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FOREWORD

This report presents material developed by the LSU National Ports and Waterways Institute
within the framework of the study and report for the Louisiana Statewide Model Intermodal Plan.
The Institute’s participation has concentrated on the freight component of the study with emphasis
on rail, ports, waterways, and intermodal connections between these modes of transportation.
The Institute also has taken a leading role in public outreach efforts for the entire study
encompassing all modes of transportation.

The results of the Institute’s analyses are reflected in the overall findings and reported in the
Statewide Intermodal Plan. However, the material included in this document also presents
information which, for a variety of reasons, is not included in the overall report. It is intended
that presentation of this more detailed itiormation and analyses will be helpfi.dto the State and its
constituencies involved in the marine and rail freight transportation sectors.

The objective of the work performed by the Institute was to determine how to enhance the
competitive position of Louisiana freight transportation by taking better advantage of available
capacity and improving intermodal efficiency provided by State facilities. The material presented
in this report proceeds from forecasting fiture demand; to the adequacy of existing facilities and
capacity needs for the fiture; to organizational, marketing and investment requirements; to
comparative analysis of the Louisiana freight terminal productivity and costs; and culminates in a
strategic assessment of fhture threats and opportunities in sustaining and expanding the Louisiana
transportation market share.

This presentation is an integration of the Institute analyses and input provided by the State
transportation community. In the process of our work, we always considered our responsibility to
accurately reflect and incorporate the views and intentions of transportation users and providers in
the marine and rail sectors.

We, therefore, express deep appreciation to many executives from the Louisiana Department of
Transportation and Development, ports, railroads, other providers of intermodal freight services,
and their customers who shared with us their wisdom and experience.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FREIGHT INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION:
PORTS, WATERWAYS AND RAIL SCOPE

The scope of effort has focused on intermodal connections between marine and rail
transportation. The emphasis has been on transshipment facilities where intermodal transfers
occur. In the marine and rail sector these intermodal linkages take place at ports and rail-highway
terminals.

The focus on terminals reflects the unique position of the State of Louisiana which is
geographically endowed with some of the most heavily utilized navigable waterways in the nation
and the world as well as one of the few links in the nation’s east-west transcontinental rail system.
The state’s economy is uniquely oriented to extractive industries and by-products associated with
petroleum. The availability of low cost river and ocean transportation has transformed the state
into a crossroads for commerce between other states, countries and modes of transportation with
respect to river, deep water and rail intermodal exchanges of cargoes.

The emphasis of the study was on addressing the critical intermodal aspects germane to the
geography, productio~ consumption and trade flow patterns that characterize the demand and
supply for water and rail transportation. Much of the low value high volume bulk commodity
movements through the ports and waterways system is based on availability of sufficient low cost
capacity to transfer grai~ coal and semi-finished goods horn barge and rail to deep water vessels.

Marine and rail intermodal terminals serve as unique linkages to move high value non-regional
goods through Louisiana gateways. The cargoes are heterogeneous and the service requirements
are diverse. Louisiana ports compete locally, regionally and nationally for these cargoes which
frequently have significant implications for related economic activities, including industrial
development and diversification of the non-extractive manufacturing and service indust~ sectors.
Accordingly, port facilities and related investments are a major impetus to economic development
across the state.

In the sections to follow the major findings of the study will be reported for the critical
components of greatest concern and impact for the fhture development of the state as it relates to
marine and rail intermodal transportation. The basic building block components will be presented
as the critical variables in determining the fbture development of the existing water and rail
intermodal resources, systems and investments in Louisiana with respect to: (1) Market Demand;
(2) Capacity; (3) Accessibility; (4) Institutional Challenges and Investment Needs; (5)
Productivity and Cost Analyses; and (6) Competition and Strategic Outlook for Market Share.



1. MARKET DEMAND

The long run orientation of the terminal facility capacity analyses required commodity sector
forecasts that would reflect the U.S. in general and Louisiana trade flows in particular.
Commodity forecasts were developed for major Louisiana intermodal cargoes. The emphasis was
on dry bulk commodities, grain and coal, for the marine sector and trailers/containers for the rail-
highway sectors.

For non-bulk commodities the application of market demand analysis is limited by the specificity
of cargo handling requirements that affect the demand for marine facilities as much if not more
than demand for generic categories of cargo such as “steel”. Moreover, similar cargo may have
multiple handling options such as midstreaming or wharfhge. Therefore, the marine sector
component analysis of demand had to consider broader cargo handling trends within the context
of commodky specific forecasts. This element of market demand added considerable complexity
to the use of historical data and trends in the analysis of capacity.

The marine sector also had to consider the competitive position of the U.S. in world markets and
Louisiana in U. S. trades. For example, adjustments were made to long run projections for export
cord and containers to reflect a weakening world market for the U. S. (coal) and changing trade
route growth rates for containers and the role of the Gulf coast in U. S. container trades relative to
Atlantic and Pacific coast ports.

All forecasts begin with 1990 commodity flow data as the base year except as noted for marine
terminal specific handling requirements. The historical data were projected without including
possible cyclical components and aberrations in the time series since 1990. In the short run it is
possible that cyclical shifts in demand may not track well with annual forecasts for particular
years. For example, substantially decreased demand for U.S. export coal reflected in reduced
lower Mississippi coal exports in 1993 and 1994 or significantly increased U.S. and lower
Mississippi steel imports in 1993 and 1994 are not specifically incorporated into the long-run
projections. Implicitly it is assumed that high and low cyclical aberrations within each commodity
group will tend to cancel each other out over the duration of the forecast. Where this is not to be
expected due to anticipated demand or supply shifts the long run forecasts have been modified.

A conceptual model was developed and exercised, linking origins and destinations by modes of
transportation to transshipment nodes in Louisiana. Origin and destination locations were based
on Business Economic Area (BEA) units for major production consumption centers in and
adjacent to Louisiana. Otherwise BEA units were aggregated elsewhere at the state level or for
groups of states.

The demand projections reflect average annual lomzrun anticipated rates of growth for three
scenarios: (1) trend or most likely; (2) low or pessimistic; and (3) high or optimistic. The results
of the projections are summarized for 2000, 2010 and 2020, coinciding with ten year intervals
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during the overall thirty year time fiarne of the analysis. The “near term” projections to 2000 and
beyond to 2010 are used most often for capacity analysis relative to short and longer term
investment planning horizons.

The forecast element of the commodity analysis was based on the most current information of
actual trends and expected behavior of supply and demand components. However, in some
instances the time series trend analysis required firther insight and inspection to decipher
opportunities or threats to Louisiana for major commodities. Accordingly, Louisiana market
analyses were done for important commodities. Where applicable the competitive analysis
differentiated between different sectors or trade routes, such as containers, as part of an
assessment of the strategic outlook for market share that could affect Louisiana (refer to chapter
IX). The competitive analysis in reality reflects a sensitivity analysis of the steady state
projections for 1990 to 2000 and 2001 to 2020.

Overall, the demand projections are conservative, reflecting moderate growth in grain and slower
growth in containers and coal than forecasted for the U.S. due to changing Gulf Coast
competitive circumstances and U.S. overall demand, respectively. Since there are no readily
available disaggregated projections generally beyond a short teq such as 2000, the commodity
growth rates represented extrapolations of anticipated trends between 1990 and 2000. The
underlying growth rates were adjusted downward beyond 2000 for all commodities in general and
particularly for export coal and containers, to incorporate long run uncertainty and discount for
the effects of steady state compound rates of growth over thirty years.

2. CAPACITY

This study focused on developing measurements of the capacity of the unique transshipment
facilities at marine and rail-highway terminals throughout the state. While elements of capacity
specifications exist for some components of the state’s intermodal transshipment facilities, this
study is the first comprehensive assessment to define overall capacity by relevant sectors for the
network of marine and rail facilities in the state.

The major findings are that the state currently has sufficient capacity in marine and rail-highway
transfer facilities to accommodate present and immediate projected demand for bulk commodities
and general cargos at the five deepwater ports and seven rail-truck terminals in the state.
Although sufficient capacity exists at present, it appears that expansion will be required in the bulk
sector, particularly gra~ and to a lesser extent coal. Most of the grain capacity will focus on
modernization of existing facilities, primarily by alleviating forthcoming bottlenecks in vessel
unloadlng (barge). The coal sector seems to have abundant capacity for the existing and fhture
off-shore flows (domestic transshipment and exports). However, opportunities for new trade
flows potentially available to Louisiana through imports may require revision of facilities and
handling requirements.

...
111



The general cargo sector in the ports has been a volatile component of Louisiana trade and
investment in marine facilities. Currently, there is abundant capacity in overall break bulk general
cargo transshipment capabilities. However, some capacity shortages may appear at particular
localities such as handling labor intensive bagged cargos at Lake Charles City Docks. Future
growth in the container trade will require new capacity at the existing infrastructure at New
Orleans France/Jourdan Roads.

For several reasons the marine container segment is particularly volatile and subject to a number
of investment and market opportunities that make projections of capacity and investment
requirements considerably more speculative beyond the immediate business cycle and related
short run planning horizons. The problems related to growth of container cargoes at France and
Jourdan Roads are linked to several concerns beyond the scope of this study such as draft
limitations and siltation of the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO) as well as replacement of
the existing deep draft lock between the Mississippi River and the Industrial Canal.

The rail-highway transfer facilities in the state all have abundant capacity for the duration of the
study until 2020. Moreover, these facilities can easily accommodate incremental expansion. The
major facilities at New Orleans, primarily on the east banlq are relatively modern and can
incorporate significant increases in throughput. Opportunities for consolidation and sharing of
capacity are discussed in the competitive opportunities section of this study.

The basic “stock and flow” terminal transshipment capacity orientation employed in this study did
not explicitly incorporate the linehaul components of rail and waterway infrastructures. With few
exceptions, these railroad and waterway “long link” elements have practically no capacity
limitations in the context of existing levels of utilization. (The few port, waterway and railroad
network weak links or bottlenecks identified by industry sources and for which non-federal
authorities have responsibility are described in Appendix 3). However, relatively short links of
access connections between trunkline inilastructures and associated terminals were explicitly
incorporated into the capacity analysis as part of the accessibility component of intermodal
systems. Moreover, particular impediments to waterway and rail access either in the short
connecting links or trunkline itiastructures were incorporated as part of the institutional
challenges and investment needs component of the analysis. Where access impediments were
project specific or beyond the scope of the state little or no analysis was performed.

3. ACCESSIBILITY

The analysis of intermodal connections for marine and rail terminals by definition includes the
sufficiency of the local linkages between the facilities and the high to unlhnited corresponding
capacities of the rail and water infrastructures as principle components of the intermodal plan.
Accessibility has a myriad of dimensions, ranging from physical to institutional. Where
appropriate both were developed largely from primary data and field observations.
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In general highway access issues for the marine and rail sectors are related to the characteristics of
the areas served. In New Orleans the primary issue is existing congestion and fbture road
capacity for the urban components of the Interstate syste~ I-10 and connections, required for
interurban and cross town traflic flows. The Port of New Orleans with pending projects at
Tchoupitoulas Corridor and Jourdan Road will have sufficient local access capacity for truck
movements between the Crescent City Comection and the Mississippi River Terminal Complex
and between I-10 and US 90 at France and Jourdan Roads, respectively. However, the
Tchoupitoulas Corridor will not address the need for enhanced road capacity for access from the
west via I-10 to the River Terminal Complex.

Forecasts of road traflic unrelated to marine and rail-highway trafilc were not prepared as part of
this scope. For most access links vehicles for other sectors represented the majority of the traflic,
particularly on congested arteries such as 1-10. Therefore, any growth in traffic from these
sectors, primarily automobiles and other commercial users not related to marine and rail-highway
terminals, will determine the composition of access relative to fbture levels of congestion. Service
levels on segments that already exhibit constrained volume capacity ratios will continue to
deteriorate in the absence of new capacity.

The rail-highway terminals have different access orientations depending on location and traffic
flow. In general CSX and NS facilities at Gentilly Road and Florida Avenue, respectively, have
attributes of “near dock” intermodal connectivity in terms of drayage times and convenience to the
France/Jourdan Road marine container transshipment facilities. The IC rail highway facility at
Napoleon Avenue is well situated to accommodate planned container development of the River
Complex. Otherwise the IC facility has to rely on 1-10 for access to the marine berths. The KCS
facility has the most congested access options to reach the existing marine container facilities at
France and Jourdan Roads. The west bank rail-highway terminals at Avondale are largely
unrelated to the east bank marine container terminals contingent on SP and UP use of east bank
facilities such as CSX at Gentilly for high volume port related “bridge” tratlic. Highway access to
St. Bernard public marine facilities is also congested.

Most of the other public marine facilities in the state have more rural or small urban access
characteristics and associated arterial highway infhstructure. The access issues are more related
to the sufficiency of maintenance of existing infrastructure and potential increases in non-port
utilization of adjacent streets and roads for which port access is important but nevertheless minor
contributor of local traflic. Notwithstanding growth in other vehicles the volume capacity ratios
for most of these accesses are sufficiently low such that fhture growth can be accommodated well
beyond the “near term” such as 2000.

Rail access at the deepwater ports of Baton Rouge, Lake Charles and New Orleans is
characterized by a variety of detailed institutional and historical relationships that have evolved
over time. The bulk and general commodity orientation of these ports has sustained rail carload
service at a time when the concept of single or loose car railroad operations is being rationalized
via abandonments, amalgamations, and short lines. Nevertheless, for various reasons Louisiana
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deepwater ports have maintained a level of organizational and service rigidities that have not kept
pace with overall rail system developments. Consequently, access improvements are possible at
all locations but may require different combinations of leadership, sacrifice, and
insight to overcome resistance to institutional and operational changes. Marine and local rail
access issues are seldom related to infrastructure. For the most part the impediments are related
to cost and volume relationships between different institutional service providers and
arrangements.

The rail access issues between different trunkline intermodal terminals are similar to access to
marine facilhies. Each railway customarily maintains its own terminals where there is sufficient
volume as in New Orleans. Otherwise the bulk of the state cannot sustain modem rail-highway
facilities except through special circumstances such as Shreveport. Direct linkages between
diiTerent rail-highway terminals will not be effective unless sufficient volume exists for “run
through” trains or shared facilities. New Orleans is a major east-west run through location which
has sufficient volume to foster relatively efficient west bank rail access to the marine container
facilities at France/Jourdan Roads via CSX rail highway facility at Gentilly. Unfortunately,
efficient east-west rail access is constrained by a host of institutional, operational and
infrastructural considerations among competing and cooperating railways, Otherwise shared rail
access to different interrnodal facilities is limited primarily by the lack of volume relative to
highway drayage substitutes (rubber tire interchanges). Opportunities to enhance rail intermodal
access to the New Orleans marine container facilities are discussed as part of the competitive
opportunity assessment.

4. INFIMWRUCTURE, INSTITUTIONAL AND POLICY ISSUES

4.a Rail

Input from maritime and freight rail users and providers as described in Chapter II was used to
formulate a series of “challenges” facing related segments of the state’s intermodal transportation
network. The issues and perspectives of different challenges to development of Louisiana’s
marine and rail intermodal height sectors were heterogeneous, ranging from national, regional and
statewide institutional concerns to particular investment projects. Only the major “challenges”
with respect to recommended programs and inliastructure financing are summarized here. For
more detail the reader is referred to Chapter VII and related appendix.

