, op. cir.,

po I.
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®..intermodal transportation will be defined broadly
as the movement of goods and/or persons by two or more
modes of transportation between specific origins and
destinations ....

Whatever the level of intermodality, for inter-
modal transportation to work efficiently, there must be
a coordinated interface as freight or people transfer
from one mode to the other. The intermodal transpor-
tation network comprises a mix of public and private
sector operations, and, within the public sector, every
level of government is involved° Intermodal freight
involves a complex continuum of interchanges ranging from
general to bulk to liquid cargo carried in a variety of
packages, from bags to steel containers.

Urban regions typically serve as "nodes" in which
intracity, intercity, and international movements
originate and/or terminate. Urbanized areas are also
the primary location for most intermodal facilities and
services. There are, of course, intermodal facilities
located in more ruralized areas, particularly as they
relate to specific commodities (such as agricultural or
other bulk products). By and large however, major
commodity interchanges most frequently occur in urbanized
regions.

In order to function smoothly, ~e~tain ingredients for a
viable intermodal system are necessary:-v

I. integrated and coordinated infrastructure
2. integrated and standardized facilities and equipment
3. coordinated communication
4. coordinated management administration
5. coordinated paperwork (documentation)
6. clarity of liability responsibility

When there is a mismatch, additional costs result. Competition
for scarce urban space may result. Consequently, international
logistical and economic imperatives begin to drive local urban
arrangements and choiceso

Bigger ships, to illustrate, carry more freight to transfer
which stress surface logistics. Larger infrastructure then becomes

301bid_._~., p. i.
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necessary to handle larger international volumes.

If £he nation is to remain competitive, it must conform to
international chan&es especially as technology requires. If it
does not, then the consumer ultimately will pay higher costs.it

6. Environment

Increased trade through the seaports generates additional
surface transportation activity. Environmental impacts may result
from the seaport facility operation and expansion and from
transportation access.

The more direct impacts are upon air quality, noise quality,
energy needs and urban mobility. For Southern California, these
are already of significance and being considered potential
candidates for strong governmental regulatory involvement.

Increase car~ flows also create attendant negative spillovers
in the port area:

polluting air emissions directly from the ships
and support equipment

waterfront land use gentrification: mixed
residential, commercial, recreational use

displaced many traditional maritime functions

waterfront land use - shipyard redeployment:
switch over to cargo handling under same owner

Extensive California law comes into play when there may be
environmental impacts. Three major state requirements for review
of transportation-caused environmental impacts are:

31U.S. Department of Transportation, Maritime Administration,
op. cir., pp. 5-15.



general plan guidelines for local government32

environmental statutes33

the Coastal Commission34

Others at the local level are illustrated by the South Coast

Air Quality Management ~istrict extraordinary powers to control
transportation sources.3

Environmental considerations play an important role in the
permitting process as well (discussed below).

7. Safety

The general condition of the highway and bridge system is not
reassuring. Highways and water resources received grades of C+ and

B, respectively. 36 The system is at that transition point ~gere
reinvestments are necessary to avoid the point-of-no-return.--

Despite headline grabbin~ news, rail safety has improved
considerably from 1978-1988. ~38 Some urban areas facing
congestion might ha~e more accidents if highway/rail traffic is not

32State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and

Research. State of California General Plan Guidelines. Sacramento:
OPR, June 1987, Chapters III, IV.

33State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and

Research, Office of Permit Assistance. CEQA: California
Environmental Quality Act. Sacramento: OPR, June 1986.

34California Coastal Act of 1976 (Public Resources Code
Sections 30000 et® seq.)

35South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Plan. E1 Monte: SCAQMD, March 1989.
Air Quality

36U.S. National Council of Public Works Improvement. Fragile
Foundations: A Report on America’s Public Works. Washington, D.C.:
Govt. Printing Office, February 1988, po 8.

37U.S. Department of Transportation. National Transportation

Strategic Planning Study. Washington, D.Co: Govt. Printing Office,
March 1990~ pp. I0-I0 to 10-14.

38Ibid., p. 13-16.



separated. As trade cargo Brows, there may be further opportunity
for accidents°

Pipeline safety has the potential to become more of a concern
on account of 8rearer petroleum and natural gas importation from
abroad. Projections suggest that by the year 2010 about two-thirds
of domestic U.S. will be imported. Failure of pipelines is caused
by outside forces (40% - excavation, natural causes), corrosion
(20%) and other reasons (40% - such as construction and material
defects, equipment failures and incorrect operation). Overall,
there is improvement in the failure rates of
(substantial) and liquid pipelines (modest).3~as pipelinesOf course, if the
location is populated, there may be many more fatalities and
injuries° Thus seaports in densely populated urban areas are
particularly at risk as volume increases.

In summary, comparative data among the modes indicates that
motor vehicles account for almost eighty percent of transportation
fatalities, of which trucks cause about twenty percent.

8. Permits

As urban areas become more densely populated, congested,
poiluted and infrastructure stressed, the role of governmental
permits take on a special meaning. All levels of government are
involved.

They now represent for many transportation projects a
significant administrative hurdle. No matter how well meaning and
designed, they add "costs" to proposed projects or activities
possibly making their feasibility marginal.

Permitting processes generally relate to:

environmental concerns as discussed above

transportation carrier operational licenses

safety controls (toxic/hazardous materials)

dredging controls

Each kind of control has relevant federal, state and local
laws and policies setting up the game rules. Each serves as a
check point. If utilized effectively by opponents, each may

391bid., pp. 15-10 to 15-12.
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prevent or substantially delay and alter proposals. Table 111-5
presents a listing of federal authorizations for activities in the
navigable or ocean waters regarding the environment.

Some kind of decision ultimately will need to be made at a

larger level of public policy than solely port-surface
transportation projects. How should an urban area balance, if it
ca___nn, environmental goals with port development/trade/economic
goals? The dilemma is classic.

To the extent that the decision is not made, ports and
transportation organizations developing new facilities and services
will find themselves in a long-term process of contention,
ambiguity and political values shifts. They will be lightning rods
for such "tough" public policy decisions.

9. Labor

The significance of labor factors to surface transportation
access to ports is not really at the problem stage, though some
areas may be concerned.

For the most part, the major jurisdictional labor wars ~ave
been fought. The International Longshoremen’s Worker Union (ILWU)
has established its sphere of influence in the port environs for
cargo handling, including adjacent support facilities. The

Teamsters have influence over the motor and rail carrier
operations. In the port, special trade unions (plumbers,
electricians, pipefitters, welders and other ship

building~repair~maintenance trades) are dominant.

Interesting variations do occur.

East Coast ports are impacted by the "50-mile rule returns."
The International Longshoreman’s Association (ILA) seeks work
preservation. All vessels owned by Non-Vessel-Operating Common
Carriers (NVOCCs) mus%~ave ILA crews stuff and strip containers 
the marine terminals.~w

The Intermodal Container Transfer Facility in Southern
California is owned by a joint powers authority relationship, but
operated by the ILWU under contract to a private management
contract firm. The ICTF is offsite, that is, not in the port
boundaries. It is served by independent private motor carriers and

40U.S. Department of Transportation, Maritime Administration,

op. cir., pp. 5-15.
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Table 111-5
Federal Authorization for Activities in U.S. Navigable

Waters or Ocean Waters Relative to Environmental Protection
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FEDERAL AGENCY ZDENTITICATION

Sour ce : National Research Council, Committee on the Impact
of Maritime Services on Local Populations. Public
Involvement in Maritime Facility Development. Wash-
inston, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1979,
pp. 239-242.
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the Southern Pacific~
the ILWU.

Container handling equipment is staffed by

Very possibly, more important in the long run than labor
jurisdictional matters is work force technical skills, union
membership or otherwise, As emphasized in the preceding discussion
of technology, equipment and operational factors are changing
quickly. Simply to stay current requires special training and
skills. The Marion Brando image of "On the Waterfront" is not so
accurate anymore. Originally, stevedores were known for brute
strength. Now, their sons and daughters have advanced college
degrees and operate complex, sophisticated machinery.

