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Our Policy Challenge: 

Focusing State Efforts on 

Promoting Growth at 

Seaports 



 

 

 

Why a “Growth-focused” Freight 
Policy? 

• Port Infrastructure and Environmental 
Projects are not traditional transportation, 
highway or transit projects.  Rather Ports 
partner with the private sector to make 
primary investments financed by revenue 
bonds which rely on projections of future 
growth. 



 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Jobs, economic benefits, and tax 
revenues grow along with volumes 

• Marine Terminal Operations at the Port of LA in 
2007 yielded an average of $240.42 per 
container in State and Local tax revenues, 
$2,127.67 in personal income per container, and 
0.23 jobs per container. 

• Marine Terminal Operations at the Port of 
Oakland in 2010 yielded an average of $180.22 
in State and Local Taxes per container, 
$1,716.56 in personal income per container, and 
0.37 jobs per container. 



 
 

 

 

 
 

 

   

The risk of not focusing on a growth 
result as the key metric for freight 
planning success – both in the 
transportation infrastructure and 
environmental infrastructure contexts -
is that we will have status quo results: 
loss of market share, fewer jobs, 
missed tax revenues, and a lower 
capacity to finance next generation 
environmental improvements. 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Policies That Promote Growth in Trade 
Volumes at Seaports Will: 

• Support existing Port and Intermodal 
Facility Financing 

• Support future Port Infrastructure funding 

• Pay for Environmental Programs and 
Projects which are in excess of revenue 
bond financing baselines 

AND 

• Grow jobs, economic benefits, and tax 
revenues along with volumes 



 
 

 

 
 

  
 

  
  

   
 
  

 
 

But relying on private financing model 
to achieve public goals is unrealistic 
and ultimately counter-productive 

• Negative externalities and costs of trade are 
concentrated (environmental, infrastructure, financial), 
but benefits are distributed (jobs, economic growth, 
investment opportunities) 
• Most financing does not completely account for 

additional costs of doing business that evolve over time, 
including environmental expenses, congestion relief, and 
tax rate differentials 
• Alternatively, building too many costs into future 

projections discourages infrastructure investments and 
will under-produce investment and drive away cargo 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Port Financing is Only Sustainable with 
Growing Volumes 

• Publicly or privately financed, existing 
infrastructure ventures in California are 
overwhelmingly market-based and rely on 
volume growth for funding 

• Regulatory or incentive-based, existing 
environmental programs in California are 
overwhelmingly imposed on private actors 
who in rely on volume growth for funding 



California's Container Port Mark~t Share 
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Annual TEU Volumes at California's Container Ports (1990 • 2006) 
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Annual TEU Volumes at California's Container Ports (1990 • 2006) & 

State Projections ofTEU Volumes (2006 - 2020) 
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CARB Regulatory Cost Summary 
Costs Related to CARB Regulations Imposed on Port-Related Operations Since 
the Passage of Prop. 1 Bin 2006 Are Approximately $5 billion 

1au at on ElfectveI D OSICARS Rel I I ate TOta I C 
Carne Handlina Enuioment 2007 ~71.000 . 000 
Harbor Craft 2009 $140 ,000,000 
Port Cold Ironing 
Vessel Fuel Sv1itchina 

2009 
2009 

$1 ,800,000,000 
$1 ,500,000,000 

Drayage Trucks 2010 $1 ,500,000,000 
TOTAL $5,011,000,000 



SO\JtCe: ARB January 2014 
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San Pedro Bay GHG Emissions 
Container Vessel GHGs Cargo Handling 
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California Container Port Volumes (1990 - 2014) 
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Annual TEU Volumes atcalifornia's Container Ports (2006 - 2014) vs. 

State Projections ofTEU Volumes (2006 - 20201 
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Annual TEU Volumes at North America's Container Ports (2006 - 2013) 
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Growth at Largest North American Port Complexes (2006-2013) 
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California's Container Port Mark~t Share 
(1990 200~) 
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North American Tota l Conta iner Growth {2006-2013) 
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California’s “Cost per Box” Bad Math 

A Recipe for Stopping Future Growth: 

Base Supply Chain Costs + California Only Costs 
Decreasing/Stagnant Container Volumes 

• Increase concentration of “California Only Costs” 
• And Container Volumes Decrease, 

• Result: “Costs per Box” Continuously Go Up and 
Volumes Go Down, Resulting in fewer Economic 
benefits, Jobs and Tax Revenues. 



 

 
     

       
 
 

 

 

 

 

Focus on Growth and offset costs to create 
a Virtuous Cycle and Win-Win Outcomes: 

Base Supply Chain Costs + Limited Calif. Costs 
Container Volumes Growing Faster 

• Grow cargo volumes faster than imposition of 
new Costs; 

• Maintain competitive position;     

• Result: Sustainable Financing of Environmental 
AND Infrastructure Improvements with Job, Tax, 
Economic Impact and Air Quality Benefits 



 
 

  
 

 

  

   
  

   

 

How do we change our Math? 
Current Legislative Initiatives 

• SB 63 (Hall) – Seaport Enhanced 
Infrastructure Financing Districts 

Will not only provide new tax increment financing for 
seaports which can capture value from improvements 
outside of a traditional revenue bond model, but also 
specifically amends the existing definition of “port and 
harbor infrastructure” to include all environmental projects 



  

 

 
 

      

      

      

      

• AB 678 (O’Donnell) – Energy Efficient Ports 

Will direct CARB and the Energy Commission to 
create a seaport energy and zero-emissions 
program to determine when projects would be 
eligible for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund 
subsidies.    Projects to include: 

-- Solar and Renewable Generation Projects 

-- LED and Energy Conservation Projects 

-- Zero-emissions implementation Projects 

-- Cold-Ironing Infrastructure Investments 



 
 

 

    
  

 
 

   

  

   

   

How do we change our Math? 
Additional Opportunities 

• INCENTIVES: Facilitate private sector 
investment in trade infrastructure and trade 
volumes through the creation of incentives that 
encourage the accelerated development of 
infrastructure despite current lower cargo volume. 

• Possible Approaches: 

California Competes Set-Aside 

New Cargo & Infrastructure Tax Credits 

Further Re-investment of GGRF 



 
 

    

  
 

 

How do we change our Math? 
Additional Opportunities 

• Sustainable Freight Strategy: A successful 
Sustainable Freight Strategy will align the 
financing of environmental investments with 
growing cargo volumes, jobs & tax revenues. 



 

 

 

 

Oakland, CA 

Long Beach, CA 

Seattle, WA 

www.pmsaship.com 

http:www.pmsaship.com