For the freight rail sector the most pressing challenge was to make substantive progress on
improving the stiety of rail-highway interfaces. Increased annual finding, ranging from $6 to $9
to $12 million is recommended, depending on the growth scenario (low, trend and high
respectively) for expanding railhighway grade crossing safety progr~s. A freight rail interrnodal

grant program of $3 million per year shared equally by the state and railroad and a loan fi.mdfor
light density rail line rehabilitation are recommended. Other freight rail recommendations include
$0.5 million for resolution of the institutional and operational impediments to railroad cooperation
to develop a plan to revamp East Bridge Junction east west rail gateway access. Another
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institutional issue particular to private freight rail is a recommendation to study the public sector
role in enhancing rail access amid perceptions that inefficiencies may exist that if remedied could
significantly enhance economic development.

4.b Marine - Infrastructure

Infrastructure financing requirements for public ports has been developed in conjunction with
capacity analyses (refer to Chapter V), as well as considerations of access irnpednents and
competitive opportunities and threats. The ports were also queried about specific fbture capital
investment plans relative to maintenance or expansion. Based on a composite of past investment
trends, present and projected capacity utilization and future maintenance requirements state
infrastructure financing requirements for New Orleans and all other public ports were developed
for three scenarios adopted for the overall intermodal plan associated with low, trend and high
demand for three periods: (1) actual 1990 to 1995; (2) 1995 to 2000; and (3) 1995 to 2020.

It is anticipated that the investment trends in the period 1995-2000 would be continued for the
period 2000 to 2020 although possibly reflecting different assortments of projects with respect to
both rehabtitation and expansion of facilities. The recommendations recognize the substantial
commitments already underway at New Orleans and reflect different levels of anticipated growth.
Under the low growth scenario state finding would be limited to the existing port priority
program level of $15 million per year. The emphasis would be presemation and rehabilitation of
existing facilities. Under the trend level of growth state financing requirements would be $24.5
million per year, reflecting $8 million for the Port of New Orleans and a ten percent increase in
state port priority finding, $1.5 millio~ to $16.5 million per year (matched by a minimum 25°/0
port share). The high growth projections, reflecting increased demand and expansion to
accommodate new market opportunities (refer to Chapter VII), would require $45 million state
financing annually during 1995 to 2020.

The proposed capital investments by public ports are for an amalgamation of different purposes
with respect to existing facilities (rehabilitation or expansion) as well as new capacity. The
precise distinctions between these categories vary for cargoes and ports as well as new market
opportunities and can change in response to market developments. Therefore, the investment
projections do not represent a comprehensive conclusion of fhture overall requirements among
ports. The projections may change as the composition of rehabilitatio~ expansion and new
market opportunities fluctuates in response to specific developments.

Financing requirements are modest with respect to current average annual levels of port
investment during 1990 to 1995, $35 millioq reflecting $20 million in TIMED program finds
annually for the Port of New Orleans and $15 million annual for the port priority program. It is
expected that the TIMED finds begun in 1990 will terminate in 1995 and New Orleans will
provide its own finding. Under the “low” scenario state port financing would decrease (by $20
million) from an annual average of$35 million. Average annual state port financing would also
decrease from current levels (by $10.5 million per year) under the trend projections.
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State port ilnancing would increase (by $10 million) relative to cument levels only under the high
projections. The increase would essentially represent continuation of the level of annual finding
under the TIMED program to New Orleans, $20 millioq and an increase of the existing port
priority program from $15 to $25 million. In total, including the state and other sources of
financing, annual investments in public ports will average approximately between $40 million for a
low growth scenario to $50 million for trend scenario and to $72 million for high growth scenario.

4.C Marine - Institutional and Policy

The marine sector identifies a number of recommended programs to improve the utilization of
Louisiana ports for attracting more cargos to take advantage of available capacities and efficient
interrnodal sefices. The recommendations include: (1) develop northkouth trade opportunities;
(2) regional public port marketing programs; (3) port intermodal services directory (4) “ship
Louisiana” campaign followup; (5) establishment of port/intermodal transportation specialist
position in one of the state agencies; (6) joint marketing mission trips; and (7) cargo pooliig. The
total cost of these various enhancements to the use of the ports is $0.5 million per year.

The study recommends state participation in developing and then applying a methodology for
public landside access cost sharing to facilitate the development of intermodal connections for
important marine and rail-highway sectors of Louisiana. The methodology would provide for
shared finding of “interrnodal” projects which might not otherwise receive adequate attention and
ranking from traditional modal finding sources. The Iandside access multimodal fimdmg criteria
would allow for intermodal projects that relate to dtierent finding sources to be evaluated and
fimded jointly.

The port sector also recommends state participation in several federal studies related to Corps of
Engineers analysis of waterway tiastructure requirements. The state would participate via cost
sharing as well as to define state interests in existing and improved condkions. The total cost
(federal and state share) of the studies is estimated to be approximately $5 million of which the
state share is estimated to be nearly $1.9 mi~lon. The studies would analyze the following
important issues afFecting fiture Louisiana port investments: (1) Mississippi River Gulf Outlet
(MRGO) bank erosionktabilization feasibility; (2) Deep draft lock feasibility for Inner Harbor
Navigation Canal (IHNC); (3) Lower Mississippi River 55 foot channel feasibility and (4)
feasibility of improvements to other navigable waterways in the state..

5. PRODUCTIVITY AND COST ANALYSIS

An essential element of a determining fbture statewide marine terminal intermodal requirements is
assessment of the comparative productivity and costs to users of these facilities compared to the
competition. Port competition is a hybrid mixture of cost and service. Cost competition is
particularly important for much of the bulk and semi-finished cargos handled at Louisiana ports.
Therefore, part of the study focused on a cost and productivity assessment for Louisiana shippers
compared to competing ports.
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The port comparisons included all port related costs from the vessel steaming time from the sea
buoy to loading and unloading at be~ including specific examples of pilotage, wharfage, cargo
handling productivities, etc. The port cost comparisons focused on vessels and cargos germane to
Louisiana ports.

The major tlndings are that Louisiana public ports appear to be competitive in handling and
productivity rates for general cargos compared to other Gulf ports such as Houston and Gu@ort.
The major cost disadvantage of New Orleans is associated with the greater port access steaming
time from the sea buoy compared to Houston. If the cost of vessel steaming time is excluded
New Orleans is actually a lower cost port call than Houston. Cost of cargo handling in New
Orleans is actually lower than Houston but is about ten percent higher than Gu@ort. For
containers New Orleans is competitive with Houston but has higher costs than Miami.

The micro level port cost and productivity findings support that Louisiana ports are operating
within well defined market niches relative to cargos and trade routes. The major concerns for
Louisiana ports are a host of variables over which they have no control. Chapter IX discusses
interport competitive opportunities and threats which are often&beyond the influence of the
state. An important factor but not in a category within state control is fiture navigation
conditions on the MRGO, relative to draft and vessel size, and possible relationship between
financing a modem deep draft lock at the entrance to the Industrial Canal and fbture navigation on
the MRGO. Natural impednents to navigation on the Mississippi relative to weather and vessel
streaming times are conditions over which the state cannot readily respond. Similarly, changes in
operation or cost recovery for federal projects, such as discharges of Missouri River water to
sustain unimpeded shallow draft navigation on the Mississippi and barge user fees, affect
Louisiana trade flows but are outside state control. Finally, the smaller population and
manufacturing base of the New Orleans area in particular and its container hinterland in general is
sometimes viewed as a “natural” competitive dkadvantage compared to Houston if container lines
tend to desire only one Gulf port call.

6. COMPETITIVE AND STRATEGIC OUTLOOK FOR MARKET SHARE

A series of strategic assessments were made of existing and fdture productio~ consumption and
distribution requirements for major commodity markets germane to Louisiana ports. The scope
of each commodity review and outlook was to ident@ threats and opportunities to Louisiana
ports and, where practical, perform a qu~titative or qu~tative assessment of the magnitude of
the impacts for Louisiana. The “industrial review” approach was used for cord, grai~ containers
and non-containerized general cargo.

The competitive outlook for the coal sector is for continued cyclical aberrations but no major
changes in Louisiana exports. Although demand will increase the overall market shares of
different sources of coal and port ranges will remain virtually unchanged. Although controversial,
Louisiana coal market share does not appear to be significantly affected by expanded coal
terminals or top-off, given abundant existing capacity. Deeper drafts on the Mississippi may
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positively tiect the competitive position of Louisiana coal exports. Alternatively, the possibility
of increased federal user fees for barges on the Mississippi River system may have a negative
impact. Overall, these elements do not appear to lead to major substantive shifts in demand for
Lower Mississippi River coal exports.

Vially unnoticed has been the minuscule but rapidly growing coal import market for major
utilities near the Southeast and Gulf coasts. The potential for Louisiana coal imports and
domestic blending is too premature to assess. Nevertheless, based on examples of imported coal
shipments handled elsewhere such as Jacksonville and Mobile, this cargo would represent
significant new business and potential for Louisian~ offering attractive back-haul opportunities
for the barge industry.

The grain sector will continue to exhibit consistent growth. Louisiana’s premier national
competitive position ingrain is largely a fbnction of US international competitive position and to a
lesser extent low cost domestic barge transportation. All indications are that the US share of
world grain markets will remain stable and continue to grow. Although the barge sector may
experience real cost increases relative to equipment and federal user charges, the overall impacts
are expected to be of minor impact on Louisiana as the major low cost point of transshipment for
this commodity.

The containerized trade is fm more volatile related to local and national developments. The major
trade lanes that support the New Orleans container trades, Northern Europe, Puerto Rico and
South/Central Americ~ all have distinct competitive profiles relative to Louisiana. The overall
assessment for each is as follows:

(1) Northern Europe: This is the most potentially volatile both with respect to siie and
possible reallocation to other ports, primarily South Atlantic competition. The
continued shifts to load centering and larger vessels portray distinct possibilities that one
or more liners will divert vessels or cargo or both to ports outside the Gulf

(2) Puerto Rico: This is among the most stable of the important markets for transshipment
at Louisiana. However, much of the trade is bridge related (mini-bridge and macro-
bridge) and can be diverted to other ports such as Houston in the Gulf or Jacksonville in
the southeast. Slower growth in this market and stability of the operators and vessels
will favor Louisiana. The introduction of new larger vessels or possible redeployment of
existing vessels could negatively impact Louisiana due to the MRGO limitations and the
non-local nature of much of the cargo together with the small size of the local Louisiana
hinterland.

(3) Central/South America: This market has the largest anticipated rate of growth.
However, the overall market siie is small compared to Northern Europe and Puerto
Rico trades. Therefore, even with major growth in this market, possible losses of the
Northern Europe trade are still important threats. Unlike Northern Europe and Puerto
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Rico, this market does not appear to be moving toward jumboization of vessels or load
centering. Both of these considerations favor New Orleans and other Louisiana ports
that can serve niche markets through small vessels and specialized services such as river
ocean vessels and mixed general cargo and container services. The possibilities of new
innovative services such as cross Gulf ferries may offer significant new traffic to
Louisiana ports. The long run growth of trade with Mexico and the strategic location of
the domestic waterways system linking Canada and the Mississippi and Ohio River
Valleys with Mexico pose significant opportunities for deep and shallow draft ports in
Louisiana.

The intermodal assessment and outlook for rail-vessel container interchanges is that little changes
appear to be warranted at this time. Two of the largest rail intermodal yards relative to access to
France and Jourdan Road facilities have the drayage characteristics of “near dock”. At the present
time none of the railways has sufficient volume to just@ construction of a separate port facility.
Moreover, the nature of the rail intermodal terminal network in New Orleans is not particularly
conducive to complex terminal operations involving both domestic and Port-handled or “bridge”
international traffic of more than one railroad. The overall situation is more diffused with possible
expansion of container capabilhies at the Mississippi River Terminal Complex. For the time being
a France Road on dock or near dock intermodal yard seems unlikely to be feasible relative to the
volumes handled by the major railways at existing terminals. The feasible action appears to be to
pursue existing run through train service with shared access to the CSX Almonaster intermodal
terminal. In the long te~ if warranted by traflic growth at France/Jourdan Roads, the expansion
of the existing “near dock” type facility at Almonaster with improved access to western trunkline
carriers, SP and UP, seems most feasible.

The brightest spot for New Orleans is the continued increase in demand for specialty general
cargos, particularly steel imports, to a lesser degree lumber exports, and rubber imports.
Although these cargoes are cyclical, the hinterland rail and barge connections at the port and
handling efficiencies indicate that these cargoes will remain at New Orleans. Particularly
important is the efficient direct ship to barge transfer (mid-streaming) which represents significant
cost savings only available in the Lower Mississippi area. However, for all practical purposes the
mid-stream dkect transfers also compete directly with existing port facilities.
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L EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SITUATION

LA FREIGHT RAIL

LA.1 OVERVIEW,LOUISIANAFREIGHTRAILROADS

A network of privately owned freight railroads serves shippers and receivers in Louisiana,
providing linkage both within the state and across North America (See map, Figure I. 1 and Table
I. 1). This network extends approximately 2,800 miles within the state, and includes heavily used
trunlhes and light density lines. Seven of the nation’s thirteen Class I trunkline railroads serve
the state, although one, the Santa Fe, operates only as fhr as DeRidder on a spur line from the
Texas border. Ten light density regional or terminal switching railroads operate in the state,
including one owned by the City of New Orleans, New Orleans Public Belt Railroad.

According to data from the Association of American Railroads (A@, 3,786 people were
employed by the Class I railroads in Louisiana in 1991, while there were an additional 11,800
railroad retirement beneficiaries in the state that year (see Table 1.2). Total railroad wages paid in
1991 were $159,120,000, with an additional $100,056,000 paid in retirement benefits.

Chemicals, pulp and paper, lumber and wood products, petroleum and mixed freight were the top
five rail-carried commodities originated in Louisiana in 1991. Louisiana ranks second in the
nation in originating rail chemical trailic. Farm products (predominantly grain for export),
chemicals, coal (for both export and power generation), mixed freight, and nonmetallic minerals
were the top five rail-carried commodities terminated in Louisiana that year. A total of
87,171,357 tons of cargo were carried by the railroads in Louisiana in 1991 (See tables 1.3 and
1.4).

The principal challenge faced by Louisiana railroads which requires public sector action is the
many safety and operating impacts of roadway grade crossings of railroads. This challenge is
addressed in another section of this report.