Technological automation hovers constantly on the horizon. As
containers become larger and carry heavier cargo, productivity per
labor hour would likely increase. The workload basis upon which
many contracts are structured will be out-of-synch. Consequently,
another classic tradeoff is in process -- productivity vs. jobs.

I0. Management

The job of management is a very complex function. In earlier
times, each segment of the port-surface transportation web had a
relatively simpler, straight-forward perspective: port-carrier;
carrier-customer; port-union (or, owner/operator-union).

Government has entered almost every part of the relationship.
Federal, state and local laws affect them, especially for the
development of new or expanded facilities.

On all fronts, management more and more will be acting as
consensus builders for joint public-private activities. Even
private managers (e®g. railroads) who are intensely competitive and
proprietary must coordinate at some point. Negotiations skills in
such environments become highly valued.

But the bottom line is still based on competition. Larger
forces do affect carrier executive decisions in a port’s region.
Some railroads serve several ports and may favor one over the other
with advantageous cargo rates despite other pricing factors. The
San Francisco Bay area and Southern California San Pedro Bay are
served by the Southern Pacific. Long-haul rail cargo may be
diverted given competitive position strategies.

The nexus for this complexity is port management. Its
function is to pull things together and advance all interests
supporting the seaport-surface transportation interface. At the
same time, it must be the mediating device between private sector
needs and public values and goals for the port. Furthermore, it
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must not sacrifice the port’s competitive advantage, just as
carrier executives should not.

Some of the new forms of public-private ventures (ICTF,
Consolidated Corridor Authority) are outside port boundaries but
affect port interests. Port, municipal, county and carrier
management representatives have "seats" on the joint power agency
boards. Nevertheless, it must seem like a diminution of power to
join ~hem.

Lastly, port management operate quasi-public authorities, or
special districts. Management decision-maklng at the board-level
is public. Even though ports may not be well covered by media and
followed by citizens, public accountability is built into the
system. Management must take into account such visibility and
broader-level board declsion-making.

With the above in mind, management itself is not a problem
unless it does not have the requisite skills and perspective to
handle increasing diversity and public-private sector involvement.

11. Funds

In this section, both estimated costs and financing them will
be addressed. Clearly, each problem is already at the issue stage.

Cost Estimates

As re~pEnlzed by AASHTO, highway linkage to other modes is
important:~

A crucial function of highways, and transit in
some cases, is to provide access to other transportation
modes. A large part of transport costs and delays is
produced by inadequate systems for getting goods and people
to airports, seaports and intermodal terminals.

Rall and water linkage costs approach $300 million annually
(Table III-6). Note that "(t)he forecasts used to develop future
needs in highways, and in the linkages to other modes, have as
foundation the plans and demographic expectations developed by each

41American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials, op. cir., p.7.
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Table 111-6
Lin~age To Other Modes Annualized Investment Requirements

1987-2020
(Billions of Dollars)

Modal LinkaKe Annual Costs

air .7
rail .2
water .I

Total 1.0

Source= American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. The Bottom Line: A
Summary of Surface Transportation Investment
Requirements~ 1988-2020. Washington, D.C.: AASHTO,
September 1988, p.7.

Table III-7
Access Related Rail Needs*

1988-2020
(Billions of Dollars)

Needs Cost Percentage

At-Grade Rail Crossings 2.03
Grade Separate Crossings 3.76
Rural Highway Access to Rail 1.68
Urban Highway Access to Rail .14
Rail/Truck Transfer Facilities .13

26
49
22
02
02

Total $7.74 IOOZ**

¯ Included in these estimates are highway related needs
associated with rail freight activities. Rail freight investment
requirements whlch the private sector would be expected to meet
have not been estimated~

¯ SDifferences due to rounding.

Source: American Association of State Highway and
Transpo£ta~iun Officials. The Bottom Line: A
Summar 7 of Surface Transportation Investment
Re%uirements~ 1988-2020. Washington, D.C.: AASHTO,
September 1988, p. 41.
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Table 111-8
Access Related Port and Waterway Needs*

1988-2020
(Billions of Dollars)

Needs Metropolitan Rural

Interstate 1.14 .06

Total

1.20

Other 1.29 .58 1.87

Total $2.43 $0.63**

*Based on survey returns from sixteen states.
**Differences due to rounding.

$3.07

Source: American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. The Bottom Line: A
Summary of Surface Transportation Investment
Requirements, 1988-2020. Washington, D.C.: AASHTO,
September 1988, p. 42.

42state, rather than a single national estimate.

Between 1988-2020, rail linkage costs add up to about $7.7
billion, of which the separate grade crossing category is the
largest (Table III-7). Total highway linkage costs are about 
billion (~ble III-8). Such costs are indicative of urban
locations.~ See also specific project costs for California in
Table III-4.

421bid., p. 12.

43!bid., pp. 41-42.
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Finance

Equally controversial is how to fund the large sums.
~Linkage v’ costs are a significant but small element of the entire
surface transportation funding legislative reauthorizatlon debate.
In a resource scarce public funding environment, especially at the
federal level, seaport-surface transportation funding needs are a
lower priority. How much lower depends upon the advocacy skills of
the seaport-surface transportation community over the next two
years until reauthorization of the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act.

Many of the public interest groups.support increased funding

in general. Some support funding enhancements ~ly in broad
language. The U.S. Conference of Mayors addresses:

The special nature of and vital role of bridges in
the national surface transportation program warrants the
existence of a separate category in federal aid system.
All bridges, regardless of their characteristics as a
roadway or railway bridge~ must be made eligible for the
off-system bridge program and preventive maintenance
projects, must be included as eligible for funding.

The mayors have had a general interest in all kinds of
transport access to cities. "Mayors have long know that without
access to and within their cities -- be that in the form of rail,
air, water or highway -- industrial and community development will
not take place.’’~

The National League of Cities believes that certain general

transportation principles should be the underpinnings of fundin8
programs:-- equity; cost-effectiveness~ comprehenslveness~
flexibility; coordination; local preeminence; and, reliance on the
marketplace. The NLC stated that: "A system of waterway user-fees

44U.S. Conference of Mayors. Official Pollc[ Resolutions.
Washlnston, D.C.: USCM, adopted June 16-21, 1989, 57th Annual
Conference, Resolution No. 6, p. 16.

45U.S. Conference of Mayors. Solving City Transportation
Problems. Washington, D.C.: USCM, adopted January 21-23, 1987,
Compilation of the Transportation Resolutions of the Fifty-First
Through Fifty-Fourth Annual Conferences, p. II.

46National League of Cities. National Municipal Polic~

Washington, D.C.: NLC, December 7, 1988~ pp. 89-90.



should be initiated in order to generate revenues to finance water
improvement and ,t4~ remedy the imbalance in federal subsidies to
intercity modes.

Tax treatment of port facility financing illustrates another
complexity in financing. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 made minor
changes on the use of Industrlal Development Bonds (IDB). 48 But
a major concern has been to preserve the tax-exempt status of
revenue bonds as an important source of port finance. IDB use is
approved for:

* construction of facilities built for the handling and
transfer of cargo in domestic and international
commerce without restriction under the states’ limits

dock bulkheads

open and covered storage areas

transit buildings

crane tracks and power systems

* cranes and cargo handling equipment

* administration and service buildings

* facilities related to the servicing of ships and cargo

* systems relating to the management and operation of ports

receipt and dispatch of cargoes

The 1986 Act limited the volume and use of IDB’s however some
categories were not clearly delineated. Would a foreign trade zone
qualify for cargo-related exemption? "Zone location and activity
with respect to foreign commerce may determine its status." Yet,
#(a)pparently marinas and industrial parks~ for which port-issued
IDBs have been employed, do not qualify."

Some argue that a change in federal funding procedures of
infrastructure improvements is necessary. It is feared any federal
user fees on port customers will not go into port improvements;
receipts instead will be comingled and lost in the trust fund

47Ibid., p. 104.

48U.S. Department of Transportation, Maritime Administrations

op. tit., pp. 5-15.
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account.49

The impression should not be left that there has been no
federal funding for seaportusurface transportation access projects.
In Southern California, several projects received highway funds
from earlier surface transportation legislation. The Consolidated
Rail Corridor program received $58 million for Phase I (STAA, 1982)
and $74 million for Phase II (STURAA, 1987:80 percent federal, 20
percent ports and local government). At that time, t~al estimated
consolidated rail corridor costs were $220 million.Jv

Conclusion

The nation is undergoing a major economic transformation.
Most of the forces are generated by international competition and
technological changes. Some are caused by public policy. Further-
more, the federal government continues to withdraw from its former
primary role in regulating and funding transportation.

