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Policy ?
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POrt Infrastructure and Environmental
Pro J;g, ~tS are not traditional transportation,
Highway or transit projects. Rather Ports
= e rtner with the private sector to make
,‘—fprlmary iInvestments financed by revenue
~bonds which rely on projections of future

growth.




Jobs, economic benefits, and tax «
EVENuUes grow along w:thmﬂﬁ’"

" Marine Terminal Operations at the Port of LA in
007" yielded an average of $240.42 per
gy UJﬁ In State and Local tax revenues,

52, 12 ..:67 In personal income per container, and
O )“ jobs per container.

aﬂne Terminal Operations at the Port of

== "E)’akland 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.




i ,L; 5 of market share, fewer jobs,
= missed tax revenues, and a lower
capacity to finance next generation

environmental improvements.



PeliGies, That Promote Growth in Trader
VOIUIIES kat Seaporet-sANlll —— *"’
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J el —for Environmental Programs and
——— —I'ﬁjec iS Which are in excess of revenue

r

= bond financing baselines
= AND

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




I : _ _ .
But relying on private financing model
torachieve public goals iIs unrealistic

and ultimately counter-productive

. j“J~g_Ji‘}"' externalities and costs of trade are
goncentrated (environmental, infrastructure, financial),
but be nefits are distributed (jobs, economic growth,
m\ astment opportunities)
==="Most financing does not completely account for
f—-‘-’—".,“ —addltlonal 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 Sustainableiwith
Growing Volumes, __.!JBM

s

SN ClY O PHVALEIYNANCED, BXISLING
i) rr,]j ructure ventures in Callfornla are

helmlngly market-based and rely on
| vr me growth for funding

ec_julatory or incentive-based, existing

=-‘-—:"‘—
—

—environmental programs in California are
overwhelmingly imposed on private actors
who in rely on volume growth for funding
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California’s Container Port Market Share
(1990 2000)
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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 of TEU Volumes (2006 - 2020)
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CARB Regulatory Cost Summary
Cosfs Helated to CARDB Regulations Imposed on Port-Related Operations Since
the Passage of Prop. 18 in 2006 Are Approximately $5 billion

Effactive Datwe Total Cost

$71,000,000

Harbor Craft $140,000,000

Port Gold Ironing $1,800,000,000

Vessel Fuel Switching 2009 $1,500,000,000
=
- |TOTAL |  $5,011,000,000
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FIGURE 66. PROGRESS IN REDUCING FREIGHT EMISSIONS IN CALIFORNIA WITH
EXISTING PROGRAMS (TONS/DAY)
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MEETING OUR CI.EAN A R ¢ OMMITMENT

= T

OUR COMMITMENT TO CLEAN AIR & HEALTHY COMMUNITIES

In 2009, the Port of Oakland committed to achieving an 85% reduction
in seaport-related diesel health risk by 2020 from a 2005 baseline. In
- ‘d just three years we have already achieved a 70% reduction in diesel

particulate matter emissions, even though we're handling 3% more

cargo today than in 2005. D I ES E L
Based on our 2012 inventory, we are only 15% away from our 2020 goal,

which we have a plan to achieve. This success is thanks to our Maritime

Air Quality Improvement Plan (MAQIP) and many partners who have EM I SS ' O N S

helped along the waY. ) | | s ALR EADY DOWN
is meeting its commitment

@
to cleaner air and o Tne Port of Oakland

~ healthier communities. : | - e O el

'ﬂhﬂf‘s

"'7)' K N

.g‘(.‘

0..
The Port of Oakland !ﬁ%ﬂrﬁzﬂﬁx 85 /ﬂ

\

container port in the U.S_; Oakland
International Airport, the 2nd largest passenger airport
- and #1 air cargo airport in the San Francisco Bay Area; and 20 miles
nt, including Jack London Square and hundreds of acres of public parks and
‘operations and those of its tenants and users generate more than
are connected to nearly 827,000 jobs across the United States.
927, the Port is an independent department of the City of Oakland.