1.A.2 LOUISIANA’STRUNKLINERAILROADS

Railroads designated “Class I“ by the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) are the nation’s
largest, having at least $250 million annual operating revenues. Generally, the nation’s Class I
railroads are separated by the Mississippi River into east and west bank systems, with the Huey P.
Long Bridge at New Orleans serving as the only major river crossing south of Memphis
(excluding the state owned rail-highway bridge crossing at Baton Rouge). Six of these
“trunkline” railroads each move more than ten million tons annually into, from or across
Louisiana. The Kansas City Southern (KCS) and the Union Pacific (UP) have route networks
that crisscross the state. The CSX and NoYolk Southern (NS) railroads enter the state from
Mississippi and proceed to the New Orleans gateway, linking there with other rail networks. The
Illinois Central (IC) enters the state in Tangipahoa parish and serves Baton Rouge, New Orleans
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Table L1
Active Railroads in Louisiana

As of September 1994

Acadiana Railway

Amtrak(NOUPT)

Arkansas, Louisiana and Mississippi Railroad

Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad

CSX Transportation

Delta Southern Railroad Company

Gloster Southern Railroad Company

Illinois Central Railroad

Kansas City Southern (includes MidSouth)

Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District

Louisiana and Delta Railroad

Louisiana and North West Railroad

New Orleans Lower Coast Railroad

New Orleans Public Belt Railroad

Norfolk Southern Railway

Ouachita Railroad

Southern Pacific Lines (includes SSW)

58

6

45

22

35

82

21

208

915

13

86

38

23

25

80

8

367

Source: Louisiana Department of Transportation And Development
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Table L2
Key 1991 Louisiana Railroad Statistics and Rank Among the States

Number of Railroads 21 15th

Total Rail Miles 2,968 24th

Rail Carloads Handled 1,421,092 25th

Total Tons Carried by Rail 87,171,357 25th

Total Rdroad Employment 3,786 25th

Total Wages of Rail Employees $159,120,000 24th

Average Wages per Rail Employee $42,029

Average Fringe Benefits per Rail Employee $16,644

Railroad Retirement Beneficiaries 11,800 28th

Payments to Railroad Retirement Beneficiaries $100,056,000 28th

Source: Association ofAmerican Railroah

Table 1.3
1991 Top Commodities--Rail Tonnage Ori~inated Within State/Percent of Total

Chemicals 17,494,612 52

Pulp and Paper 4,029,048 12

Lumber, Wood Products 2,644,756 8

Petroleum 2,414,664 7

Mixed Freight 2,386,200 7

Source: Association ofAmerican Railroa&
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Table 1.4
1991 Top Commodities-Rail Tonnage Terminated Within Statel Percent of Total

Farm Products 7,310,758 22

Chemicals 5,470,528 17

coal 4,281,958 13

Mixed Freight 2,997,212 9

Nonmetallic Minerals 2,316,308 7

Source: Association ofAmerican Railroads

and the Mississippi River corridor in between. Finally, the Southern Pacific (SP) stretches along
the state’s coast from Texas to New Orleans.

Intramodal interchange of railcars must be made between one or more trunkhe or regional
railroads as origins and destinations demand. Such interline interchanges require added time and
carefil coordination and documentatio~ so that movements that remain on a single railroad’s
route network can usually be made more efficiently. Accordingly, dwect access to the networks
of six trunklines at New Orleans, and to three trunklines each at Baton Rouge, Lake Charles and
Shreveport, can be advantageous to rail users in these markets. Efforts by the railroads to
streamline interline interchange are underway, facilitated by shipper demands and new information
technologies.

The six trunkline railroads are key elements in the state’s interrnodal transportation system. The
evolution and use of the word “interrnodal” in freight transportation has meant the transport of
shipping containers and truck trailers on rail flat cars. Intermodal Container Transfer Facilities
(ICTFS) are operated by each of the six trunklines in the vicinity of New Orleans. A shared user
ICTF has been operated by the Port of Caddo/Bossier in Shreveport siice 1992. It is anticipated
that this facility will be closed pending renovation of an older rail-highway terminal at Shreveport
adjacent to the Kansas City Southern Deramus Yard. A detailed description and analysis of these
ICTFS is presented in subsequent sections of this report.
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1.A.2.a CSX Corporation

The CSX Corporation owns the nation’s largest barge line (American Commercial Barge Lines),
one of the largest American flag international shipping concerns (Sea-Land, providing important
liner service to the Port of New Orleans), an autonomous intermodal shipping company, and CSX
Transportatio~ one of the nation’s largest railroads. CSX Transportation was formed from
predecessor companies Chessie System and Seaboard Rail System. The railroad operates over
18,799 route-miles across the East, Midwest and South and enters New Orleans from the east at
Gentilly, where it operates its Louisiana classification and intermodal yards. The CSX connects
across the “L& N“ Bridge over the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal (IHNC) to the Norfolk
Southern which provides access to the other trunklines via its “Back Belt.” The CSX offers the
most direct rail link to Florida and competes with Norl?olk Southern for intermodal traflic in
Southeast and Midwest markets. CSX has recently announced fiu-ther expansion of its ICTF in
Gentilly. The CSX accommodates Amtrak’s Sunset Limited east of New Orleans.

LA.2.b Illinois Central

The Illinois Central (IC) provides the most direct route from southeast Louisiana (East of the
Mississippi River) to the principal markets of the central Midwest, and via other carriers, with
Canada. The company operates 2700 route miles of main line track. Its major classification and
intermodal transfer facilities are in Chicago, St. Louis, Memphis and New Orleans. Principal
commodities transported by the company include chemicals, paper products, coal, and grain. Its
principal Louisiana classification yard is the Mays Yard located in Harahan (near New Orleans).
Its intermodal yard is located within the Port of New Orleans’ Uptown River Terminal complex.
Traflic density (annual tonnage per route segment) for the IC in Louisiana is shown on the map in
Figure 1.2. The IC accommodates Amtrak’s City of New Orleans.

The Illinois Central provides rail service to most of Louisiana’s industrial plants and grain
elevators along the east bank of the Lower Mississippi River. The IC has recently applied for
authority to abandon a route between Talisheek (south of Bogalusa) and Slidell, Louisiana. It has
also commenced planning and feasibility analysis for construction of a new concrete viaduct
across the Bomet Carre Spillway. This new bridge will carry its own riverfront (formerly
Mississippi & Yazoo Valley) and lakefront (mainline to Chicago) lines and the Kansas City
Southern mainlime,so that all three existing wooden trestles could potentially be abandoned. This
project would allow its lakefront line to be removed, allowing room for a new north-south runway
at New Orleans International Airport.

LA.2.C Kansas City Southern

The Kansas City Southern (KCS) rail network is now the most extensive in the state, and includes
routes of the MidSouth Railroad, acquired in 1993. Shreveport is the Kansas City Southern’s
hub, with lines radiating out to Dallas, Lake Charles and Port Arthur, Alexandria/ Baton Rouge/
New Orleans, Meridiq and Kansas City. The railroad operates approximately 2,810 route miles.
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Principal commodities transported by the company include coal, chemicals, fm products, pulp
and paper, food products and lumber products. The Shreveport main classification yard, Deramus
Yard, is one of the largest in the state.

Following a major capital investment to upgrade the track (and increase operating speeds), an
east-west line linking Shreveport with Meridiaq Mississippi has proven to be the key route from
the MidSouth acquisition. Via a connection with Nofiolk Southern at Meridlaq this line now
provides the most direct rail route between two of the nation’s major markets, Dallas and Atlanta.
Reflecting the intermodal significance of this route, KCS and NS inaugurated in November, 1994
run-through dedicated intermodal service linking Dallas and Atlanta in 33 hours. The railroad has
purchased 100 acres at Jackso~ Mississippi and is planning a $30 million ICTF for that site. The
KCS has recently closed its “piggyback” ramps (limited to roll-on truck trailers) at Baton Rouge,
Alexandri~ Lake Charles and Texarkana. A portion of KCS mainline between Kenner and
Reserve may be abandoned as part of the project to replace Bonnet Carre Spillway trestles.

LA.2.d Norfolk Southern

The Norfolk Southern Railroad (NS) operates 14,589 route miles across the Midwest and
Southeast. Its network extends to rail gateways at Kansas City, Chicago, Detroit, Buffalo,
Hagerstown (MD) and Jacksonville, and New Orleans. Norfolk Southern has formed a strategic
alliance with the Port of Nofiol~ Virginia to handle east-west containerized traflic. The NS also
operates its own export coal terminal at Norfollq which competes with Lower Mississippi River
coal export terminals. Principal commodhies transported by the NS include coal, paper and forest
products, chemicals, automotive and intermodal. The railroad is a major stakeholder in
RoadRailer, a company that uses innovative technology to carry trucks over rail lines. TrafEc
density (annual tonnage per route segment) for the NS in Louisiana is shown on the map in Figure
1.2. The NS accommodates Amtrak’s Crescent.

Norfolk Southern owns the “Back Belt,” which is the link between eastern and western trunklines
at New Orleans. The Back Belt extends from East Bridge Junction (at the foot of the Huey P.
Long Bridge) to New Orleans Terminal Junction where it meets the CSX. The Back Belt is
entirely double tracked and grade separated from crossing roadways within the City of New
Orleans, but a critical segment in Metairie (Jefferson Parish) is single track and burdened with
several heavily used roadway grade crossings.

In 1993, NS completed a major reconstruction and expansion of its New Orleans ICTF. Late in
1994, NS completed a multi-year reconstruction of its trestle over Lake Pontchartrain, allowing
fill axle loads and speeds of 30 miles per hour.
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1.A.2.e Southern Pacific

The Southern Pacific (SP) transports freight over a route network of approximately 12,600 miles.
Its Houston - Chicago line, which runs through Shreveport, belonged to predecessor Saint Louis
Southwestern (SSW - also known as the “Cotton Belt”). New Orleans is the eastern extremity of
SP’S“Southern Corridor,” which links coastal Louisiana markets (via Morgan City) with Texas
and California and includes several gateways with Mexico. Principal cornmodhies transported
by SP include intermodal, chemical and petroleum products, food and agricultural products and
forest products. Southern Pacific and CSX Intermodal work together for east-west landbridge
trailic. For landbridge containerized cargo between Europe or the Mediterranean and the Far
West, Houston has been the favored port of transfer because it is closer to California and has a
larger local market that New Orleans. Traffic density (annual tonnage per route segment) for the
SP in Louisiana is shown on the map in Figure 1.2. The SP accommodates Amtrak’s Sunset
Limited west of New Orleans.

1.A.2.f Union Pacific

The Union Pacific Railroad (UP) operates over nearly 18,000 route miles linking Pacific Coast
and Gulf Coast ports with Mexico and the Midwest. In 1982 it merged with the Western Pacific
and the Missouri Pacific, which had previously incorporated the Texas Pacific and, more recently,
the Missouri, Kansas, Texas (KATY). Major categories of freight hauled include chemicals, coal,
automotive, farm products and food products. In 1993, coal represented 34.3 percent of its
revenue ton-miles, and chemicals 20.9 percent (much of this generated in Louisiana). The Union
Pacific provides rail semice to most of Louisiana’s industrial plants and grain elevators along the
west bank of the Lower Mississippi River. Traflic density (annual tonnage per route segment) for
the UP in Louisiana is shown on the map in Figure 1.2.

The Union Pacific has recently inaugurated operations at its new classification yard in Livoni~
Louisian~ where its principal east-west and north-south lines meet in the state. The yard will
provide a large “hump” yard (equipped with a small hill to facilitate the makeup and breakup of
trains with the help of gravity) to serve all of its Southeast Louisiana tra.ilic. This facility is sited
on a 555 acre tract (acquired through expropriation in 1982) and stretches five miles in length.
When fully completed, the new yard will have six arrival tracks, six departure tracks, and 31
classification tracks, with a capacity of over 1500 cars, a car repair facility and a locomotive
fbeling facility. The total investment will have been about $58 million. Railcar sorting and train
service fimctions previously performed at the Avondale and Addk yards will be relocated to this
new yard, which may affect timely pickup/delivery of interchange cars at New Orleans. The
Avondale and Addis yards will remain in use for railcar storage.

1.A.3 LOUISIANA’SRAIL GATEWAYS

There are two major hubs for railroad intrarnodal and intermodal interchange in Louisiana: New
Orleans and Shreveport. The CS~ IC, KCS, NS, SP and UP link with each other, and with
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NOPB and NOUPT (the local freight and passenger terminal railroads, respectively) at New
Orleans, which is the principal point of interchange south of Memphis between the major eastern
and western trunklines. Traffic between these lines is both set aside for subsequent pickup by the
linking carrier (tradhional interchange), and “run-through” as whole trains, with just a crew
transfer. The Huey P. Long Bridge, East Bridge Junctio~ and NS’ Back Belt are the core
itiastructure that accommodate this interchange. East Bridge Junction is discussed firther in
section VII.A of this report. Approximately 100 daily train movements are controlled at East
Bridge Junction. Table 1.5 presents the cumulative hourly volumes of railcars handled east and
west across the Huey P. Long Bridge for five months of 1993. The data indicates peaks in east
and west bound trafllc corresponding to the late evening and early morning and mid-morning and
late aftemoo~ respectively.

The railroads have in recent years begun to schedule arrival and departure of freight trains at
major gateways and yards, but schedule reliability is dficult to assure within less than about a
four hour window. Appendix 1 contains a discussion and tables that profile typical regular train
movements that occur in and out of the New Orleans gateway for each of the linehaul railroads as
of Marc~ 1994. There is also corresponding data for the two largest trunklines operating in
Shreveport.

Table 1.5
Cumulative Hourly Railcar Crossings

Huey P. Long Bridge, May - September, 1993

12

10

8

0123456789 10111213141516171819 20212223
TmeofDay

WestBoundTraflic EastBoundTrafEc

I

Source: New Orleans Public Belt Railroad
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LB. PORTS AND WATERWAYS

LB.1 OVERVIEW,LOUISJANAPORTSAND WATERWAYS

The ports and waterways system in Louisiana is a vital component of the U.S. transportation
network. In terms of U. S. foreign commerce, Louisiana is the point of departure for 19 percent,
or 187 million tons, of the total (the state handled 319 fllon tons, or 5Y0,of the national
domestic freight total). The Lower Mississippi River regio~ stretching more than 270 miles
inland, handles 86 percent of the Louisiana’s foreign commerce. The state has four major deep
water port areas involved in international commerce: South Louisiana(38V0 of the state’s total),
New Orleans (28VO),Baton Rouge (20%), and Lake Charles (14%). The jurisdiction of the Port
of South Louisiana, which receives almost half of all deep draft ship calls made along the
Mississippi River, ranks first in total cargo volume of U.S. waterborne foreign commerce for
1993, according to the U.S. Bureau of the Census; the Port of New Orleans ranked fou~ the
Port of Greater Baton Rouge ranked sixth and the Port of Lake Charles ranked eleventh.

In terms of transportation by mode, Louisiana is second only to Hawtil in the percentage of its
total manufactured freight moved by water, according to 1990 figures. Freight modal shares for
Louisiana are as follows: Water - 72%, Rail - 14%, Trucks - 13%. Four of the major commodity
groups transported in the state use waterborne transportation more than any other mode:
Petroleum and Petroleum Products (92% of the total amount transported), Coal (90%), Farm
Products (84%), and Chemicals (42%). The two primary industrial corridors in Louisiana (the
lower Mississippi and Calcasieu River regions) are located along major navigable waterways, due
in large part to accessibility of waterborne transportatio~ which offers the least expensive means
(in comparison to all other modes) of receiving raw (bulk) materials and shipping manufactured
products.

1.B.2 MAJOR NAVIGABLEWATERWAYS

1.B.2.a Mississippi River

Louisiana’s key role in the U.S. transportation system is dictated by its strategic location at the
mouth of the Mississippi River. The Mississippi River and its tributaries drain an area of 1.25
million square miles in31 states and two Canadkm provinces, an area which represents about41
percent of the total land area in the contiguous 48 states. The Mississippi River system includes
the Ohio, Missouri, Illinois, Arkansas, Tennessee and Red Rivers. It also includes the
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway (the Term-Tom) to the east, which is connected by the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway along the coast and the Tennessee River at the Term-Tom’s northern end.

Appendix 2, Table 2.6 indicates a ten year time series of tons of freight carried annually on
different segments of the Mississippi River. The annual tonnages carried on the River by segment
are approximately as follows: 200,000 through the Passes; 300,000 between New Orleans and
the Passes; 350,000 between Baton Rouge and New Orleans; 400,000 between Baton Rouge and
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the Passes; 180,000 between Cario, Illinois at the mouth of the Ohio River to Baton Rouge;
450,000 overall Mississippi River System; and 475,000 Mississippi River, Minneapolis to Mouth
of Passes. Currently, the channel between Cairo and Baton Rouge is maintained at 9 feet deep
and 300 feet wide at low water. The section from Baton Rouge to New Orleans is authorized for
maintenance at 45 feet deep by 500 feet wide, and 45 feet by 1000 feet fi-omNew Orleans to the
Head of Passes. A study of the river channel from Baton Rouge to the Head of Passes
(completed in 1981) recommended that the Mississippi River be enlarged to a depth of 55 feet
with a bottom width of 750 feet; that a turning basin be provided upstream in Baton Rouge, and
that measures be taken to mitigate the effects of saltwater intrusion into the lower River. The
project is authorized under the Second Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1985, and
cost-sharing provisions were formalized under the Water Resources Development Act of 1986.
The local sponsor, the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD),
has cost-sharing requirements of 50 percent for both construction and maintenance of more than
45 feet.