The seaport-surface transportation sector is quickly
responding to many of the dynamics and cross-currents now in play.
In the case of federal withdrawal, the change is quite significant
for ports and transportation. It comes at the very time that more
capital is necessary. There is more stress on the system and a
change in basic relationships. State and local governments and the
private probably will be responsible for land activities. The
federal government will continue to support waterways, dredging,
and navigation at lower levels.

All in all, the problems discussed in this chapter are part of
the larger difficulties of the surface transportation sector. In
congested urban areas, they may be especially acute and thus
require careful focus and consideration.

The next chapter discusses a variety of policy approaches
favored by key transportation stakeholders.

49Schulz, John D. "~Experts’ Opinions by Modes Emanate in
Transportation Policy Comments." Traffic World (September ii,
1989), pp. 9-11.

50SCAG Mobility Plan, op. clt., pp. VII-13-14.
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Chapter IV

POLICY APPROACHES TO SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

Introduction

The seaport and surface transportation industries have
undergone substantial change in the last decade. As discussed in
the previous chapters, seaport-surface transportation operations
are evolving quickly at a time when land access systems and modes
experience capacity, congestion and efficiency problems. In some
dense urban areas, additional concerns are caused by environmental
and safety elements. In addition, infrastructure is deteriorating,
funds are scarce and needs are growing.

Taken altogether, we see a formula almost complete. Most
components are now in place for a "quiet crisis" within the
seaport-surface transportation arena. The formula, if correct,
equals a transportation system not up to the challenge of
international trade. System inefficiencies, higher costs and
accidents, to name a few, will be indicative of our inability to
provide transport enhancing, not hindering, American international
trade competitiveness.

Policy ideas proposed by major actors will be described in
this chapter. Each basic approach will be considered in terms of
Chapter III’s format: I. supply; 2. demand; 3. equipment; 4. right
of way; 5. technology; 6. environment; 7. safety; 8. permits; 9.
labor~ I0. management; II. funds.

Then, a conceptual policy approach will be presented for
legislative and programmatic consideration in Chapter V.

Broad Themes

In the 1990 federal transportation policy statement, several
broad themes were stated to help clarify "future challenges and
opportunities .... " They form " ambitious agenda to fulfill
both short- and long-term needs."’’q’ an

IU.S. Department of Transportation, Moving America: New

Directions, New Opportunities -- A Statement of National Transpo[-
ration Policy Strategies for Action. Washington, D.C.: Govt.
Printing Office, February, 1990, p. 2.



I. Maintain and expand the Nation’s transportation
system.

2. Foster a sound financial base for transportation.

3. Keep the transportation industry strong and
competitive.

4. Ensure that the transportation system supports public
safety and national security.

5. Protect the environment and the quality of life.

6. Advance U.S. transportation technology and expertise
for the 21st. century.

The DOT document enunciated certain policy principles 2 to
focus attention on

...compelling national interests that government partici-
pation can advance. Federal programs and policies should be:

I. Designed to contribute to attaining national goals.

2. Based on cost-effective use of resources in relation
to public benefits.

3. Responsive to market needs and based on market
principles.

4. Directed at accounting for effects such as safety
or environment that are not adequately reflected
in prices in the marketplace.

5. Equitable in dealing with the various modes and
forms of transportation.

6. Flexible enough to address varying circumstances
and needs.

Somewhat similar themes were suggested by TAG, the consortium

public interest/t~de association group -- Transportation
Alternatives Group:

21bid., p. 41.

3Transportation Alternatives Group. Future Federal Surface

Transportation Program Policy Recommendations. Washington, D.C.:
TAG, January 1990, p. 2.
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I. maintain the physical integrity of existing
transportation system

2. increase productivity, efficiency and market
responsiveness and international competitiveness

3. provide increased capacity in congested and
developing areas and improved rural access

4. enhance safety of all transportation modes

5. reduce barriers to intermodal, interagency and
public/private cooperation

6. develop strategies to reduce environmental and
resource impacts

7. simplify and focus federal aid programs

8. improve metropolitan and rural regional planning/
programming

9. encourage the best available technology

I0. commit to needed investment level increases

Over a twenty year period, the generalized set of
transportation guiding principles has remained remarkably
consistent ~. New issues and needs, of course, have developed and
been incorporated. Energy and environmental considerations have
taken on greater importance. Infrastructure deterioration slowly
worked its way into the long-term transportation agenda.
Congestion is a more recent concern.

In fact, generalized statements of this sort would be found
for other domestic governmental functions such as housing, public
works, community development or infrastructure. By no means does
the observation denigrate their value. Transportation shares the
same stage of life-cycle experience that other domestic
governmental functions now do. Thus for many public officials and
citizens, it may be hard to see a special, extraordinary importance
to transportation compared to other public functions competing for
scarce resources.

4See: U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1972 National

Transportation Report~ Present Status-Future Alternatives.
Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office, July 1972; and, U.S.
Congress, National Transportation Policies Through the Year 2000.
Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing Office, June 1979.
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The first federal goal is to "maintain and expand the Nation’
transportation system."

s

To accomplish this, intergovernmental ro~es
transportation programs would be restructured by:

in federal

Focus Federal resources on facilities of national
significance.

Move from predominantly categorical grants to broader,
more flexible Federal funding for transportation.

Replace rigid standards and requirements with
performance related criteria in Federal transpor-
tation programs.

Increase the share of project costs paid by the
recipients of Federal aid for transportation.

* Increase emphasis on integrated State, local and
regional transportation planning, including
efforts to coordinate land use and transportation
planning and investment decisions.

Strengthen the role of MPO’s or equivalent planning
bodies in programming and prioritizing trans-
portation projects.

Move toward greater flexibility in use of transporta-
tion funds at all levels of government, to permit
investment in facilities and services in
alternative modes’that offer the most cost-
effective solution.

Encourage State and local matching funds for
Federal aid transportation projects to be made
available across modes with at least the same
flexibility as Federal funds.

Before committing resources to the "supply side," it appears
the intent is to fine-tune basic administrative, coordinative and
planning systems. Maximizing existing resource productivity at the
technical level along with shifting the cost burden to non-federal
users is relatively inexpensive. Enhancements to the system supply

51bid., pp. 42-44.
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should accrue.

Then, ~he next step is to "preserve our transportation infra-

structure :"

Give priority to maintaining needed transportation
infrastructure.

* Encourage infrastructure maintenance by those
receiving Federal transportation aid, for
example, by covering a lower share for new
construction than for projects involving
repair and rehabilitation.

* Encourage recipients of Federal aid for transpor-
tation to preserve critical elements of the
infrastructure, for example, through stronger
requirements for pavement and bridge manage-
ment plans within the Federal-aid highway
program and better designs for long-range
durability.

Work with State and local governments and other
officials to apply standards and designs to
resist wear and damage to transportation
facilities, and address special needs created
by weather, corrosion, and extraordinary events,
such as catastrophic accidents and natural
disasters.

Preservation is a prudent approach and should receive the
highest priority.

Focussing more directly on transport infrastructure, an

implementing stage is to "make the best use of transportation
assets:"

Encourage effective management and use of trans-
portation assets by requiring Federal aid
recipients in Department programs to evaluate
alternative options and management techniques
that enhance performance and capacity (e.g.,
high-occupancy vehicle lanes and traffic
control improvements).

61bid_____~.,pp. 45-46.

71bid., pp. 46-49.
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Explore incentives in Federal-aid programs for

cost-effective use of transportation assets,
such as higher matching ratios in the highway
program for projects that make better use of
existing facilities°

Manage Federal transportation facilities and
equipment, such as the air traffic control
system, to maximize efficiency and use of
system capacity and ensure that existing
facilities are used to the best advantage to
meet transportation needs.

Install systems identified as offering major
capacity enhancements for existing facilities,
including the National Airspace System Plan.