San Pedro Bay GHG Emissions,

| I
Gontainer Vessel GHGsy  €argo Handling
~ Equipment GHGs
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CO2 eq X 10,000 mt ==COZ2eq
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2007 Growih for the World's 50 Largest Porls by TEU Volume
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Annual TEU Volumes at California's Container Ports (1990 - 2006) &
State Projections of TEU Volumes (2006 - 2020)
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Annual TEU Volumes at California’s Container Ports (2006 - 2014) vs.
State Projections of TEU Volumes (2006 - 2020)
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Annual TEU Volumes at California's Container Ports (2006 - 2014) vs.
State Projections of TEU Violumes (2006 - 2020)
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LA/LB Estimated Economic Benefits per Container

S280.42 per contaimer in State and Local 1ax revenues
0.23 jobs per container,
£2,127.67 in personal income ser container

Port of Los .ﬂLI'LI:E 2515 E.El'l:ﬂ',lfm teu i Estimated Coite E! Mot Hlﬂ:hig g Container wmm'

Lower than State Projections Pro 1 at PO

_-39.5%) | (10 teu = $m containers)

51,200,000,000 in lost State and Local Tax Revenues
1.150,000 jobsnotoreated

510,600 000,000 in personalincome nateoreated

Port of Long Beach i3 5,00€,000 teu
Lowerthan State Projections
{-42.5%)

Cakland Estimatec Economic Berefits per Container
B 5180.22 per coniainer in State and Local tax revenues
- 6,000 000 0,37 jobs per cantainer,
31, /16,56 0 personal Income per container

3000000  __.===""" -

—ay Estimatad Costs of Mot Reaching Container Volume
™\ port of Daklandis 1,500,000 tey Projections through 2013 at Dakland
2346520 ##  Lower than State Projections (-40%) (L5 tew= 740,000 containers)
A .

- r - : - 135,000,000 in lost State and Local Tax Revenues
2001 2013 3 e N5 M NI MNE 01 00 275,000 jobs notcoreated
S1.300,00.000 in personal income not created
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Annual TEU Volumes at North America's Container Ports (2006 - 2013)
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Annual TEU Volumes North America (2006-2013)
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Growth at Largest North American Port Complexes (2006-2013)
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North American Total Container Growth (2006-2013)
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California’s “Cost per' Box” Bad M
AYREGIDe for Stepping Futl

-"

owith:

 WEESEISUpply. Chain Costs + California Only Costs
¥ .ﬁ.—__easing/Stagnant Container Volumes

=4
RS

3“ I ﬁ__ase concentration of “California Only Costs”

~ p—
—’

== .ﬂéf Container Volumes Decrease,

—-"’”

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



FOCUS rowth and offset cwat‘é:'
gl \/ Jous Cy’clegaad Win=W COMES:

B — ‘: —

¥ Ezss '_“i- y_ Chain Costs + L|m|ted CaI|f Costs
L ,ntamer Volumes Growing Faster

Bg 2¥ e -
-

———
~

o g;'c“? Wi cargo volumes faster than imposition of
= —new Costs;

’. ff -_

— e Malntaln competitive position;

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




How do we change our M__la!ﬁ":a—
Ct rent Leﬁlatlve In| Ives

‘\

) SB 53 (Hall) — Seaport Enhanced
gl ,:‘_ucture Financing Districts

WUL ot onIy provide new tax increment financing for
E=2G Sea o] orts which can capture value from improvements
out5|de of a traditional revenue bond model, but also
— .specmcally amends the existing definition of ‘port and
- harbor infrastructure” to include all environmental projects
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Jilisdirect CARB and the Energy Commission to

Greate eaport energy and zero-emissions

0)f0) JUH determine when projects would be
eligible e for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund

:-:;ge dies Projects to include:

— f—-- “Solar and Renewable Generation Projects

-~ -- LED and Energy Conservation Projects

-- Zero-emissions implementation Projects

-- Cold-Ironing Infrastructure Investments




w.How do we change our Math?2:
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JINCENT VES: Facilitate private sector

AVEestr ent In trade infrastructure and trade
yolume: ies through the creation of incentives that
ENco ’rage the accelerated development of

';:"Zf Jfrastructure despite current lower cargo volume.

=5 JSOSSIb|e Approaches:
California Competes Set-Aside
New Cargo & Infrastructure Tax Credits

Further Re-investment of GGRF
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WHOW do we change our Math?

= Additional Opportunities
PESUstainable Ereight Strategy: A successful
Stistainable Freight Strategy will align the
fillancing of environmental investments with
grewing cargo volumes, jobs & tax revenues.

The California Trade Coalition

s S ———

A Coalition Working to Keep California Competitive in a Global Economy

California’s policies must support efforts to enhance logistics industry growth,
competitiveness, job creation, and their resulting tax revenue increases; while seeking
to create a sustainable freight system. These enhanced revenues and trade volumes

are necessary if we are to successfully fund and finance additional investments in
freight infrastructure, operational efficiencies, and cleaner technologies. Likewise,
goods movement system improvements which further implement new transportation
technology infrastructure and make other air quality improvements and greenhouse
gas emissions reductions should be incentivized and directly funded by the state to
further improve both our economy and our environment.



Oakland, CA
Long Beach, CA
Seattle, WA

~— = www.pmsaship.com
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