With deep-drafl capability on the lower River from Baton Rouge to the Gul~ the surrounding area
has established itself as one of the most attractive locations for large-scaIe industrial development
in the United States. Whh waterborne commerce affording the least-expensive means of
transporting bulk commodities (as well as providing running water for industrial eflhent),
commercial interests since the industrial revolution have sought water fi-ontage capable of
handling the largest cargo ships of the time. Currently, the lower Mississippi corridor is one of the
two primary industrial areas in the state of Louisiana, in large part due to the deep-draft shipping
activity occurring for 236 river miles inland.

1.B.2.b Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW)

Appendix 2, Table 2.6 contains a time series of tonnages transported on different segments of the
GIWW and the Atchafidaya River and Morgan City to Port Allen component of this system. The
Corps maintains the following channel dimensions on the GIWW through Louisiana: for the main
route, 12 feet deep by 150 feet wide from Lake Borgne Light No. 29 to the Inner Harbor
Navigation Canal, and 12 feet by 125 feet wide from the Mississippi River to the Sabine Riveq for
the alternate route Iiom Morgan City, 12 feet deep by 125 feet from Morgan City to the
Mississippi River at Port Alleq for the alternate route from Plaquemine, 9 feet deep by 100 feet
wide horn Plaquemine to Indkm Bayou; and for the Franklin Canal, 8 feet, deep by 60 feet wide
from Franklh to the GIWW. Total volume of freight transported on the GIWW annually exceeds
100 million tons, with over half of the tonnage being petroleum products; chemicals and crude
(unprocessed) materials were also significant portions of the total.

LB.2.c The Atchafalaya River

Over the history of the Mississippi River, it has been changing its route to the Gulf. By 1951, the
Mississippi River Commission’s geologists reported that the Atchafalaya was becoming the
primary channel to the sea. With this change, the Atcha.fidayaBasin faced the prospect of
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disastrous floods, while the Mississippi River from Baton Rouge to the Mouth of Passes faced
problems with drinking water and waste disposal into what would be a tidal estuary. As a result,
a federal law was passed in 1954 to provide for control structures at Old River, transforming the
Atchafidaya River into a controlled floodway/spillway. A 75 foot wide, 1190 foot long navigation
lock was constructed in order to provide navigation for barge traflic between the Atchafhlay~
Ouachita-Blac~ Red and Mississippi Rivers.

The channel currently maintained on the Atchafalaya River is 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide,
extending from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at Morgan City to the Mississippi River via the
Atchafidaya and Old Rivers. As a shortcut from the Gulf to the Mississippi above Baton Rouge,
the Atchafklaya affords travel savings of 172 miles over the Mississippi River route, easing
congestion at the Port of New Orleans. Large offshore drilling platforms built by industries in the
area typically use the waterway as a means of transport to the Gulf Total annual volume of
freight carried annually on the Atchafalaya River is approximately 10 million tons. Petroleum
products make up over one-half of the total tonnage; agricultural products is another major
commodity group transported on the waterway.

A current impediment to navigation that has been identified on the Atchafalaya involves the
clearances of rail bridges crossing the river. The Krotz Springs, Melville and Simmesport railroad
bridges have been identified by the towing industry as the most often hit bridges in a geographic
area that encompasses 2100 miles of navigable waterways. The swing-draw rail bridge at Krotz
Springs is particularly of concern, as it lies less than one-half mile downstream from the U.S. 190
bridge that has a support pier in perfect alignment with the draw opening on the rail bridge. Since
the current of the river runs at a 45 degree angle to the bridges, many barge operators refhse to
use the Atchafalaya and favor an alternate route (the Morgan City-Port Allen Route begins in
Baton Rouge at the Port Allen Lock and goes through the Bayou Sorrel Lock into Morgan City)
instead.

Usage of the alternate route has caused problems at the Bayou Sorrel Lock which is only 600
feet long and requires most tows to make two trips through the passage. In May 1994, the
average wait for lockage at Bayou Sorrel was 30 hours. As a result, the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers is currently evaluating whether to replace or remodel the lock. The replacement of the
rail bridges over the Atchafdaya is the subject of a “Bridge Focus Group, ” convened by the U.S.,
Coast Guard, with participants representing LADOTD, private industry, the bridge owners and
the Coast Guard.

1.B.2.d Inner Harbor Navigation Canal And Mississippi River Gulf Outlet

Appendix 2, Table 2.6 contains a time series of the tons of freight handled by the Inner Harbor
Navigation Canal (IHNC) and the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO). The IHNC handles
approximately 25 million tons of freight annually, linking the Industrial Canal with the Lower
Mississippi River. Currently, two problems for commercial navigation in the Industrial Canal are
undergoing intensive study. Engineering and economic feasibility studies are being conducted for
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the replacement of the existing lock (75 feet wide, 640 feet long, 31.5 feet deep). A location
between Claiborne and Florida Avenues in New Orleans has been identified by the local interests
as the best alternative, and completion of site studies are anticipated by 1995. Continuing debate
over the size of the lock is also being examined in the lock replacement study; the Dock Board
wants a deep-water lock to allow deep-draft navigation into the Canal, but the Corps of Engineers
has maintained that a lock of approximately the same size as the old one is sufficient.

Another navigation impediment being addressed by the Port of New Orleans involves the rail
bridges over the Canal. The horizontal clearance of 75 feet along the Canal has resulted in tows
frequently colliding with the bridge supports. The Port of New Orleans has obtained
Truman-Hobbs (an act of Congress which provides finding to alleviate impediments to
navigation) finding for the replacement of the Florida Avenue rail bridge (connecting Norfolk
Southern and New Orleans Public Belt trackage) over the Canal. The Port is seeking additional
finding for replacement of the Seabrook (Nofiolk Southern) and the L&N (CSX) bridges;
replacement of the St. Claude Avenue bridge is being included in the lock replacement study.

Straight-line access from the Industrial Canal to the Gulf was accomplished through construction
of the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet (initiated in 1958 and completed to fill dimensions in 1968),
providing a direct route to the Gulf that is about 37 miles shorter than the River route. The Outlet
(also referred to by its initials, MRGO) decreases sailing time, leading to faster ship turnaround
time. For navigational purposes, the Industrial Canal has a turning basin which lies at its
intersection with the MRGO. Total annual volume of freight carried on the MRGO ranges
between 6 to 7 million tons. The MRGO is maintained at a depth 36 feet by 500 feet wide to the
open waters of the Gulf where its dimensions increase to 38 feet by 600 feet. The size of the
MRGO is sufficient for medium size container vessels, approximately 2000 TEU. Larger
container vessels usually cannot efficiently use the MRGO in a filly loaded condition.

1.B.2.e Red River

Under the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1968, nine navigation locks and dams were authorized to
create a 9 foot deep by 200 foot wide shipping channel from the Mississippi River to Daingerfield,
Texas. To better coordinate the state’s role in managing the waterway, the Louisiana Constitution
was amended in 1965 to authorize the formation of the Red River Waterway District. The
segment between the Mississippi River and Shreveport was completed in 1994. This stretch
includes 236 miles of navigation improvements and 225 miles of channel stabilization works.

1.B.2.f Calcasieu River

Currently, the Calcasieu offers a shipping channel maintained at 40 feet deep by 400 feet wide
from the jetties at the mouth of the river to Lake Charles (river mile 34.3). The Corps of
Engineers also maintains an approach channel 42 feet deep by 800 feet wide to provide
deep-water access from the river to the Gulf. A mooring and turning basin, as well as a ship
channel to Cameron, are important navigational improvements made to the waterway. Appendix
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2, Table 2.6 contains a summary of tons of cargo handled on the Calcasieu River and Lake
Charles segment of the GIWW. The Calcasieu River, coinciding with Lake Charles deep draft
port facilities, handles approximately 45 million tons of cargo annually.

1.B.3 MAJOR DEEP DFLWT PORTS

Appendix 2, Table 2.6 indicates the amual tons handled at the four Mississippi River port
segments in Louisiana: New Orleans; Baton Rouge; South Louisiana; and Plaquemines. The
latter two port areas were separately designated in 1990 for tonnage statistics compiled by the
Army Corps of Engineers. The four port districts handle a total of approximately 400 million tons
annually.

1.B.3.a Port of New Orleans

The Port of New Orleans has historically been one of the primary load-center ports in the country.
The port’s strategically advantageous position near the mouth of the Mississippi River, at the
River’s junction with the GIWW, has enabled New Orleans to act as the connecting point for
deep-sea and inland system traffic.

The Port of New Orleans has 334 piers, wharves, and docks located within its jurisdiction (an
area of 22 miles spread along the Mississippi River, the Industrial Canal and the Mississippi
River-Gulf Outlet). The Port offers 22 million square feet of cargo handling area within its various
facilities. In 1992,2,461 ocean carriers called at the Port of New Orleans (a 5V0 increase from the
2,344 calls in 1991). The total general cargo handled by the Port in 1992 was 7,448,751 short
tons. Bulk cargo handled at Port facilities in 1992 totaled 24,298,408 short tons. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers reports total traflic tonnage for the jurisdiction covered by the Port of New
Orleans (including the Jurisdiction of the St. Bernard Port, Harbor, and Terminal District) of
66.38 million tons in 1992.

Primary import commodities at the port for 1992 were (in order of tonnage): iron and steel,
coffee, forest products, natural rubber, cordage and twine, reiligerated cargo, synthetic rubber,
and construction and building equipment. Major export commodities for 1992 were (in order of
tonnage): forest products, iron and steel, bagged grains and flour products, sugar, soybeans and
soybean products, vegetable oils, fabric (includes raw cotton), polyethylene, melamine, urea
resins, and synthetic rubber.

With the Louisiana Legislature’s passage of the Transportation Trust Fund amendment in 1989,
the Port of New Orleans was granted $100 million of state money over a five-year time period
(matched by$115 million in port-generated revenues) for a capital improvement program to
ensure the port’s vitalhy into the21 st centu~. Included projects provide for the construction of
modem, specialized port facilities and the modification of existing facilities to provide expanded
berthing and cargo storage capacity. The projects are divided into six sections:
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Mississippi River Facilities - includes the construction of 3,170 linear feet of heavy duty
bulkhead and 13 acres of marshaling areas between the Nashville Avenue and Napoleon Avenue
Wharves (resulting in 10,000 continuous linear feet of bulkhead along the river); replacement of
the front apron of Napoleon Avenue Wharf “C”; construction of an open whti, 767 linear feet
long, in front of the Milan Street Whti, construction of approximately 30,000 square feet of
wharf deck upstream of the Milan Street Whti, a 50-foot wide connection between the Harmony
Street and Louisiana Avenue Wharves; a study of the Tchoupitoulas Corridoq the demolition of
the existing transit shed on Louisiana Avenue Wharf “F” and construction of a larger shed;
concrete paving of 2.8 acres of upland area connected to Louisiana Avenue Wharf “F”; and
railroad track improvements.

France Road Terminal - includes the construction of a floodwall to protect against terminal
flooding; modifications and refi.ubishing to meet tenant requirements at Berths 1 and 4; paving to
those areas at Berths 5 & 6 that have not been surfaced due to settlement in the are% site
preparations at port property adjacent to France Road Terminal; construction of an intermodal
terminal for transfer of container carrying rail cars to the France Road Terminal; and the
construction of a guarded entrance to the terminal.

Jourdan Road Terminal - includes the installation of steel sheet pile breasting dolphins to permit
berthing for RO/RO vessels; and modifications at the terminal to meet tenant requirements.

Maintenance - includes general facility maintenance and bridge maintenance for the St. Claude
Avenue, Florida Avenue, L&N, and Seabrook bridges.

Equipment - includes the purchase of a container crane installed at France Road Terminal Berth
6 and the purchase of cranes at France Road Terminal Berths 4 and 5.

Miscellaneous Projects - includes Rivergate asbestos abatement, port security, generic terminal
improvements, joint ventures, Commerce Park (a proposed commercial industrial park in
Jefferson Parish), planning for a new office building, warehouse storage, and land acquisition.

Major public facilities at the Port are shown in Appendix 2, Table 2.6.
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1.B.3.b St. Bernard Port, Harbor and Terminal District

The Board of Commissioners of the St. Bernard Port, Harbor, and Terminal District owns two
parcels of real estate in the industrial corridor along the Mississippi River: the Chalmette and
Arabi Terminals. The Chalmette Terminal (the former Kaiser Aluminum Chalmette Works plant
site) consists of216 acres with 3,000 linear feet of river frontage, various buildings leil horn the
old Kaiser facilhy, various utility systems (electrical, sewage treatment, drainage and water
distribution). The Arabi Terminal (formerly known as the Chalmette Slip) consists of a 1,700 foot
long channel, 300 feet wide and 30 feet deep, off the Mississippi River with two working docks.
Dock No. 1 (leased to Bulk Materials Transfer, Inc.) is 1,300 feet long by 150 feet wide, much of
which is used for open storage (the leasee has a 15-ton crane operating on-site). Dock No. 2
(leased to Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corporation) is 1,680 feet long and 150 feet wide and
has a 92,500 square foot warehouse on the dock (with a ship-side apron 27 feet wide) that was
constructed by Kaiser.

Operations at the Arabi Terminal are controlled by Bulk Material Transfer, Inc. (BMT) and
Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corporation. BMT currently handles approximately 100,000 tons
annually, with small-lot grain shipments accounting for most of the tonnage. Kaiser ships
approximately 350,000 tons of material amually from the Arabi Terminal in support of its
international alumina operations, ranging from raw materials to various consumer items (to
sustain its overseas plant operations). In addition, Kaiser also generates as many as 70 additional
vessel calls and approximately 350,000 tons of third-party cargoes annually. The port was
allocated $10.2 million within the federal ISTEA legislation. This money, with a local match
provided in part by the Louisiana Port Construction and Development Priority Program, will be
primarily used to fired the rehabilitation of Dock No. 1 and Dock No. 2, (both over 90 years old
and in need of repair). Other improvements outlined in the Port’s Master Plan include the
development of a container terminal and marshaling yard at the Arabi Terminal, development of a
dock to handle general cargo and bulk materials at the Chalmette Terminal, construction of a new
port office building, site improvements at the Chalmette Terminal, and construction of a paved
access road I?om St. Bernard Highway to the Arabi Terminal.

1.B.3.C Port of Baton Rouge

The Port of Greater Baton Rouge is a deepwater port extending for 87 miles along both banks of
the Mississippi River. The port offers one of four sites in the Greater Baton Rouge area
designated as a Foreign Trade Zone. For 1992, the Port reported total tonnage handled at its
facilities was 9,745,392 short tons, with the following tonnage figures for the various facilities:
General Cargo Docks No. I and No. 2-586,501 tons; Grain Elevator -876,416 tons; Liquid
Bulk Terminals: petroleum - 1,451,111 tons, molasses -283,577 tons; Barge Terminal -79,980

tons; Burnside Terminal -5,425,755 tons; and Midstream Facilities -1,042,052 tons. Major
commodities handled were: crude oil and petroleum products, coal and coke, grain and farm
products, iron and aluminum ores, molasses, fertilizers, c~cium and phosphates, ~onia and
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potas~ and forest products. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers reports total traflic tonnage for
1992 of 84.7 million tons for the jurisdiction governed by the Board of Commissioners for the
Port of Greater Baton Rouge.