Promote the use of improved vehicle control and
scheduling techniques for complex and multiple-
use transportation facilities, such as
waterways, harbors, rail lines, and national
space launch ranges.

Encourage peak-period or congestion pricing to
ensure the most effective use of trans-
portation facilities.

Several related approaches are important to note. Intermodal
functions are very important and often overlooked by existing
categorical programs. Rural areas are the hinterland for seaports.
They produce the exports carried on rail and highway networks to

the ports. Consequently, both8intermodal connections and rural
concerns would be improved too:

Foster an environment in which State and local
governments and the private sector give greater
priority to transportation facilities and
improvements that close critical gaps in the
national network.

Move toward greater flexibility in use of transpor-
tation funds at all levels of government for
facilities that enhance access and improve
connections.

81bid_, pp. 50-51.
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* Work with public and private transportation interests

to identify needs for improved connections and to
plan, design, and put in place improved facilities
and enhanced transfer techniques between
transportation modes and carriers.

* Encourage State, local, and private efforts to pre-
serve and enhance efficient transportation service
in rural areas lacking effective connections.

If the general concepts of fine-tunin 8 the system, preserving
existin 8 capacity and maximizing productivit~ are applied to
seaports and surface transportation access challenges,
controversial issues arise:

Should there be a national seaport plan?

In effect, should winners and losers be chosen by public
policy?

Based on costing alone, should the marketplace be the
final arbiter of port selection and transportation
service routes?

Depending on the trade scenario, there may be excess
logistical capacity. Some locations in dense urban areas might
divert cargo to underutilized ports.

Undoubtedly, these are extremely tough questions to answer.
To date, public policy has avoided them except by indirect
decisions. Lack of public funds for improvements is tantamount to
deferring to market principles.

2. Demand

Federal policy would also respnnd to demand for additional
capacity by building new facilities:-

* Ensure that essential new capacity is provided in
transportation systems of national significance
to meet critical national needs.

91bid_____=., pp 52-53.
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Encourage preservation of land or corridors that

will be required for future transportation
facilities or capacity addit%ons.

Conduct continuing comprehensive multimodal
evaluations of the performance of the Nation’s
transportation system and the factors affecting
investment needs.

Basic elements here are important to seaports. "National
significance" and preservation of corridors are very relevant to
surface transportation access. Although the general concept most
likely was not meant to be applied to seaports, it has interesting
potential.

The California experience raises some parallel possibilities

in terms of recommended post-lnterstate issues° In its policy
document, the California Transportation Commission listed two
relevent principles:IO

I. the new, national transportation program must link
all major transportation policies to local, state,
national and international economic interests

2. the new national concept must address transportation
issues on the basis of an integrated multimodal
system; rather than as a group of competing modes,
categories, projects and jurisdictions

In another policy document, the California Transportation
Commission was advised that "Growth - It Just Keeps on Growing."

Population, ~Tployment, personal income and transportation are on
the upswing.

The consolidated transportation corridor between Los Angeles
and the ports of San Pedro represents a local attempt to move ahead
to preserve and provide capacity. Should federal policy support
such attempts as part of a national network (perhaps with funding),
the ports will be in an advanced position to meet rapidly growing

I0 Callfornia Transportation Commission. Fifth Annual Report

to California Legislature. Sacramento: CTC, December 15, 1989, pp.
II-21-22.

llCalifornia Transportation Commisssion, California’s

Transportation Future, Executive Summary° Sacramento: CTC, April
1990, pp. 1-2.
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demand.

The Southern California ports are anticipating "150% increase
over 1985 tonnage" resulting "...in a 60~ increase in capacity by

optimizing existing maritime terminals and development of existing
land."

3. Equipment

In comparison to passenger transportation equipment, freight
equipment receives little mention. Most of the discussion
addressed freight as a spill-over effect of technological changes
in passenger vehicles: "smart-cars", automation, signalization,
traffic controls, air pollution emission hardware, cleaner fuels,
etc.

Market forces determine equipment changes more than most other
factors at this time. For example, an international ocean carrier
switches to larger containers than presently used. Accordingly, a
temporary advantage is obtained by increased box capacity an__dd lower
per unit operating costs. The rest of the market follows and
container sizes evolve upward over several years. Thus a new
standard for the industry is developed.

However, such changes, whatever they may be, are expensive for
nations and their industries with significant sunk investment in
the older equipment. Additional wear and tear on infrastructure is
likely if box weight increases too.

Observing this sequence, the U.S. Department of Transportation
desires "(~tandardization of container sizes and handling
processes": ~

* Work with carriers and shippers to achieve greater
standardization in domestic transportation equip-
ment, billing, and electronic data interchange
among carriers and other parties involved in the
transportation movements.

12San Pedro Bay Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. 2020 OFf

Study Summary: Cargo Handling Operations~ Facilities and
Infrastructure Requirements Study. Los Angeles: San Pedro Bay
Ports, April 1988, p. 15.

13DOT, Moving America, °P- cir., p. 72.
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Seek international agreement on more uniform
standards for container sizes and similar
issues involving handling and documentation
of international cargoes, as well as updated
rules governing liability for loss and damage°

Explore with shipping lines, motor carriers,
ports, and shippers potential methods to reduce
the number of overweight containers moving on U.S.
streets and highways.

The California Transportation Commission was advised to study

ports’ needs "to apply new technolog’y and mater~l handling
methods" as well as provide effective ground access.

Equipment has been a minor element of study and
recommendations. Yet, major operational changes have often been
driven by equipment changes, advances, or new technology. The
government clearly does not want to pick winner technologies. On
the hand, an historical review of new transportation equipment and
its introduction indicates that each new, embryonic industry has
had to fight for its existence against established giants.
Consider motor carriers vs. railroads, railroads vs. canals.

Seaport-surface freight transportation access has not really
undergone such dramatic equipment shifts, but some proposals
indicate future possibilities. Pipelines can be converted to pump
coal slurry mixtures, or even plastic bags of bulk dry/liquid
cargo. Containers could carry dry/liquid cargo in plastic liners.
For these kind of changes to become adopted widespread, the
government does not need to provide incentives/subsidies or
regulation. It should stand aside everything else being equal.

Still, it is possible that an industry through its trade
association might develop an advancement. The American Association
of Railroads is working on integrated container train systems. It
is conceivable that new operating requirements would be necessary.
Should the federal government support new facilities, it might base
future design specifications upon the new systems.

On-dock rail terminals illustrate another possibility. They
must compete for the right to use valuable land space at shipside.
Nevertheless, where they are in place, other land in or nearby the
port is released for other uses. In congested urban areas, mixed
land uses, especially residential, abut transportation facilities.
Urban impacts are now increasing, generating public opposition.

14California Transportation Commisssion, op. cir., p. 7.

66



4. Right-of-Way

Moving further outfront than the U.S. Department of

Transportation, TAG identified several basic directions related to
seaports:

TAG Consensus: The increasingly intermodal aspects of
international, interregional and local transportation
should be addressed on an integrated basis in federal,
state, regional and local planning programs. Highway-
related intermodal access projects should be eligible
expenditures from highway programs, including: access
roads to ports; airports; railheads; inland waterway
facilities; bus terminals and transit stations; and
parking facilities at bus and rail terminals and transit
stations.

Specifically, the recommendation stated:16

I. Address the increasingly intermodal aspects of inter-
national, interregional and urban transportation on
an integrated basis including passenger and freight
linkages to railheads, ports and airports.

2. Enhance the productivity of freight transportation
while preserving equitable cost-allocation among
highway users and minimizing adverse safety and
community impacts.

3. Improve regulatory uniformity regarding freight opera-
tions through cooperative, coordinated efforts among
federal, state and local governments under guidelines
which provide the maximum feasible access to labor
pools, markets and areas of production consistent with
safety.

15TAG, op. cir., pp. 9-10.

16Transportation Alternatives Group. Basic Directions for a
New National Transportation Program. Washington, D.C. : TAG, Winter
1989, Consensus Draft for Review by TAG Member Organizations, pp.
2-3.
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The American Association of State Highway Official~7

surveyed its member state organizations and determined:
(AASHTO)

.... An effective water transportation network depends
upon adequate landside connections to rail and highway
facilities to deliver or receive goods to or from areas far
removed from the water. To ensure that all parties act to
maintain a viable water transportation network for the nation,
there must be a comprehensive federal transportation program
which defines a water transportation network of national
significance. (emphasis added)

Water transportation goals cited were: preservation; funding;
safety~ and, access. "Intermodal connections between the water
mode and other surface transportation modes should be preserved and
enhanced where there is a clear public benefit."

Other policy recommendations included coordinated w~er
transportation plans and national ports and waterways system.--

Coordinated Water Transportation Plans

AASHTO encourage the Federal Government to establish
clear priorities for federal investments in ports and
waterways. A national maritime policy is needed to
guide federal, state, regional and local efforts in a
manner that will encourage the development of projects
that best serve the interest of the nation based o n
careful examination of the economic and environmental
impacts of alternative actions while preserving the
autonomy of non-federal entities.

17American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials. New Transportation Concepts for a New Century: AASHTO
Polic Z Recommendations on the Direction of the Future Federal
Surface Transportation Program and for a National Transportation
Policy. Washington, D.C.: AASHTO, July, 1989 Edition, pp. E-16 to
E-18.

18American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials. New Transportation Concepts for a New Century: AASHTO
Policy Recommendations on the Direction of the Future Federal
Surface Transportatiqn Program and for a National Transportation
Policy (Executive Summary). Washington, D.C.: AASHTO, October,
1989 Final Edition, pp, E-28 to E-30,
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National Ports and Waterways System

AASHTO believes that there is an appropriate federal
role in the oversight of the operation, maintenance and
development of the nation’s water transportation related
projects. AASHTO urges the Federal Government to develop
a National Port and Waterways System which integrates
water transportation with its necessary intermodal
connections into a surface transportation program.

Intermodal Connections

AASHTO urges the Federal Government to recognize the
:need for landside access improvements to our nation’s
ports. Existing funding sources are inadequate to meet
current and projected highway-port and rail-port
connector needs. An integrated surface transportation
program must consider port landside access improvements
as part of federal funding programmed for highway and
rail transportation modes.

The American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA)
supported intermodal corridors. In testimony to the National
Transportation Policy outreach sessions, AAPA said that DOT should
develop a plan for intermodal corridors through urban port
cities:20

Intermodal connections between ports and inland
surface transportation networks are not adequate to
service current and projected needs. Ports are often
located in highly concentrated urban areas where local
streets~ highways and interstates must accommodate heavy
urban traffic, as well as the tremendous volumes of
freight generated by the port. Dedicated rail and truck
access not only plays a critical role in the landside
transfer of intermodal cargoes, but reduces traffic on
city streets. Impediments to rail and truck access at
ports may add significantly to transportation costs.
Delays and logistics problems add to the total
transportation cost and thereby reduce our nation’s
overall competitiveness. Furthermore, inefficient

19 Schulz, John D. "’Experts’ Opinions by Modes Emanate in

Transportation Policy Comments." Traffic World (September ii,
1989), pp. 9-11.

20American Association of Port Authorities. National

Transportation Policy -- Port Comments r Letter to U.S. DOT
Secretary (Washington, D.C.: AAPA, September I, 1989), p. 
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connections contribute to the deterioration of the

environment. Policies which advance intermodalism must
be recognized in our national transportation plan. The
efficient movement of cargo at intermodal transfer points
and the efficient movement of people in those same urban
areas are mutually beneficial objectives.

In the California strategic manag~ent approach, many ideas
are related to right-of-way issues. Some spill-over to
equipment and finance as well. For example: "(Goal 2) Be an active
partner in congestion management plans and flexible congestion

~V
relief programs to increase urban mobility and reduce congestion.

Objective 2: Improve the efficiency of goods movement
in and through urban areas.

Strategies:
Sponsor studies on the feasibility of
"truck-only" lanes or facilities to
increase safety and improve efficiency.

Initiate study of alternative funding sources
to accelerate grade crossing improvements
in intercity and urban corridors to accommodate
an increased emphasis on rail passenger and
rail goods movement.

Work with local jurisdictions to improve access
for goods movement to the interregional and
interstate highway, rail, water and air
facilities, by advocating and actively parti-
cipating in the development of traffic
management plans while maintaining the
integrity of the state highway system.

Work with local and regional jurisdictions
and the private sector to provide improved
intermodal transfer facilities and access
at major airports, water ports and rail
terminals located in urban areas, by pro-
viding the department’s transportation
expertise, as appropriate°

Encourage greater use of rail freight.

21California Department of Transportation. Caltrans’ Strategic

Management Plan. Sacramento: Caltrans, March 1990, pp. 18-20.
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5. Technology

In general terms, a federal goal is to "advance U.S.
transportation technology and expertise." Much emphasis is upon
research and new technology development, including: "safer, cleaner
more efficient motor vehicle systems; "intelligent vehicle/highway
systems"; and improving transportation data and planning:

* Improve Federal efforts to gather and disseminate
basic transportation-related data needed to
permit timely, informed Federal, State, local,
and regional transportation planning and
decisionmaking.

* Identify national needs for information on trans-
portation, including UoS. domestic and inter-
national flows of commodities and passengers,
and the extent, condition, use, and performance
of each transportation mode, and assure that
those needs are met.

* Coordinate transportation-related data collection
activities and information systems among
Federal agencies and with industry, State
and local governments, and more consistent
standards for data collection and tabulation
across all modes and users of transportation.

Evaluate and report regularly on the state of the
Nation’s transportation system’s, including
estimates of current use and future demands for
all modes and assessment of the condition and
performance of each mode.

* Enhance the long-range multimodal strategic planning
function in the Department of Transportation to
provide a framework for legislative, regula-
tory, budget, and program proposals.

Technology is not yet an issue for seaport access. If the
federal government mandated a new container size, there would be a
large negative impact initially. Of course, such a mandate is not
planned.

More likely, technological changes would occur via the

marketplace. A firm would introduce a new way of doing things as
a competitive advantage and others would be forced to follow.

At the federal level, data collection is absolutely essential
to follow the industry and technology. As new technology is
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installed, data collection would facilitate understanding its

potential and impacts.

6. Environment

Recognizing the importance of the impact transportation has on
the environme$~, a major goal is to "protect the quality of the
environment. TM Federal policy would thus be:

* Support fully the Administration’s efforts to update
the Clean Air Act, including Federal initia-
tives necessary to enforce the transportation-
related aspects.

* Ensure that measures are taken to minimize the
adverse environmental effects of transportation
construction activities, for example, through
the "no net loss" goal for wetlands.

* Encourage the design and building of transportation
facilities that fit harmoniously into communities
and the natural environment, and preserve scenic
and historic sites.

* Develop improved procedures for ensuring expeditious
environmental review and timely decisions on
transportation projects at the Federal level,
through coordination among all Federal agencies
involved in environmental review and approvals,
and encourage States to do the same°

* Enforce international maritime treaties covering
prevention of marine pollution.

Attention was given to oil spills, particularly by ocean
vessels. On the landside, one statement was relevant: "Explore the
costs and benefits of stricter regulation of loading and unloading
oil shipments at shoreline docks in comparison to alternatives such
as additional private sector deepwater offshore loading
facilities."

The National League of Cities emphasized the relationship of

22DOT, Moving America~ op. cir., pp. 96-100.
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environment and energy: 23 "The use of our nation’s waterways as

an energy efficient mode of transportation should be encouraged by
national policy in a manner comparable with other modes."

Compared to more mainline issues of transportation,
environmental concerns did not receive a great amount of stress in
governmental and nongovernmental recommendations. Broad statements
of support were developed without specifics.

Unmentioned is the distinct possibility that air quality
concerns may determine the development of transportation
~acilities, operations and technologies. Recent political events
in the Middle East raise questions about energy matters. As a
major consumer of petroleum products, transportation will become a
primary source of conservation. Environmental impacts may increase
as t[he nation’s domestic oil production rises to offset imports.

Port areas serving oil transshipment, such as San Pedro Bay
ports for the North Slope, Alaska oil may experience more impacts,
spills and other accidents too.

7. Safety

Under the general statement of "ensure that the transportation

system ~pports public safety and national security" are several
issues: accident reporting and data collection, vehicle
designs, alcohol and drug use and occupational health risks for
transportation workers.