Projects undertaken in the last five years by the Port of Greater Baton Rouge through the
Louisiana Port Construction and Development Priority Program include: addition of 66,500
square feet of cargo storage space and 7,500 square feet of cave to cover the railroad tracks that
connect the transit shed complex at General Cargo Docks No. 1 & No. 2; replacement of
underground piping, original dock lines and repairs to the storage tanks at the molasses terminal;
construction of an elevated concrete dock at the General Cargo Docks 400 feet longby35 feet
wide, a 420 foot by 25 foot apron extension to improve access to the new ramp, and a 380 foot
by 25 foot railway track cove~ rehabilitation of the one million gallon water tanlq replacement of
buried water and fire mains and replacement of the sprinkler system in Transit Shed No. 1; and
construction of a 1600 foot by 30 foot road way, loadlng ramp, 500 feet of bulkhead and a shell
parking area at the Barge Terminal.

Major facilities of the Port are shown in Appendix 2, Table 2.6.

1.B.3.d Port of South Lousiana

The Port of South Louisiana, offering deepwater frontage along 104 miles of the Mississippi
River between Baton Rouge and New Orleans, ranks at the top for all U.S. ports in terms of
export tonnage and total tonnage handled within its jurisdiction. Over half of the 7,000 deep-draft
vessels that enter the Mississippi annually call at public and private facilities in the port’s
jurisdiction.

The majority of the private terminals located along the industrial corridor of the lower
Mississippi River are within the three parish area that is the jurisdiction of the Port of South
Louisiana: St. James, St. John the Baptist, and St. Charles. The port’s facility directory lists five
dry bulk terminals that are currently leased to private operators (the facilities are financed by
Industrial Revenue Bonds issued by the port) and one general cargo terminal, the Globalplex
Intermodal Terminal. The Globalplex, whose operations are subcontracted by the port to Holden
Springs, Inc., is a 200-acre site with a wharf 454 feet long by 43 feet wide. There are two 9-ton
Peco gantry cranes with a capacity of 340 tons per hour each one 80-ton barge-mounted crawler
crane, and one 200-ton barge-mounted Lima crane. The facility offers 300,000 square feet of
covered storage, and there is a designated Foreign Trade Zone area within the complex.

Projects that are being undertaken by the Port of South Louisiana in conjunction with the
Louisiana Port Construction and Development Priority Program include: modification of the
conveyer belts at the Globalplex dock to increase the urdoadinghnsfer rate of the system and a
modification at the dock to provide a dual-lane, double-ended truck access ramp; addition of a
barge-haul cable and winch, relocation of the existing barge-haul system, a new barge vacuuming
device, new pneumatic conveying equipment and new barge positioning structures at one of the
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dry bulk terminals (leased to Louis Dreyfbs Inc.); and a 156 foot dock extensioq an overpass
over River Road, a lift and a 9-acre concrete pad for storage at the Globalplex terminal.

1.B.3.e Plaquemines Parish Port, Harbor and Terminal District

The Plaquemines Parish Port, Harbor, and Terminal District was established by act of the
Louisiana Legislature in 1954 with jurisdiction coextensive with the Parish of Plaquemines.
There currently are no public docks located within the District, but there are several private
facilities, including two major coal terminals, located along the river. The primary commodities
transported included coal (over 50% of the total), petroleum products, and food and fm
products. The only project undertaken by the port (in conjunction with the Louisiana Port
Construction and Development Priority Program) is to provide Marine Spill Response, Inc. (a
lessee of the port) a channel from the Mississippi River, a 304 foot doclq a 64 foot bridge, a 200
foot by 200 foot loading are% and a connecting road from the dock to Plaquemines Parish Road
(which connects to LA 23). Further study is being conducted by the District to determine the best
site for the eventual construction of a public dock facility, though no timetable has yet been
established.

1.B.3.f Port of Lake Charles

The Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District was created by act of the Louisiana legislature in
1924, with jurisdiction over 203 square miles of Calcasieu Parish. The port is located
approximately 30 miles inland from the Gulf of Mexico on the Calcasieu River Ship Channel. The
port currently has operations at two facilities:

City Docks -5,385 feet water frontage, 30 to 5l-foot wide apro~ 851,448 square feet of
watefiont transit sheds, bulk cargo facilities: Bulk Terminal 2 (also called the Lake Charles
Public Grain Elevator) has 800,000 bushel storage capacity, Bulk Terminal 3 has a silo with a
2,500 short ton capacity, Bulk Terminal 5 has a creosote barge unloading facility and a one
million gallon steam heated creosote ta~ and Bulk Terminal 6 has three 100,000gallon tanks;

Bulk Terminal No. 1-1,140 feet water frontage, has a traveling shiploader and a traveling
unloader (clam-bucket type), six calcinated coke silos with 2,600 ton capacity eac~ four raw coke
open storage pad each with 20,000 ton storage capacity, and one concede open woodchip storage
pad with a 50,000 ton capacity.

Bulk Terminal 7, on the east bank of the River, and Bulk Terminal 4 in Westlake are also port
owned facilities, but they are leased to private operators who manage the facilities to suit their
own needs. The port also has properties along the Industrial Canal, approximately 12 miles south
of the general cargo facilities. Some of the Industrial Canal sites have been leased to industries or
marine operators who have built their own facilities, but much of the land is currently vacant.
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The port reports over 800 ship and barge calls at its facilities in 1992. Total general cargo
handled at port-owned facilities in 1992 was 1.5 million short tons; bulk cargo handled at port
facilities was 4.132 million short tons in 1992. Eighty-six percent of the tomage handled by the
port in 1992 was for export markets. The primary commodities handled by the port in 1992 were:
petroleum coke (over 55% of all tomage handled), ore, liquid bullq woodchips, rice, flour, and
forest products.

Projects undertaken by the Port of Lake Charles in conjunction with the Louisiana Port
Construction and Development Priority Program include: installation of a petroleum coke, barite
ore and woodchip handling facility at Bulk Terminal No. 1 to achieve adequate emission control;
replacement of the roofs on Transit Sheds Nos. 1-6, renovation of transit sheds 4-6, renovation of
the rail line leading to the port, and installation of a new grade crossing at Ryan Street;
construction of conveyers to improve loading capacity at Bulk Terminal No. 1 to a sustained
average of 4,000 tons per houq and construction of a new ship berth approximately 800-900 feet
long and a 100,000 square foot (approximate) transit shed at the City Docks (plans are still being
modified). Port projects being financed solely by the port includes: construction of a 600 foot
wharf and 75,000 square foot transit shed at City Docks; construction of three access ramps to
the cranes at City Docks; and reroofing of two transit sheds at City Docks.

1.B.4 SHALLOW DRAFT PORTS

Louisiana’s extensive waterway network provides the opportunity for many smaller communities
in the state to participate in waterborne commerce as a means of facilitating economic
development in their area. As a result, the state has fifteen active shallow-draft ports operating on
various navigable inland waterways. These ports often fi.mctionas a landlord, leasing out various
parcels of land under its control to industrial tenants who maintain their own maritime facilities
and operations. Shallow-draft ports typically own public docks and watefiont land which they
lease to private sector operators; their primary fimction is to construct and maintain various port
facilities that are either leased to industrial tenants or provided to area shippers (at a reasonable
cost) as a public-sector semice. Louisiana’s shallow-draft ports also serve the commercial fishing
industry.

Shallow-draft ports serve maritime commerce along several Louisiana waterways. The
Mississippi River North of Baton Rouge is served by: (1) Lake Providence Port Commission
(established in 1958 with a jurisdiction of East Carroll Parish); (2) Madison Parish Port
Commission; and (3) Pointe Coupee Port, Harbor, and Terminal District.

Major facility projects being undertaken by these Mississippi River ports (with funding from the
Louisiana Port Construction and Development Priority Program) include:

Lake Providence Port Commission - construction of a bulk handling facility with a conveyor
system and purchase of a 75-ton crawler crane, port access road improvements, a sanitary sewer
system upgrade, an operations center and truck scale; construction of two 67 foot diameter by 40
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foot high liquid storage tanks with all necessary equipment. Madison Parish Pott Commission -
rehabilitation and repavement of a 1.8 mile two-lane asphalt road that leads from the U. S.
Highway 65 to the port; improvement to the rail line serving the port facility (and its two primary
tenants: Bunge Corp. and Complex Chemical).

Shallow draft ports along the GIWW and the Atchafalaya River include: (1) Abbeville Harbor and
Terminal District (established in 1954 with jurisdiction over all of Wards 3 and 7 and the western
portion of Ward 2 in Vermilion Parish; (2) Port of Iberia District (established in 1938 with
jurisdiction over all Ward 6 and parts of Wards I and 2 in Iberia Parish; (3) Greater LaFourche
Port Commission (established in 1960 with jurisdiction over Ward 10 in LaFourche Parish; (4)
Greater Krotz Springs Port Commission (established in 1956 with jurisdiction over St. Mary
Parish; (5) Morgan City Harbor and Terminal District (established in 1952 with jurisdiction over
all of east St. Mary Parish; (6) Twin Parish Port Commission; and (7) West St. Mary Parish Port,
Harbor and Terminal District (established in 1974 with jurisdiction in areas of St. Mary Parish not
covered by the Morgan City Harbor and Terminal District.

Various port projects being undertaken by these coastal ports (with finding from the
Louisiana Port Construction and Development Priority Program) include:

Greater Krotz Springs Port Commission - reconstruction of the existing roadway on top of the
levee running adjacent to LA 105, and site improvements to 28 acres of land at the port;
Greater LaFourche Port Commission - construction of 1000 feet of new bulkhead, a
marshaling yard, four combination crane pads, RO/RO ramps, access roads and dredging;
construction of approximately 900 feet of bulkhead along Bayou LaFourche and an access
road leading to it; construction of 600 feet of additional bulkhead; extension of 300 feet of
bulkhead;
Morgan City Harbor and Terminal District - construction of a new bulkhead on the east bank
of the Atchafalaya River; construction of an 80 foot by 300 foot section of whati, purchase of a
mobile crane, fork lift and miscellaneous handling equipment;
Port of Iberia District - installation of approximately 442 feet of bulkhead along Commercial
Canal, approximately 330 feet of bulkhead along Slip 4, approximately 305 feet of bulkhead along
Slip 1, and bulkhead on Lots IA& IB of property leased to Bayou Pipe Coating Company;
addition of a low pressure sewer system to serve existing tenants; stabilization of the slip leased to
Bayou Pipe Coating/C.E. Natco-, installation of a water system extension to serve the port;
Twin Parish Port Commission - construction of a new slip measuring 200 feet wide by 400 feet
long, grading of approximately 16 acres to be used as a fabrication yard, bulkheading 250 feet of
the new slip for a docking area, and constructing a 900 foot access road into the port;
West St.. Mary Parish Port, Harbor, and Terminal District - construction of dock-side rail
facilities, an additional warehouse, concrete loading dock and marshaling area for container,
break-bulk and general cargo, and a rail spur to enhance the operations of the public rail and truck
scale; construction of a 100foot bulkhead, a 200 foot by 200 foot concrete storage slab, a
conveyor belt off-loading system and bagging equipment; and construction of a 2,450 linear foot
rail spur extension with one turnout at the port.
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Ports which currently have facilities along the Red River and are awaiting the completion of the
federal project to provide navigable depth include the Caddo-Bosssier Port Commission
(established in 1976 with Jurisdiction of Caddo and Bossier parishes) and the Alexandria Port
Authority. Projects undertaken by these ports, in conjunction with the Louisiana Port
Construction and Development Priority Prograq include:

Alexandria Port Authority - construction of a 60 foot by 100 foot elevated dock and a 30 foot
by 200 foot elevated roadway;
Caddo/Bossier Port Commission - construction of a 600 foot barge dock a 5-acre asphalt open
yard for storage, a petroleum berth an 8,400 liiear foot access road, an 8,800 linear foot rail
spur, water wells and a sewage plant.

Other shallow-draft ports in Louisiana serve traflic as follows: (1) Calcasieu River via West
Calcasieu Port, Harbor, and Terminal District (with authority over Ward 4 of Calcasieu Parish
and the Houston and West Fork of the Calcasieu River) and Vinton Harbor and Terminal District;
(2) Mermentau River via the Merrnentau River Harbor and Terminal District; and (3) Lake
Pontchartrain via the South Tangipahoa Parish Port Authority - known as Port Machac - with
jurisdiction over Wards 6,7, and 8 of Tangipahoa Parish. The only projects at these ports fimded
through the Louisiana Port Construction and Development Priority Program are all located at the
South Tangipahoa Port Authority (port Manchac): construction of a 2,150 foot railroad spur with
600 feet of run-around track; construction of a 75,000 square foot distribution warehouse; and
construction of a 40 foot by 125 foot dock and the purchase of a heavy lift machine with a 6-ton
capacity.
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IL IDENTIFICATION OF STRATEGIC INTERMODAL
CHALLENGES THROUGH USEIUPROVIDER PARTICIPATION

IIA OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH

An important element in freight and interrnodal analysis is the identification and definition of
strategic issues and opportunities by Louisiana’s transportation users and providers. The
assignment was made challenging by the statewide scope of the effort, and by state and
federal mandates that intermodal planning efforts should address, among other concerns,
freight movements; connections, choice, competition and coordination among modes; and
non-capital intensive management considerations.

Louisiana’s Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) customer focus places
emphasis on direct input from users and providers for problem identification and resolution.
Intensive data collection and analysis activities are carried out concurrently to provide a
quantitative basis for demand projections and infkstructure capacity assessments. This
section describes the multi-faceted outreach program developed to serve as a catalyst with
all port and interrnodal users and freight logistics service providers. Although the outreach
program was designed and carried out to address both passenger and freight perspectives,
this report focuses only on users andproviders of services associated with surface freight
movements. Detailed findings of the outreach efforts pertaining to passenger and air
transport perspectives can be found in the Statewide Intermodal Transportation Plan. The
strategic challenges applicable to the freight rail and port sectors that resulted from this
outreach approach are outlined in Chapter VII.

ILA.1 USEIW?ROVIDEROUTREACH PROGRAM

Given the wide array of public and private interests, the statewide and long term scope of
the state’s intermodal plaq and time and budget~ constraints, the needed industry
outreach was built principally on a series of focus groups: modal and intermodal advisory
councils. These were complemented on the one hand by interviews of selected individuals,
and on the other by a newsletter and public statewide conference which extended
communication more broadly.

The risks of distortion inherent to any public participation process, resulting fkom unequal
expression of varying points of view, were recognized and accepted. Balance among
interest groups was sought in the appointment of advisory council members and through a
multifaceted approach using several complementary channels of communication. To the
extent possible, objective quantitative analysis was performed to validate input from users
and providers. Extensive public review of the state’s Draft Final Intermodal Plan will be
provided through a series of regional meetings statewide prior to adoption of its
recommendations.
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Two decisions fi.uther circumscribed the scope of our user/provider outreach efforts: (1)
recognition that freight movement played a larger role in Louisiana’s economy than in the
majority of other states, and should therefore be given adequate attentio~ and (2) a
determination that this statewide plan would focus on intercity trips, leaving local
transportation planning to metropolitan organizations.