Highway safety may be enhanced by:

* Work with States and private industry to improve
motor carrier safety, beginnin 8 with prompt
implementation of the Commercial Drivers License
Program.

* Promote safer design and maintenance of highways
through engineering standards and signing
systems that are more sensitive to the needs
and abilities of drivers, including the
growing population of elderly drivers.

23National League of Cities. National Municipal Policy.

Washington, D.C.: NLC, December 7, 1988, pp. 89-90.

24DOT, Moving America, op. cit., pp. 81-91.

73



Railroad and pipeline safety needs to:

* Ensure effective monitoring and safety enforcement
for railroad track, equipment, and operations.

* Develop regulations covering locomotive engineer
qualifications, safety of employees working on
railroad bridges, and maintenance of signals at
railroad-highway grade crossings.

* Increase pipeline inspection and enforcement activ-
ities targeted to systems identified as posing
particular risks to public safety.

Transportation of hazardous materials received considerable
attention:

* Compile hazardous materials safety data across
all modes and conduct regular analyses of the
data to identify potential safety problems°

* Develop effective hazardous material regulation,
enforcement, and preparedness strategies to
deal with evolving materials and technologies
and identified safety risks in all modes.

* Extend Federal hazardous materials regulations
to cover all intrastate movements of hazardous
materials by commercial motor carrier.

* Formalize the concurrent Federal and State juris-
diction in the area of highway routing of
hazardous materials movements with provisions
for resolving disputes between the Federal
Government and State and local governments,
and between and among States.

* Expand the scope of training requirements for
handling and dealin s with hazardous materials
in the transportation system to include not only
regulatory compliance but also hazard awareness,
avoidance, and mitigation.

* Adopt hazardous materials packaging standards that
are based on performance criteria rather than
detailed design specifications to accommodate
technical innovation.

* Implement Federal hazardous materials standards for
domestic movements by the various modes that
are, to the maximum extent consistent with
safety, and compatible with international
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standards, in order to facilitate foreign
trade and maintain the competitiveness of U.S.
goods.

Most of the federal items are low cost and administrative
activities. The real implementation is by state and local
governments and industry. The seaport-surface transportation
industry will need to allocate more efforts in these areas as trade
volume increases and dangerous cargo proliferates.

Busy ports and surface systems will have accidents. They
might be minimized by such guidelines but not eliminated.
Unfortunately, major events are bound to happen in large populated
areas.

8. Permits

Federal regulatory activity should work to "keep the
transportation industry strong and competitive by encouraging
increased productivity and competitiveness, removing unnecessary
federal regulations and requ~ments and achieving more consistent
requirements and standards.’’~

Continued deregulation of trucking and railroads is supported.

"Administrative requirements for
concern.

motor carriers" are of

* Promote uniform motor carrier registration and
tax reporting requirements among the States.

Establish deadlines for the individual States to
adopt NGA recommendations for motor carrier
registration and tax reporting procedures.

* Promote uniform national permit practices by States
for overweight and oversize truck movements.

Recognizing the power of permitting, especially at the local

251bid., pp. 60-80.

26Ibid., p. 73.

75



27municipal level, TAG policy recommended:

TAG Consensus: The productivity of freight transportation
should be enhanced while at the same time working to
assure equitable cost allocation among highway users and
minimizing adverse safety and community impacts.

Regulatory uniformity regarding freight operations should
be improved through cooperative, coordinated efforts
among federal, state, and local governments under
guidelines which profiled the maximum feasible access to
labor pools, markets and areas of production consistent
with safety

Federal policies should encourage shippers and receivers
within metropolitan areas to work with public agencies to
consider flexible delivery hours where economically
feasible in an effort to reduce congestion and improve
delivery reliability.

The notion of flexible delivery hours ks quite important is
urban areas experiencing heavy congestion~ air quality and truck
acciden= problems. Local politics is very intense for these
issues.

9. Labor

The federal government 2~ishes to "assure a productive work
force and work environment:"

Promote a cooperative work environment in
transportation, and ensure that transportation
works can depend on safety in the workplace.

Cooperate with transportation companies and
others in the private sector as well as univer-
sities and other educational institutions to
develop specialized programs for training
transportation personnel at all levels.

27TAG, op. cir., p. 9.

28DOT, Movin~ America, op. cir., ppo 79-80.
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Work with industry to identify future transportation

work force needs and promote the development
of recruitment programs to meet those needs,
including recruitment of women, minority, and
disabled employees.

Improve personnel support systems, including re-
cruitment and training, for high-skill Federal
transportation positions, such as air traffic
controllers, engineers, and transportation
safety inspectors.

Apart from labor unrest (job actions, strikes, pension funds),
little is mentioned by all parties. The biggest stress is upon
safety and recruitment of new competent personnel. However no
funds are really dedicated to these tasks.

Labor may again become a significant issue in a negative way.
As the workforce matures, from where will the new, trained employee
come? Will there be enough jobs for those wishing to work in
transportation? Technological advance, automation and simply lower
demand may cause intense competition for few slots. Equal
opportunity and affirmative actions goals then would come under
increasing challenge.

Organized labor at first would seem to lose power as
membership shrinks. It should not be forgotten though that a
highly mechanized industry can be tightly controlled by those in a
few crucial job categories.

I0. Management

For both the private and public sectors, managerial ideas have
been suggested.

Private sector freight forwarders link the modes
administratively. Their role makes the complex system under
deregulation work. Should coordination breakdowns or delays occur,
costs go up--ultimately to the consumer and economy. Just-in-Time
relies even more on a smooth functioning system.

Public sector agencies need to address coordination and
planning for new facilities and existing operations. There is no
national focus on intermodal transportation. "In addition, the
planning data needed to track freight movements have grown
increasingly scarce since deregulation." DOT should create an
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29Intermodal Transportation Office.

The coordinative function, whether private, public or
private-public would: improve freight movement data; establish
standards to ensure equipment and facility compatibility; reduce
administrative barriers to freight movement; help resolve labor-
management problems; and, focus urban planning on effective
intermodal transportation.

California has developed a strategic mag~agement approach to
position the state for future challenges: ~u "(Goal I) Ensure
interregional mobility, and interstate and international access for
the transportation of people and goods."

Objective 3: Actively promote improved ground access
to major water ports and coordinate and promote
water port planning and development with
transportation system planning.

Strategies:

I. assist local jurisdictions, port
authorities, and private sector
entities to identify appropriate
funding sources and to secure funds
for access improvement projects.

2. initiate and participate in consortia
to research and develop new and advance
technology to optimize freight
distribution, commodity movement, and
intermodal freight transfer.

Overall, federal and California approaches to study the future
in to@ms of management of the transportation system are of great
value. Their recent activity must be compared with the void of the
last decade. Each has developed a glimpse of future needs and
opportunities in general. In the port arena, California has moved
ahead to consider public policy responses.

Perhaps the biggest managerial challenge for the public and
private sector is to be forward thinking, anticipatory and linked
conceptually to the realities of intense global competition.

29U.S. National Council on Public Works Improvement. FraRile

Foundations: A Report on America’s Public Works; Final Report to
the President and the Congress. Washington, D.C.: Govt. Printing
Office~ February 1988, p, 67.

30Californla Department of

Strategic..°, op: clt.~ pp. 16-25.

Transportation, Caltrans’
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ii. Funds

The financial element of federal policy is to "foster a sound
financial base for transportation" by "uphold(ing) the Federal
share of the partnership," "foster s~te and local initiatives"

and, "stimulate private investment." Essentially, user fees
may 5e increased and expanded into new areas. Private investment
would be enhanced:

* Minimize legal and regulatory barriers to private
participation in owning, planning, financing,
building, maintaining, and managing transpor-
tation facilities and services.

* Encourage State and local governments to remove
barriers to private investment in transportation.

* Continue efforts to increase private sector
involvement in transportation where practical
and in the public interest, including high-speed
passenger rail, mass transit operations, airports,
air traffic control towers at low-activity
airports, toll roads and bridges, and Intermodal
facilities. (emphasis added)

Encouraged joint public-private initiatives for
financing transportation facilities and operations.