Collateral benefits of our user/provider participation methods were also considered. It was
recognized, first, that the group meetings provided for in our outreach program would not
only serve our planning needs, but also provide opportunity for participants to gain an
understanding of each other’s modal and intermodal perspectives. The evolution of
intermodalism has been based on expanded understanding both of user needs and the
respective roles and capabilities of various service providers, which has resulted in new
partnerships. A second collateral benefit was that participation of industry leaders in
shaping the plan provided them a sense of plan “ownership”, increasing the likelihood that
the required constituent support for any necessary legislative or executive branch actions to
adopt recommended changes in the state’s transportation policies and programs would be
forthcoming. Elements of the user/provider outreach program are described in section 11.B
below.

ILA.2 DEVELOPMENT OF CHALLENGES STATEMENT

Louisiana’s statewide Intermodal Transportation Plan recommends a series of strategies and
actions responsive to challenges identified by duect users and providers of the state’s
intermodal transportation system. The plan is directed to strategic issues (those with broad
and long term applicability, or which address change or competition) in all modes and at
their interfaces, and for both passenger and freight movement. Generally, the plan does not
address the feasibility of individual projects. It provides general direction for investment
programs, consistent with economic development and quality of life goals; identifies
methods to obtain the optimum yield from limited resources; and suggests forms of
cooperation among public and private providers to better serve users. The strategic
challenges for which responsive actions have been considered were defined as issues
(unresolved problems or deficiencies) or opportunities (problem solutions, promising
intermodal partnerships or prospective gains toward public goals such as economic
development or quality of life).

Statements of intermodal challenges were solicited across a range of action areas, following
a “systems performance” approach modelled on the evolution and practice of intermodal
freight transportation. Intermodalism advanced in the Ileight sector as a result of the
competition among modes for shareholder capital. In the mostly private sector height
system capital contributions are optimized through management action in the areas of
operations (icluding information management), organizatio~ institutional factors,
marketing, and even within the public policy fkunework. Investors (and astute
transportation managers) also recognized that the individual modes vruy in their
comparative efficiency, depending upon cargo handling requirements and trip
characteristics. Intermodal trips, by taking advantage of the respective efficiencies of
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multiple modes, would yield higher return on capital if the efficiency of the interrnoaal
exchanges could be enhanced.

Efficient transfer of cargo among modes was made possible by the introduction of a
modular package - the shipping container. But this change in capital equipment, while
necessary, was not sufficient to achieve an effective system of intermodal freight
transportation. Innovations in operations (including information management),
organizatio~ institutional factors, and marketing were necessary complements to the
changes in facilities and equipment. Accordingly, lists of candidate interrnodal challenges
prepared by sttifor consideration by the user/provider groups were structured in four
categories: policyhnstitutional, marketing, operations, and facilities/equipment
(inilastructure).

The role of public agencies in intermodal transportation is not clearly specified by the
Intermodal Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act (ISTEA), particularly visa vis the
private marketplace which has driven the evolution of intermodal freight transportation.
Once aga@ with intermodal freight transportation as a model, changing roles among
various service providers can be expected. In the development of the Statewide Interrnodal
Transportation PIu existing roles of state agencies were not assumed to be fixed, and
actions by other parties were also to be considered. It was expected that there would be
challenges for which responsive actions could or should be taken by, for instance, the state
Department of Economic Development, regional port or transportation agencies, or private
entities. Likewise, new roles for existing public agencies would be considered, as well as
the abandonment of traditional roles.

The lists of candidate issues/opportunities were effective in conveying both the complexity
of intermodalism and the scope of our strategic planning effort, and in stimulating
discussion at the initial Modal Advisory Council (MAC) meetings. Input received at these
meetings was incorporated into an expanded outline of topics for use at the breakout
sessions of the Conference, where a larger group spent more time discussing modal and
intermodal challenges. At both of these series of meetings, many comments were highly
individualiied and modally limited. Moreover, many statements described short-term or
project-specific issues. Not surprisingly, port and marine terminal operators revealed an
appreciation for the needs and prospects of the several modes and linkages among them.
Many of the user and provider representatives recognized the appropriateness of addressing
non- (or low-) capital intensive issues.

Statements made in keynote speeches at the Conference were included together with all
other input received to date in updated statements of issues and opportunities for each for
the freight-related modes, still sorted into four categories of management action. StafTthen
reviewed these collectively and derived a summary of statements that tiected multiple
modes or were intermodal. These two summary statements of “modal” and “intermodal”
issues and opportunities were distributed as an interim drafl for reference initially to guide
data collection and subsequently in generating and evaluating alternative responsive
strategies and actions.
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Executive interviews were the next step in the development of these statements, and were
intended to provide greater detail in the definition of challenges and justification for
responsive action. As expected, the executive interviews provided some new insights and
confirmed statements already recorded from others. These results supplemented previously
received input by ident@ing affected parties, appropriate responsive actions, and the agency
(or firm) which should take those actions. Once agaiq many statements were project-
speciflc or tactical, but these contributed, through aggregatio~ to definition of strategic
concerns. Based upon this additional input, what appeared to be the principal stratetic
concerns were incorporated into a more detailed statement and reviewed, revised, and
ratified by the modal advisory councils,

The Intermodal Advisory Council (IAC) was initially convened prior to completion of the
executive interview process, and therefore without benefit of a well-defined statement of
high priority challenge statements. Moreover, members had little time to gain an
understanding of the many issues, particularly those outside their own expertise. Several
key strategic challenges for Louisiana surfaced or were reinforced. Some of those related
to freight included the need for: an adequate intermodal capability within DOTD, an on-
going competitive assessment of Louisiana’s total freight transport syste~ and
roadway/railroad grade crossing improvements. Finally, many IAC members provided
written input subsequent to this initial meeting, providing extensive insight. With this input,
and the intemiew results, clearly stated and relatively important (frequently stated) concerns
began to emerge.

With the cumulative input from industry outreach efforts, Institute staiTwere assigned to
prepare the final draft statement of intermodal challenges to be addressed in Louisiana’s
Statewide Intermodal Transportation Plan. Each issue or opportunity statement described
the concern and its perceived impacts, and the reason for its purported “strategic” nature.
Each was then characterized by: being primarily “modal” or “intermodal”; its management
aspects (policy, marketplace, operations, etc.); its relative importance (limited to three
levels); appropriate responsive actions; and the party with principal responsibility to take
those actions. These challenge statements, and the flndmgs of the demand projections and
ini.iastructure capacity assessments addressed later in this report, became the focus for the
“problem-solving” process of generating and evaluating alternative responses.

ILB OUTREACH PROGRAM ELEMENTS

H.B.1 ROSTER OFUSER/PROVIDERINTERESTS

Special efforts were made to engage direct users and providers of all modes of
transportatio~ freight as well as passenger, in planning and priority-setting. Many of these
individuals had not had significant interaction with DOTD previously. Traditional methods
to involve the “general public” in plan development and implementatio~ would not, by
themselves, have provided meaningful input about freight movement, for instance.

A roster of intermodal users and providers possessing special knowledge and experience,
and representative of the larger “general public, ” was sought to provide the Institute’s
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research team access across the state to broad and diverse interests. Communication with
this broad interest group during plan development was accomplished primarily through a
quarterly newsletter (discussed below). Each also received mailed invitations to participate
in Louisiana Interrnodal Conferences.

For Louisian~ a roster of about 3,000 names was developed. These names were obtained
from secondary sources. On the freight side, the various ports (both maritime and inland)
were an invaluable resource. Since ports deal with several modal carriers as well as
ancillary service providers, they were able to make their directories available to us, and to
ident@ contacts with provider associations. Such associations exist in most states for
truckers, railroads (trunkline and shortline), shallow and deep drail vessel agents and
operators, terminal operators, freight forwarders/customs brokers, and labor.

ILB.2 ADVISORYCOUNCILS

Louisiana’s statewide transportation plan is both “multimodal” and “interrnodal.”
Recognizing this, and the fact that the individual modes are the building blocks of the
intermodal system MACS were established to represent, in addhion to passenger and air
freight movements, a variety of surface freight interests, including trucking, freight
railroads, ports, and waterways. An addhional advisory council, of local planning officials,
was established to obtain input on issues generally beyond the purview or capability of local
agencies and to integrate statewide planning with local and metropolitan efforts.

Advisory councils served as “focus groups,” representative of larger populations, for staff to
work with throughout plan development. MAC members contributed to the statement of
system problems, deficiencies and opportunities (solutions to problems, promising
interrnodal partnerships or prospective gains toward public goals); helped describe
parameters of modal competition and coordmatio~ and assisted in compiling necessruy
quantitative or qualitative data. With due respect for the selected individuals’ time, advisory
councils were convened only when a substantive agenda could be set.

Individuals recommended for appointment to the MACS by the DOTD Secretary had at
least five years experience in their mode (emphasis given to management of marketing or
operations over infrastructure or lobbying), were active in industry associations, and were
prepared to commit the tiie needed to serve effectively. An effort was made to cover
diverse user/provider interests and the geographic regions of the state.

The Intermodal Advisory Council (IAC) included three to five members from each MAC,
once again appointed by the DOTD Secretary based upon staff recommendations. The IAC
served principally in generating and evaluating alternative responses to the multimodal and
intermodal issues and opportunities identified through user/provider outreach and
demand/capacity analyses. The Intermodal Advisory Council may eventually be given
permanent standing by the DOTD for advice and counsel during implementation of
intermodal strategies and actions.
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ILB.3 CONFERENCE

Louisiana’s first statewide Intermodal Transportation Conference was conducted to
complement other outreach activities. The Conference tiorded more broadly-based input
on both intermodal issues and opportunities and goals and objectives. Approximately 275
paid registrants attended, including about 55 research team or DOTD staff Presentations
by keynote speakers of national standing in their fields were sought principally in
recognition of the role of Louisiana’s intennodal transportation facilities and services within
national and international systems. Linked intercity movements are not interrupted at state
boundaries, and many intermodal issues are common across the country. The attraction
these noted speakers provided for participants was an important collateral benefit.

The updated draft outliie of issues and opportunities, and a draft statement of values, goals,
and objectives, were included in registrant packages and provided a reference for discussion
within breakout sessions. Overall, the conference was extremely successful in achieving its
objectives. A comprehensive document of conference proceedings has been published and
distributed.

ILB.4 EXECUTIVEINTERVIEWS

Individual interviews of knowledgeable user/provider executives were seen as a necessary
complement to the group forums of our industry outreach program because they would
afford opportunity for more detailed delineation of concerns. The risk of obtaining highly
individualized perspectives, not useable in statewide policy or program developmen~ was
accepted for two reasons: (1) only senior executives were interviewed, individuals whose
responsibilities require broad knowledge and perspective, and (2) responses would be
aggregated by stti, so that local concerns would achieve status for strategic consideration
only if like concerns appeared repeatedly. Interviewees were asked to identifj the
multimodal and interrnodal issues and opportunities fhcing Louisiana and to suggest what
could be done to remedy or exploit the situation and who was, in their opinio~ responsible
for implementing these changes.

The survey was conducted among 205 companies selected from a list of over 3,000
companies nationwide who have some significant stake in Louisiana’s transportation system.
The companies were selected to ‘represent a spectrum of users and providers of passenger
and freight transportation across all modes. Based upon the significance of freight
movement in Louisian~ and the need to better define freight challenges not available from
other sources, a 70/3Odistribution of fieightipassenger interests was sought. However, no
attempt was made to draw a sample that could be considered truly representative of the
state’s users and providers. Rather, the intent was to include firms representing each mode
for both freight and passenger, and to pick firms that seemed relatively likely to provide an
executive’s time for the interview. Most of the firms represented on the MACS and the IAC
were included.

The intewiews were conducted in two stages - first, a self-administered questionnaire to
provide some profile of the intewiewee, followed by the personal interview to gather
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perceptions and opinions. The interview focused on a series of questions which sought to
identi& and describe in detail concerns and recommended responses. These were as
follows:

(a) What makes the concern a problem or opportunity,
(b) Who is affected and how,
(c) What actions can be taken to resolvehmeliorate the problem or take

advantage of the opportunity,
(d) What benefits can be achieved by taking the actio~ and
(e) Who should take responsibility for these actions.

Of the 86 executives who agreed to an interview, about 75 percent were freight interests (of
which two-thirds were shippers). About 75 percent of the passenger interests were users
(including planning officials in that group).

ILB.5 NEWSLETTER

A newsletter, titled htermodid Trends, was distributed to the approximately 3,000
individuals identified as being directly engaged users or providers of intermodal
transportation in Louisiana. The newsletter enabled DOTD’S executive management to
convey the Statewide Intermodal Transportation Plan’s objectives and scope and their
commitment to the new “intermodal” direction in public transportation policy to an
important readership. Articles also introduced key planning sta& and a summary of their
task responsibilities, presented draft goals and objectives, and provided capsule descriptions
of advisoxy council meetings and coverage of the Conference.

A reader survey was also included in the second newsletter, intended to solicit fiu-ther input
on intermodal challenges and recommended strategies and actions. The survey was a one
page insert, designed to be folded for return mail, but requiring postage. Unfortunately, the
response was less than five percent, although this could be attributed in part to the
thoroughness of the other outreach activities in identifying the issues and challenges.
Statements that were submitted were not inconsistent with what we had received through
other channels, but the experience placed increased importance on our personal contact
with users and providers in interviews and meetings.

ILc SUMMARY

The outreach program resulted in the identification of issues and challenges that, as earlier
noted, are addressed in detail in Chapter VII. The research team recognized early in the
process that the success of its analytical efforts would be predicated primarily on the extent
to which the issues and challenges identified were reliable and that the ultimate
recommendations would be sufficiently responsive. Reliability and responsiveness would be
maximized by strong industxy participation. In this regard, the research team applied a
variety of outreach activities to facilitate industry participation. These included
establishment of the Modal Advisoxy Councils and the Intermodal Advisory Committee,
conducting the Statewide Intermodal Transportation Conference, extensive interviews with
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industry executives, publication of a newsletter, and upcoming regional meetings for public
review of draft recommendations. It should also be made clear that industry participation
was important not only for consensus building and support for the intermodal plan’s
recommendations and subsequent programmatic activities, but also for enabling the team to
focus its research on appropriate issues and challenges.
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IIL PLANNING FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

IILA INTRODUCTION

IILA.1 OBJECTIVES

This Chapter outlines the methodology applied to modelling cargo flows and evaluating the
capacities of major intermodal facilities in the State. The capacity evaluation methodology will
encompass railroad and marine intermodal terminals. The emphasis will be on railroad highway
terminals seining containers and trailers on flat cars and marine transshipment facilkies linking
land (rail truck) and river modes of transport with deep sea vessels. Most of the flow analysis is
based on the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) railroad waybill sample and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (COE) waterborne commerce data as presented in this report, supplemented
with other data as appropriate and indicated.

HLA.2 SCOPEOFTHE ANALYSIS

The analysis of intermodal freight flows undertaken by the National Ports and Waterways Institute
focused on four distinct types of railroad and waterway movements that characterize fi-eight
transportation in Louisiana. The universe of Louisiana rail and waterway freight movements was
defined to include flows that: (1) originated in another state or country and terminated in
Louisiana (interstate terminated); (2) originated in Louisiana and destined to another state or
country (interstate originated); (3) originated and terminated in other states or nations and passed
through Louisiana (interstate transit); and (4) originated and terminated exclusively within the
State of Louisiana (intrastate local). Data were obtained for all varieties of domestic and foreign
interstate and intrastate freight movements by rail and water for Louisiana (categories 1 through 4
above). However, the major emphasis was on intermodal movements or freight transfers between
one or more modes of transportation that occurred in Louisiana. Intramodal movements that
originate, terminate, or pass through Louisiana are not dwectly examined except when they relate
to issues of capacity analysis of the major links or corridors of interest, for example, Baton Rouge
to New Orleans. For the purposes of this report, intrarnodal movements are delineated by the
absence of dkect transfer of cargo and/or equipment between dflerent modes of transportation,
except that waterway movements that transfer between deep draft ocean marine and shallow draft
river barge modes are considered intermodal in nature.