The industry, represented by the American Association of Port

Authorities (AAPA) stated in test~ny to the National
Transportation Policy outreach sessions:

I. change federal funding procedures of infrastructure
improvements (currently, federal user fees
on port customers do not go into port improvement)

2. federal tax exemption of municipal bond index should
continue

The National League of Cities subscribed to general transpor-

tation principles of equity, cost-effectiveness and reliance on the
marketplace. It recommended that a system of waterway user-fees

31DOT, Movin 8 America, op. cir., pp. 54-59.

32Schulz, op. cir., pp. 9-11.
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should be initiated in order to generate revenues to finance water
improvement and ~ remedy the imbalance in federal subsidies to
intercity modes.

In California, ports are not currently included in the surface
transportation funding process -- State Transportation Improvement
Program -- STIP. They are not eligible as applicants for funds.
If the projects are outside port boundaries, then ports must find
proxies (other governmental units, e.g., municipal or county
agencies) to submit applications. A ~ecial California task force
on port access problems recommended:

io Ports should work closely with Caltrans, regional
planning agencies, and local transportation commissions
to clearly define port access projects in terms of scope,
cost, delivery schedules, etc. and have those projects
included in the Congestion Management Plan where one
exists. Those projects that are eligible for inclusion
in the STIP could then be proposed by the local agencies
and Caltrans for inclusion in the STIP.

2. Conversely, Caltrans, the California Transportation
Commission, regional planning agencies, and local
transportation commissions should become more aware of
port ground access issues and the relation of port growth
to the economic well-being of the state.

3. Ports should propose new taxes that would allow
projects not eligible under current law to be considered
for the STIP funding.

4. The ports, Caltrans, the CTC, and regional/local
agencies should develop a joint approach in seeking
additional general funding for port access projects.

5. The ports, in consultation with Caltrans, CTC, and
regional/local transportation agencies, should explore
possibilities for leveraging state funds with
local/private monies.

6. Ports should employ Transportation Systems Management
Techniques.

33NLC, op. cir., p. 104.

34California Transportation Commission, California Department
of Transportation, California Association of Port Authorities.
Improvin s Access to California’s Ports. Sacramento: CTC, February
1990, pp. 21-23.
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Few states have moved so strongly into the new revenue area,

especially with the STIP pro~ss Florida attempted to create a
port trust fund and failed° oJ it is a new way of thinking for

the port-surface transportation sector.

Conclusion

Many ideas have been advanced by concerned public and private
organizations. This chapter has reviewed their thoughts over a
wide range of surface transportation access issues.

In general, the practical ideas appear moderate to conserv-
ative. The most dramatic are those calling for substantially
increased federal funding, a national port and waterways plan or
porto-access corridors.

The federal government wishes to shift more funding
responsibility to state and local governments and the private
sector. Federal leadership probably will depend more on
budgetary/deficit politics along with Middle East energy crises
(Kuwait/Iraq) than on domestic transportation imperatives.

Against the backdrop of financial, international and inter-
governmental stresses, it will be difficult to take a short-term
view. The next chapter will suggest approaches to meeting seaport-
surface freight land access issues for the long term.

35"Seaport trust fund effort fails in Fla. legislature,"
Traffic World (November 27, 1989), p. 16.
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Chapter V

AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL POLICY OUTLINE --

PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE

Introduction

Considering the future is risky business. Our only real guide
is past experience. Often, the past has not been a reassuring
starting point for developing predictions.

The United States has shown an amazing but understandable
complacency about petroleum supplies. The last decade has been
relatively stable politically with cheap foreign oil. Now, short-
term events in the Middle East force many of these assumptions to
be placed "on hold." The outcome of these events is uncertain.
How their impacts work through the domestic economy is even more
unknown.

The point in mentioning current realities and the "iffy"
nature of prognostication is that public policy must still attempt
to set the parameters of the future given fundamental belief in
long-term economic and political stability. Put another way, we
must assume a stable course of events, not upset by major external
forces, in order to plan for "reasonable" normalcy.

What does this mean to seaports? This chapter will suggest an
outline of an intergovernmental public policy to set the stage for
key decisions by federal, state and local interests.

Uncoordinated Seaport-Surface Transportation Access Policy

The current system of public policy is highly complex and
atomistic.

At the federal and state levels, governmental involvement is
minimal. At the local level, seaports are supported by their
parent governments. Competition is intense among the ports and
their private sector industries. Any advantage offers a
competitive edge.

Seaports and their surface transportation providers are one of
many system users in large urban areas. Historically, such groups
have been an important but almost invisible element of the urban
transport network. Few groups represent their interests in the
intergovernmental system.



In effect, it is a "fend for yourself ’~ system of inter-
governmental relations. As documented by the U°S. Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, most domestic functions
are in the same situation. Seaport-surface transportation relative
isolation is ending.

So long as the seaport-surface freight system is working
adequately, this competitive, entrepreneurial and uncoordinated
functional relationship will continue.

Already, signs of system malfunction are showing up. Long
established regions (greater New York metropolitan area) know these

realities. In growing, congested urban areas (Southern
California), more coordiaation is necessary.

Assuming continued international trade growth, the Southern
California situation is approaching . a critical point. To
illustrate: the anticipated volume of trains by the Year 2020 is so
large (over one hundred in and out, daily) there is real concern
about scheduling/row/port facility capabilities. Furthermore, when
a super-large container ship arrives in port, land system capacity
might not be up to logistical challenges. If not remedied soon,
load-center ocean carriers will think twice about absorbing extra
"time-in-port" labor costs on behalf of an inefficient land system.
They may be sorely tempted to find other seaports.

Still other urban areas are beginning to face similar
challenges: more trade, urban growth, congestion and operational
inefficiencies. The net result of the equation is higher transport
cost, higher import cost to the consumer and less competitive
American exports. Other costs accrue as well: infrastructure
deterioration, environmental, energy, land use and social impacts.

Policy Considerations

In the suggestion of a policy outline, several considerations
must be kept in mind:

" program goals

¯ eligible projects

decision criteria

finance

The list has been developed from the data base discussed in
preceding chapters.
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I. Program Goals

General consensus exists among stakeholders about broad

program goals. However consensus weakens considerably when
specific, detailed policy recommendations are advanced. Financial
pressures are so severe that stakeholders already locked
programmatically to federal funds might support new claimants if
the overall resource base increases. If there is open competition
for the same or diminished level of resources, consensus would in
all likelihood disappear.

The U.S. Department of Transportation favors no or little
federal role, especially if it requires funding.

TAG, AASHT0 and AAPA tend towards a coordinated approach in
the form of some kind of a national plan. Some suggest reserved or
dedicated rights-of-way for surface transportation access to
seaports.

Transportation carriers have taken a low profile in the debate
on this issue. They prefer to support the general need to improve
surface transportation infrastructure with modal equality.

The State of California is tending towards a stronger focus on
impacted rights-of-way or corridors.

Local Southern California agencies have moved forward to
create a Consolidated Transportation Corridor Joint Powers Agency.

2. Eligible Pro~ects

There is no coherent federal or state program covering
traditional program activity categories and project need:

planning and evaluation

research and development

demonstrations

capital construction/acquisition

operations
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Absolutely essential would be planning and evaluation in order
to prepare for the future. The Corps of Engineers requires that
landside demand studies be performed to help justify dredging or
breakwater projects. A key component would be intermodal and
multimodal planning to pull the system together.

Often overlooked when funds are tight, research and
development should help to optimize public and private investment.
In theory, new technologies may be designed into facilities, i.e.,
allowing flexibility later. Tight logistical scheduling problems
from ship to surface carrier would benefit from study. Perhaps a
computer program could be developed to utilize most effectively
limited space and equipment.

When promising ideas and solutions are developed, they should
be tested out in 4emonstrations. If part of a well-structured
programmatic process, demonstrations would be invaluable to learn
and transfer positive experiences.

Capital construction/acquisition projects should include
right-of-way acquisition and construction, purchase of equipment,
buildings, rolling stock and related items. This is the more
traditional category of public funding, and the most expensive.