The requirements to aggregate commodity movement data for confidentiality and ease of access
severely limited the opportunities to look at particular modal corridors relative to infi-astructure.
For example, in the case of rail origin destinatio~ flows are normally regarded to be proprietary
unless there are three or more railroads or shippers with similar characteristics in a “corridor”.
However, in the case of ports and waterways, most of the corridors are multiple purpose relative
to many users and providers of transportation services, such as those of the Lower Mississippi
River below Baton Rouge. In these instances, corridor analyses were synonymous with major
routes. However, even in this case the data did not distinguish between alternative routings of
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particular cargos relative to trailic between the Lower Mississippi and the Gulf Intra-Coastal
Waterway which could move via the Mississippi, or alternatively by the Port Allen Morgan City
“Cutoff’ or by the Old River/Atchafalaya River.

The non-locking unobstructed nature of much of the waterway system in Louisiana and the wide
range of capacity elasticity of rail lines relative to both trackage characteristics and operating
practices facilitated attention to terminal capacity instead of corridor capacity. That is, it was
assumed that the greatest potential for bottlenecks in the system would occur at the point of
intermodal transfers between the modes, which are normally associated with terminals instead of
corridors. This approach is somewhat unconventional since historically most transportation
sector capacity and planning analysis have focused on corridors and assumed adequate terminal
capacity. The approach taken in this investigation was to assume adequate corridor capacity in
the absence of obvious constraints and to focus on deterrnining terminal capacities for d~erent
kinds of interrnodal interfaces in railroads and waterways.

Accordingly, the methodology develops detailed capacity measures of different interrelated
transfer and storage aspects of intermodal terminals for rail-highway and marine facilities. The
“capacity” orientation required communication with most of the major river and port
transshipment facilities in the state as well as site visits to all rail-highway terminals to collect
unpublished data on specific attributes of particular facilities. Terminal operators of difl’erent
facilities were the sources of detailed characteristics of each facility, focusing on the elements that
define receipt, discharge, storage, and loading of cargos with similar requirements. The
information is detailed and operations oriented. It frequently requires judgement and
interpretation to be usefid. As was the case for indhidual modal corridors, sometimes the
information was regarded as proprietary and was either not available or only accessible in a
format not readily usefbl for disaggregated specification of terminal activities.

The analysis of Louisiana interrnodal freight flow systems (rail and water) proceeded along three
levels of aggregation and conceptualization as follows: (1) Louisiana transportation modal
terminal facility capacity analysis; (2) Louisiana statewide transportation corridor liinode
analysis; and (3) Louisiana regional and national competitive flow characteristics. The level of
analysis becomes more comprehensive both geographically and modally as the scope of the effort
shifts from links and nodes of particular modes to intermodal corridors to regional and national
alternative intermodal systems.

Louisiana’s pivotal geographic location for waterway and railroad intermodal systems was the
driving force in defining the overall focus on intermodal terminal (transfer) capability as well as
the particular commodities. Consequently, the analysis includes not only rail-highway interrnodal
transfers (containers and trailers on flat cars), but extends to major Louisiana transshipments of
bulk cargos such as grain and coal, as well as general cargo through port interrnodal facilities.
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IILB TRANSPORTATION COMMODITY FLOW DATA

Base line historical cargo flows were derived through extensive processing of raw data fiumished
by: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Waterborne Commerce Statistics (WCSC); Interstate
Commerce Commission (ICC) - Railroad Waybill Sample; and Reebie Associates - Transearch
Data Base. The Waybill Sample and the Waterborne Commerce Statistics were obtained under
strict confidentiality requirements. The data furnished were actual movements between particular
origins and destinations for specified commodities. The Waybill Sample represents a stratified
random sample of about three percent of all U. S. railroad billed shipments. The Waterborne
Commerce Statistics in theo~ represents the universe of the population of all foreign and
domestic waterborne transportation (100 percent sample). Transearch is a public domain
commercial product that relies in part on aggregated data from the Public Use Waybill Sample
and state to state summaries of the Waterborne Commerce Statistics.

The unabridged Waybill Sample and Waterborne Commerce Statistics files were obtained for all
interstate (including foreign) shipments that originated, terminated, or transitted Louisiana or
were intrastate (local) in nature. The raw data are not publicly available through commercial data
bases such as Transearch and must be aggregated to at least a BEA (Business Economic Area)
unit level of analysis to prevent dkclosure of otherwise proprietary commercial information. III
some instances, the level of aggregation to meet the “rule of three” stipulation? requires
considerable aggregation across shipping categories or omission of data not protected by
aggregation from the BEA level of reporting.

Under separate agreements, the study team members were obligated to aggregate the data
elements to prevent identification of individual shipper or private commercial data. The raw data
varied in size (from 32,000 to over 1 million records) and in scope (e.g. domestic vs. both
domestic and forei~ Louisiana specific vs. regional or nation wide cargo flows). The major
factors considered in aggregating the raw data were: 1) to comply with the confidentiality
agreements; 2) to standardize the terms of reference for commodity classification and origin-
destination points; and 3) to reach meanirtgfi.dand manageable siies of trip tables and matrices
suitable for the study’s purposes.

The approach adapted in modelliig rail and waterway interrnodal freight flows was to group
homogeneouscommodities in “commodity groups” (for example, the grain commodity group
includes all types: wheat, cow barley, rice, etc. transported in bulk form), and to aggregate
origins and destinations in relation to their geographic location relative to Louisiana.
Commodities pertaining to a particular group were aggregated based on their similarities in terms
of nature of cargo, transportation and handling requirements, and average value. Appendix 3
summarizes the commodity groups defined for the study. It should be noted that commodity

lNot revealing or otherwise inadvertentlydisclosing the same shipping circumstancessuch as commodity,
origin, destination,railroads androutes for less thanthreelike or similarmovements such thatthe identityof no
individualshipmentcan be ascertainedby anotherparticipantor partyto the transactions.
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classifications were different among the three database sources used in the study (Waybill Sample,
Waterborne Commerce Statistics and Transearch).

Origins and destinations are aggregated from the original U.S. 183 BEAs as follows: 6 BEAs in
Louisiana - Shreveport, Monroe, Lake Charles, Lafayette, Baton Rouge, and New Orleans. The
Louisiana BEA are shown on the following map along with adjacent states (e.g. Texas,
Arkansas, Mississippi, etc.) that are represented individually as agglomerations of statewide
BEAs. States not immediately adjacent to Louisiana were combined into “super” BEAs on a
regional level to reduce the complexity of the commodity flows. The combmed BEAs (“super”
BEAs) are also defined in Appendix 3.

BEAs are not contined to state boundaries. Some may span two states or more, particularly for
major economic areas such as the Memphis BEA which evolved around river banks. It should be
noted that aggregation of BEAs at the state level may produce inaccurate representation of flows
for a particular individual state, nevertheless the sum of flows for neighboring states sharing
jurisdiction over the same BEAs would be accurate. The flow assessments for the states of
Mississippi, Alabam~ and Tennessee are examples of potential individual inaccuracies at a
statewide level of BEA analysis.

Rail and waterway commodity flow data are based primarily on the three data sources previously
mentioned. Other secondary sources provided additional data that were also incorporated into
the study, including data obtained through site visits, recent port publications, other published
studies and reports, facility surveys, and direct contacts with terminal operators.

111.B.1 WAYBILL SAMPLE 1992CARGO FLOW DATABASE

The Waybill Sample represents a stratified random sample of rail freight shipping documents
(waybills) for movements originating or terminating in the U.S. The Waybill Sample data
obtained for Louisiana interstate and intrastate movements for 1992 contained 32,278 records of
sampled carloads representing shipments, perhaps of multiple cars or unit trains that originated,
terminated, or passed through Louisiana in calendar year 1992. Commodities are identified by the
seven-digit STCC (Standard Transportation Commodity Code). Each record contains waybill
shipment information about origin and destination; railroad data related to routes, junctions,
equipment (freight car) used, etc.; and dktances, sample weights, and the sampling ratio for the
shipment. A relational database system was built to extract and aggregate the flow measures
(total weight and weighted average distance) in relation to the adopted schema of commodity
groups and super BEAs. The developed systems provide (at different levels of aggregation) four
O-D trip tables for outbound, inbound, transshipped, and intrastate flows for Louisiana.
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111.B.2 WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS CARGO FLOW DATABASE

The Waterborne Commerce Statistics data is collected and processed by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers based on customs documentation (foreign shipments) received from Department of
Commerce (U.S. Treasury) and river barge movements (domestic shipments) reported by towing
companies. The data base represents a 100 percent sample of all waterborne (domestic and
foreign) movements (with some minor exceptions). The structure of the Waterborne Commerce
Statistics is different from the Waybill Sample. The Waybill Sample reflects railroad freight car
equipment movements related to shipments, including procedures to strat@ the sample to
incorporate waybills that encompass more than one car (multiple car or unit train movements).
The Waybill Sample reports shipments moving from an originating rail station location to a
terminating station location via a route network through intermediate railroads and their
connecting junctions.

The Waterborne Commerce Statistics data as processed and reported is oriented to commodity
flows between river (port) docks. To the degree that the rail freight and waterborne shipments do
not initially originate or ultimately terminate at the locations represented by stations or docks,
respectively, these data bases do not capture the complete OD network of commodity flows,
particularly intermodal flows such as rail-truck and barge-truclq barge-rail, etc. The nature of
barge flows is that a greater proportion is typically intermodal compared to rail, usually requiring
truck or rail to move cargo to and/or from the river. Therefore, Waterborne Commerce Statistics
are usefhl only as accurate measures of barge dock-to-dock commodity flows which may have
prior or subsequent land movements by rail or truck.

Further complications interpreting the Waterborne Commerce Statistics arise from the use of
“river miles” to delineate flow origins and destinations. The river miles are relational only to a
system of dock codes. Consequently, a system of linkages between river miles and corresponding
BEAs or even states had to be constructed. The commodity classification used by the
Waterborne Commerce statistics database is SITC (5 digit Standard International Trade
Classification). The SITC is different from the STCC used in the Waybill Sample. Mapping files
were manually created to convert SITC commodhy classification into the two digit STCC
commodity group classification applied for the study, and to map the origin destination river miles
to their corresponding super BEAs.

The raw data contain 42,054 records covering waterborne shipments, receipts and through traffic
for the Mississippi River System-Gulf Coast region. Each record contains information about
originating and receiving locations (identified as river miles), commodky code (SITC), and
tomage. Another relational database system was built for this database to facilitate the flow
analysis. This database also contains foreign and off-shore U.S. territorial shipments, which
represents a major advantage compared to the other databases acquired. The mapping of river
miles into state jurisdictions represented a challenge since in some cases a particular river-mile
node is along the boundary between two neighboring states; therefore, the generated flow
estimates may be inaccurate at an individual state level.
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ID.B.3 TRANSEARCH CARGO FLOW DATABASE

The Transearch database covers the four modes of transportation: rail, truclq water and air for
1990 cargo shipments. Each record contains the origin and destination for standard BEAs, 5-digit
STCC commodity codes, and fields for cargo tonnages shipped by each of the four transportation
modes. The data set has the advantage of including all modes of transportation for the same base
year as required for the study, but it lacks identification of shipments between other states passing
through Louisiana (transshipments). Another advantage of this data set is that it covers nation-
wide cargo shipments which are needed to analyze the competitive position of Louisiana
compared to other states. However, the Transearch data deals only in domestic cargo
movements. Since a substantial portion of the cargo flows in Louisiana are waterborne
imported/exported goods (direct international cargo movements), the data needs to be
complemented with that portion of the Waterborne Commerce Statistics that relates to foreign
and off-shore commerce in order to identify Louisiana’s cargo flow patterns.

IILB.4 SECONDARY FLOW DATA SOURCES

In addition to the three data sources previously mentioned, other secondary data were also
incorporated into the study. Such data were used in part to validate and complement the three
major data sources, and in part to be used as the sole source for individual flows to major
terminals (such information could not be reported from the basic three sources given the
confidentially restrictions). The secondary data were obtained through site visits, recent port
publications and other published reports, facility surveys, and other direct contacts with terminal
operators. Other studies published by the Institute for U. S. DOT’s Maritime Administration
provided additional informatio~ particularly for Louisiana international cargo flows.

III*C LINK NODE MODAL ANALYSIS

A linknode modal analysis was performed to identfi intermodal transfer capacities at major
terminals and transshipment points. The purpose of the analysis was to identi~ intermodal
facilities that might experience inefficiency relative to capacity problems from the perspective of
congestion or possibly chronic underutilization. The intermodal transfer capacity analysis was
linked with the commodity forecasts to ident@ intermodal terminals that might experience
congestion or achieve more satisfktory utilization rates in the fiture over the forecast horizon.

Intermodal terminal capacity analysis reflects a nodal orientation instead of the more typical
transportation planning emphasis on links and associated flows. The nodal orientation was
developed in recognition of the critical transfer interfaces that must occur for intermodal systems
to exist subject to some level of performance. In order to understand the performance of
intermodal rail and water freight systems, the analysis focused on the transshipment fi.mctionsof
intermodal terminals. Given the orientation of Louisiana rail and water systems to bulk
commodity flows, the terminal transshipment analysis was dkected toward grain, coal, and
general cargo port transshipment capabilities, capacities, and performances. Conventional rail-
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truck intermodal terminals for Container-On-Flat-Car (COFC) and Trailer-On-Flat-Car (TOFC)
were also included in the scope of the analysis.

The level of aggregation of the terminal capacity analysis varied with respect to the specification
of capacity and performance elements of dtierent types of terminals and the intermediate linkages
between the terminal facility and the line haul components of the intermodal components. The
analysis was also afi?ectedby the amount of agglomeration of contiguous intermodal terminals into
a “super” node. For example, the analysis of rail-truck intermodal terminals focused on all
individual TOFC/COFC rail facilities in Louisiana. Some of these facilities were contiguous to
each other, such as East and West Bank Mississippi River locations near New Orleans. These
were also combined into agglomerated nodes to facilitate d~erent levels of analysis.

Similar agglomeration occurred for contiguously located marine facilities pertaining to general
cargo, grain and coal. The analysis of grain intermodal terminals essentially combined the lower
Mississippi River grain elevators used for rail and barge transshipment to ocean vessels into
contiguous groupings based on the geography of the Lower Mississippi River between Baton
Rouge and the elevators below New Orleans. The coal flow analysis looked at intermodal
transshipment between rail and barge to ocean vessel for coal transfer facilities on the Lower
River. The general cargo terminal analysis looked at transshipment at individual ports for
contiguous break bulk and containers facilities.

III*CO1 RAILROADINTERMODALNODES

Railroad intermodal terminals handle a variety of cargo types loaded into containers or trailers on
flat cars. The majority of such cargo is classified as “containerized mixed cargo” and not
otherwise specifically identified by name. In order to evaluate the throughput capacity of railroad
intermodal terminals, the Institute developed a survey instrument to compile an inventory of rail
intermodal terminals (TOFC/COFC) throughout Louisiana. A survey form was designed and
distributed to collect capacity and physical characteristics pertaining to the operation and flows of
trailers and containers through rail intermodal facilities. Personal interviews were conducted with
all major intermodal facilhy operators to ensure the accuracy and completeness of the surveys.
The data collected included measures of throughput such as: hourly rates of loading and
unloading; number and types of transfer (lift) equipment; number of parking slots; track length;
and schedule of gate operation for terminal access. In addltio~ descriptive data were collected on
facility highway access in terms of local street connections with major highways.