Lastly, operations should be funded but not open-ended as the
transit industry was. Incentives might be incorporated to hold the
line on labor costs~ while encouraging management to work
cooperatively. Some progress in being made in Tacoma, Washington
and Southern California. Local chapters of the Propeller Clubs of
the U.S. co-host meetings with the ILWU chapters. For both labor
and management, training programs should be eligible to advance the
state of the art and build working relationships. Private carriers
may be encouraged here too.

3. Decision Criteria

To assist in determining eligible projects and allocating
funds, the following criteria should be considered.

Transportation operations should improve from the activity.
Does the cost to the user decrease? Is speed faster? How safe is
the system? Does it lessen transportation congestion? Does it
create or eliminate labor transport jobs?

Soclal impacts may be severe. Expanded or new transportation

service say harm the social fabric of adjacent communities. Unit
trains over a mile long often cut towns in half for fifteen to
thirty minute~. Emergency and public safety services are clearly
impacted° Homes and businesses may need to be relocated.
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More efficient transport operations will have economic

impacts. For the nation and state, there should be a macro benefit
tied to lower transportation costs from an efficient system.
Presumably, if multiplied through the gross national economy, more
jobs will result, more tax revenue, etc. Though jobs may created
at the local level, greater expenses will be incurred. If
considerable local capital is committed to the project, is the
proportion "fair?" Most ports serve a large "hinterland" well
beyond their immediate region. The hinterland, in effect, is other
parts of the nation. Thus a strong case can be made that a
national economic interest comes into play. It is the national
economy at stake primarily, not just the port region.

Earlier discussion focussed upon environmental impacts. Is it
right for the port region to suffer, without financial assistance,
associated environmental impacts generated by increased
transportion service to the port and congestion? These concerns
spill over to air and water quality, noise and energy.

Technology is rapidly evolving. Projects that incorporate new
technology and allow phasing in other changes over many years
should be closely considered. Special consideration should be
given to proven, working technology to avoid serious blunders. At
the same time, each project should advance the state of the art by
allowing for R&D on the facility or service.

The trickiest criterion is cooperative involvement. Public
(intergovernmental), private (industries, carriers), nonprofit
(citizens, public interest groups, trade associations) and
international organizations (carriers, producers, nations) may need
to work together to improve transportation. Whether import or
export, the customer nation has an implicit interest to make the
transportation system operate efficiently.

All of these elements are negotiable. As a set, they do help
define the boundaries and potential components an intergovernmental
seaport-surface freight transportation policy.

4. Finance

With the advent of a new, decentralized federalism in 1980 and
rapidly growlng federal deficits, there is little hope of massive
infusions of federal funds for infrastructure -- no matter how well
documented and necessary. This gloomy prognosis is now even more
depressing. The nation may be entering an economic recession with
higher energy prices. If 1979-1983 style stagflation occurs again,
new funding requirements will be difficult to justify.
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Consequently, it is necessary to take the long view and not
think in terms of short-term public policy changes and new capital.
In the current financial/economic environment, holding even may be
quite satisfactory.

As funds become available from any public or private source,

debate is likely over the allocation process. For port dredging
projects, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has a formula to help
allocate scarce funds. Surface transportation highway projects are
mainly funded by demonstration funds in highway legislation. It
would be necessary to devise a "rational" method of allocation
agreed to by ports, local, state and federal agencies that would
define eligible projecVs.

Policy Outline

For the nation, the U.So Department of Transportation should
consider developing the concept and coordinating with all
interests. Very possibly, the DOT role may be preempted by
Congress in the discussion of the reauthorization of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act by September 30, 1991. If so,
Congress could move faster and legislate the process, program and
initial funds. At the moment, federal deficit and recession
concerns are significant so it is difficult to imagine DOT and
Congress supporting additional funding requirements.

"Seaport" states should begin to think in terms of coordinated
seaport-surface transportation activities and programs. Strengths
of individual ports should be enhanced while keeping a balance

geographically to serve seaport urban areas and hinterlands. Where
congestion is severe, local seaport and municipal activi~ to
keep cargo moving on the land system at non-peak travel ti~s
should also be encouraged by state programs. California is
considering granting seaport-surface transportation needs a higher
priority in state funding. It also may allow seaports to
participate in the State Transportation Improvement Program.

Local governments should work together to support seaport-
surface transportation viability. Regional economies benefit
significantly from the economic activity associated with
international trade. An urban area (or local governeent) with 
seaport is generally considered to be in a stronger financial and
economic position in comparison to its neighbors.

Based upon the above policy considerations, a conceptual
outline of a national policy on seaport-surface transportation

access might assume the following attributes.
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.I. Program Goals

* declare major intermodal port access corridors
or routes to be in the national interest

* conduct study to identify and list corridor
or routes

* announce as policy goal: dedicated corridors
or rlghts-of-way

Similar to the pre-Interstate Highway System era, a "map" or
"plan" would be established. As a planning document, it would
create a policy environment of opportunity. The framework would be
established. Of course, significant details would be worked out
later (actual locations, routes, etc.). At the very least, 
would announce recognition of the "national interest."

2. Eli~ible Proiects

allow ports to act as lead agency or
applicant for projects outside their
boundaries

modify federal and state Transportation
Improvement Programs (TIP) process
to include ports

define project eligibility to include:

- planning and evaluation

- research and development

- demonstrations

- capital acquisition or construction

- operations

Perhaps more than corridors and funding, eligibility
definitions promise to be quite debatable. Historically, there is
a "pork barrel" danger. Important issues are difficult to resolve.
How far outside the port boundary should the port be allowed to be
the lead agency? Five miles? One hundred or more miles (Port of
Oakland, mountain passes~tunnels)? If a new facility or service,
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should operating costs, with constraints on labor contracts, be
allowable? It is possible (though currently unlikely) the San
Pedro Bay ports will operate rail service on the Consolidated
Transportation Corridoro

3. Decision Criteria

corridor or route of national interest

operations

- cost to user

- speed

- safety

- congestion

- labor

social

- existing row user relocation

- provision of full replacement

- enhancement of community viability
(removal of grade crossings)

economic

- job creation

- tax receipts

8 environmental

- air quality improvements

- energy savings

- noise reduction
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* technology

-design allowance for technological
changes (longer trucks, larger
containers, more volume, longer
trains), smart vehicles

-combine with other uses (utilities,
pipelines)

* cooperative involvement

-public agency leadership: port

-operational agency: Joint Powers Agency

-private: modal coordination/contracts

-nonprofits: support and participation
in designing projects

-international: funding

The preceding decision criteria possibilities illustrate the
breadth and depth of program and project review necessary. Each
item can be expanded greatly. Quantification of precise impacts
would assist in setting standards or thresholds. In the end, a
comprehensive list with the above scope should help rationalize
policy development and allocation of limited resources. Obviously,
it requires further research to complete the criteria framework.

4. Finance

provide incentives to focus public-private
resources on such dedicated corridors or
rights-of-way

target scarce federal and state funds

make support of dedications a high value
criterion in allocation process

* consider imposition of very small fee on cargo
throughimpactedseaport-surfacetransportation
corridors to fund transportation improvements

* hold fee receipts in new seaport-surface
surface transportation trust fund
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Slowly at first, public and private investments may align with
the new national policy goals. With incentives and disincentives
to guide implementation, progress would be faster.

Conclusion

It may be ludicrous to attempt to suggest a new national
policy in an environment of scarce resources, intergovernmental
fragmen£ation and contention and competitive transportation
industries.

The institutional risks are high. Any such ideas may be
impractical and too expensive. So high a political profile takes
uncommon leadership in the face of atomistic and potential
resistance by governments and possibly carriers.

Despite the resistance, enticements are great:

more efficient freight system

newer technologies

less urban spatial disruption

trucks off the freeways -- less congestion

fewer railroad delays

cleaner air

less energy consumption

* lower transport cost

stronger competitive trade position of the U.S.

On balance, development of a national intergovernmental policy
should be pursued. It is important to take the long view. This is
the start of a dialogue, just as the AASHTO 2020 effort was the
beginning of a coalition of interests affected by the
reauthorization of the U.S. Surface Transportation Assistance Act
in 1981. Realization of the opportunity is the first step. It is
hoped these ideas will be useful to those discussing and
formulating national, state and local transportation policy.
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