The capacity of rail intermodal terminals is evaluated for each of the four major fi.mctional
processes performed: (1) rail-track throughput; (2) transfer equipment throughput; (3)
container/trailer storage capacity; and (4) gate/access capacity. Throughput formulae were
developed for the four fictional processes as described in Chapter V.4.

The maximum practical capacity for the overall TOFC/COFC intermodal facility is the minimum
of the four calculated capacity parameters. The maximum practical (effective) capacity was
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compared to demand using throughput data collected from the field surveys. Due to daily and
weekly fluctuations in demand, available parking slots, and crew schedules, the throughput and
demand parameters were all evaluated on an annual basis in order to produce steady state
evaluation measures.

IU.C.2 MARITIME PORT FACILITIES

An aggregation of commodity type was performed for port facilities based on terminal
configuration and handling equipment. The primary categories were general cargo, consisting of
break bulk and containers, graiq and coal. Capacity analysis of port facilities was performed for
each individual terminal or group of similar adjacent terminals handling the same class of cargo.
The maximum practical capacity for each type of facility was then compared to present and
forecasted throughput to determine utilization and possible bottlenecks over the study’s planning
horizon.

The literature review of port capacity evaluation revealed that few research attempts were made
to quantifi the practical throughput of a marine terminal in functional relationship to facility
parameters. One approach (MMAD: Port Hizndbookfor Estimating Marine Terminal Cargo
Handling Capability) evaluates the capacity of maritime terminals by applying a hierarchical
procedure using the terminal modular approach. Eve~ single-berth terminal is first classified
based on the class of commodity handled (general cargo, containers, dry bullq coticoke, grai~
and liquid bulk). The terminal is then subclassified by type or size of storage facilities serving the
terminal. A conservative estimate and an upper maximum throughput are given for every
subclassification based on port suweys conducted in the late- 1970’s. These estimates reflect
typical terminal throughput at the time under the most conservative operational limitations. They
also reflect deficiencies that existed for typical terminals, particularly with respect to handling
equipment and storage. Such factors have presumably been addressed during the 1980’swhen
substantial capital investments were made for both equipment and storage.

The initial capacity estimates based on the MARAD methodology were very conservative. The
authors recommended multiplying such values by 2 or 3 if high terminal utilization could be
expected, or using a set of nomography to evaluate the throughput of each berth given the actual
terminal parameters. A major drawback to this approach is that the estimated terminal throughput
is strongly related to the annual number and pattern of ship arrivals and that some of the impeded
assumptions are quite low (utiliition for some terminal modules areas low as 14 percent).

A second approach was introduced in the study, l?ze 2020 San Pedro Bay Ports of Los AngeIes
and Long Beach. The study uses the term Maximum Practical Capcity to refer to estimated
cargo throughput volumes which are at the high end of a realistic operating scenario. This
scenario assumes that all cargo handling elements at the terminal are working at fill capacity and
the study devised “Standard Terminal Modules” where such cargo handling elements are
“balanced” (i.e. no single element imposes a substantial bottleneck).
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The ports and terminals included in the capacity assessment are categorized by the fictional form
(packaging)of the cargo and by the type of commodity handled. The Institute’s procedure starts
by identifying the terminal category, which is dictated by the fictional type of commodhies
served. The% given the berthage length and dept~ atypical berthage capacity is evaluated.
Adjustments are then applied to mod@ the berthage capacity based on the number of berths in the
terminal and the degree of expected berth utilization. The next step is to evaluate the storage
capacity. The terminal maximum practical capacity is the minimum of either the berthage capacity
or the storage capacity for the terminal being analyzed. The procedure was implemented in a
computerized prograq and the final results are provided for the three features of capacity in each
port profile (berthage, storage, and maximum practical capacities).

Chapter V describes in detail the port terminal throughput capacity methodology as applied to
particular categories with unique handling characteristics: (1) graiq (2) coal; (3) break bulk cargo,
and (4) general.

IXLD LOUISIANA STATEWIDE CORRIDOR ANALYSIS

The second level of capacity analysis of Louisiana intermodal freight systems (rail-highway and
marine terminals) focused on aggregating individual facilities into geographic nodes of major
transportation corridors for bulk and general cargo flows that constitute intermodal transportation
in Louisiana. The output of the analysis indicates the petiormance of Louisiana intermodal
systems horn a broader geographic orientation with respect to specific variables related to node
capacities. The aggregated output recognizes that substitution among adjacent terminals, such as
general cargo facilities in New Orleans or export grain elevators along the lower Mississippi south
of Baton Rouge, can and does occur.

The capacity analysis is supplemented with a detailed inventoxy of intermodal terminal
accessibility for rail and highway connections to determine local and statewide access problems
and priorities that should be addressed to augment the intermodal system in Louisiana. The
results of node capacities (Chapter V) and accessibility analyses (Chapter VI) will be used to
affirm the existence of terminal transshipment problems related to local intermodal connections,
These results are based in part on an inventory of the characteristics of rail and highway
intermodal comections for TOFC/COFC, graiq coal, and port general cargo transshipment
facilities in the state.
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IILE LOUISIANA REGIONAL AND NATIONAL COMPETITIVE CORRIDOR
CHARACTERISTICS

The third level of analysis will develop the competitive strategic position of Louisiana relative to
intermodal transportation (rail/water and ports) for a limited range of commodities: (1)
containers; (2) grahy (3) coal; and (4) general cargo. Each of the commodity corridors will be
analyzed to identifi general trends in these markets between the U. S. and relevant world areas via
Louisiana and other competing ports. The focus is on what Louisiana must do to remain or
become competitive based on general market trends (Chapter ~.
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IV. FORECASTS OF FREIGHT VOLUMES

IV.A DEFINITION OF TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS ZONES

The objective of this section is to provide a long run forecast to the year 2020 of major
commodity movements to and from Louisiana as an input to determining demand for intermodal
facilities based on commodities that affect utilization of the rail-highway and marine terminals in
the state. Freight forecasts were developed for the six Business Economic Areas (BEAs) in
Louisiana (Baton Rouge, Lafayette, Lake Charles, Monroe, New Orleans and Shreveport) as
described in section VI. This section describes the development and application of the freight
forecast parameters as applied to particular freight flows to and from the transportation analysis
zones.

IV.B IDENTIFICATION OF VARIABLES FOR EXOGENOUS FORECASTING

The demand for freight transport is derived from the demand for goods and services between
locations of production and sources of inputs and places of consumption. Accordingly, the
locations and level of activities of various economic units directly determine the spatial dimensions
of freight transportation.

Long term forecasts of transportation reflect the degree of certainty of demand for diilerent
commodities relative to their transportation characteristics. Individual commodity demand is a
fimction of the major exogenous variables that ai%ectconsumption. Characteristically, the major
variables affecting demand and long run forecasts are: (1) Government policies; (2) Economic
variables; (3) General Environmental variables relevant to consumption such as populatio~
social/cultural forces, legal, technological and institutional factors; (4) Industry variables; and (5)
Firm or location specific variables.

No forecast can explicitly incorporate all the nuances of these variables in an interactive manner.
Therefore, a long run forecast must reflect the major components of demand relevant to transport
over a range of commodities and situations. Generally, these considerations include: (1) Quantity
and type of commodities; (2) Industry structure and technology; (3) Distribution of natural
resources; (4) Population and income changes; and (5) Transportation costs.

These factors interact as industry seeks to reduce its costs in the long te~ relative to the physical
and economic life spans of its technology and capital assets, including natural resources. Changes
in industrial structure through plant relocation market and material substitutions occur and afllect
demand for transportation. Technological changes and overall economic conditions are very
difficult to predict for more than emerging trends relative to business cycles and capital
investment programs. Therefore, long run freight forecasts are usually trend extrapolations,
appropriately defined and modified, based on long run steady state projections for prevailing
commodity flows.
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Iv.c FORECASTING PROCEDURES

Iv.c.l COMMODm CLASSIFICATION

Commodity classification represents a compromise between units of measure of demand related to
production or consumption and units of measure related to transportation. Ideally, commodity
classification most relevant for transport forecasting would reflect supply or demand conditions
particular to transportation handling technologies. Therefore, commodities with similar transport
properties would be treated as part of one catego~. The basis for commodity categories would
be similarity of transportation condkions and commodity demand characteristics.

These criteria were used to develop eleven commodky categories for transportation demand
forecasting: (1) Farm Products; (2) Metallic Ores and Scrap; (3) Coal; (4) Crude Petroleum; (5)
Nonmetallic Minerals and Products; (6) Miscellaneous Manufactured Products, including Food
Products and Paper and Cardboard Products; (7) Forest Products; (8) Agricultural Chemicals;
(9) Chemicals and Plastics; (10) Miscellaneous Petroleum Products (other than crude); and (11)
Containers and Trailers (COFC/TOFC).

IV.C.2 Cohmomm PR-CTIONS FoR FREIGHTTRANSPORTATION

Long term annual average growth rates were prescribed for each commodity group based on
recent national forecasts adjusted to reflect new assumptions relevant to each commod@dindustry
group in general and Louisiana regional freight trafiic trends in particular. Growth rates for each
major commodity category were derived for the period 1990 to 2000 based on the forecasts used
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Energy Normation Administration of the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) and McGraw Hill (DRI) estimates for container cargo.

For each commodity category annual growth rates were projected for three levels: (1) trend - long
run secular average annual growth based on continuation of existing levels of economic activity
without consideration of cyclical aberrations in any individual year of the forecast; (2) low - long
run secular below average annual rates of growth based on adverse levels of economic activity
corresponding to recession or chronic unemployment of resources over the forecast time h.rne;
and (3) high - long run secular above average annual rates of growth corresponding to economic
expansion commensurate with sustained fill employment over the forecast time frame.

The three forecast growth rates, trend, low and hifi correspond to approximations of “most
likely” and allowances for sensitivity to embrace “pessimistic” and “optimistic” components,
respectively. The three forecast growth rates should be viewed accordingly, as elements of the
same underlying projectio~ appropriately deflated and inflated to incorporate sensitivity
components for negative and positive adjustments, respectively.
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The span of the elasticity of the trend between a lower bound (low or pessimistic) and an upper
bound (high or optimistic) is particular to each commodity category in the same way that the
trend projection is unique for each sector of the forecast. The span of the low and high growth
rates relative to the average or trend is not uniform across commodities or for a particular
category. That is one commodity for which the forecast is perceived to have a relatively high
degree of certainty will reflect less of a low/high variation from the trend compared to another
commodity for which the forecast is less stable owing to possible shifts in the exogenous
variables. Moreover, the magnitude of the low and high deflections from the trend is particular to
each commodity. A commodity may have more uncertainty for particular exogenous elements
that can lead to greater or lesser deflections fkom the trend. Accordingly, it is entirely consistent
to have a commodhy that has more “up side risk” that exhibits a very small decrease in the growth
rate relative to a low rate below the trend and at the same time displays a mu6h larger high
growth rate compared to the trend. Conversely, it is possible to have a commodity category that
reflects more “down side” risk which would display a much larger spread between the “low” rate
and the trend rate compared to the spread between the trend rate and the “high” rate.

The commodity freight growth forecasts are contained in Table IV. 1 for the eleven major groups
identified in section IV.B. The eleven basic commodity groupings have been stratified into
fourteen categories with respect to different rates of growth between foreign (import and/or
export) and domestic sectors for coal (coal domestic consumption and coal exports) and
petroleum crude and products. Both petroleum categories, cmde and products, have separate
domestic and foreign (import) components for purposes of the forecast growth rates.

The national rates of annual growth for each commodity sector in Table IV. 1 were available for
the period 1990 to 2000. The macro growth rates dld not reflect recent trends pertinent to the
flow of particular commodities to the Gulf Coast or Louisiana. Moreover, the macro growth
rates did not incorporate trends beyond 2000. Accordingly, the macro growth rates had to be
reviewed relative to consistency with the Gulf Coast region in general and Louisiana in particular
relative to U. S. overall trends for the years 1990 to 2000 as well as beyond to 2020.
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Table IV.1
Freight Growth Forecasts by Major Commodity Groups, Louisiana 1990-2020

bmodity oroup/ Cumpmmt I 1990-2000 I 2001-2020

Ibw lMd lHigh Ihw lMcd lHi@

(P-5=)
Fam Products 1.3 1.8 2.2 1.1 1.5 1.9

Chill, cQm&rice
Oilkcrncls&sceda

Metallic ~ Pmiuc4a & hap 0.3 Lo 1<5 0.3 0.9 1.3
Pfimuymetalproducla
Took nwhhery & appliances
Tmnspmth vdlicki & P@

Indudlid Smp

coal-Domestic CoMmption 1.9 2.6 3.2 1.6 2.2 2.7

C!al-Exp@ 2.1 3.1 3.8 1.1 1.6 1.9

crude PctrolcunmOmestic Product 4).8 -0.8 4.8 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7

cN& PetroleumImpolid 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.6

Nmmchlhc“ Minaals&Producls -0.3 0.5 0.6 -0.3 0.4 0.5

Foresthducts 1.0 1.3 1.5 0.9 1.1 1.3
Forest& WOOd pfoducl

Paper& urdboard product

IndustrialChenlicala 0.7 1.6 2.6 0.6 1.4 2.2

AgriculturalC2wmicak 1.3 2.3 3.0 1.1 2.0 2.6

PetrQlaullRuducu -DaQlutic Fmduct# -0.8 -0.8 4.8 4.7 -0.7 -0.7

PetroleumProducb - Ilnpatl 1.7 2.9 4.5 1.4 2.5 3.8

Cataina cup 2.4 3.5 4.6 1.2 1.8 2.3

All OlherCummlMl“ “es Lo 1.5 2.0 0.9 1.3 1.7
Food pmducta
Mi8ahnaw manuk4ucd products
Pnner& Cmanerd nmthlcts

Two patterns of adjustments were made to the macro growth rates. First, rates for two
cornmodkies which exhibited very high national rates of growth were adjusted to reflect recent
trends for the Gulf Coast and Louisiana relative to general national trends. Accordingly, the
macro national growth rates for export coal and containers were reduced twenty-five percent in
the period 1990 to 2000. The second pattern of adjustments to the national macro growth rates
applied for the years 2001 to 2020. Two changes were made. Growth rates for all commodities
except export coal and containers were extrapolated beyond 2000 with a fifteen percent
reduction. That is annual average compound rates of growth for each commodity, excluding
export coal and containers, were fifteen percent less than the average annual rate used between
1990 and 2000. The second change was to decrease the 1990 national annual average macro
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growth rates for export coal and containers by fifty percent commencing with 2001 and extending
to 2020.

The final adjustments for each commodity category in Table IV. 1 indicate “low” “medium” and
“high” average annual growth rate for the periods 1990 to 2000 and 2001 to 2020. For all
commodities except export coal and containers the average annual rates of growth for the period
2001 to 2020 are 0.85 less than the national macro annual rates of growth for the period 1990 to
2000. For export coal and containers the average annual rates of growth for the periods 1990 to
2000 and 2001 to 2020 are 0.75 and 0.50 of the national macro annual rates of growth
(unadjusted) for the period 1990 to 2000.

IV.C.3 RESULTSOFFORECASTS

The preceding section indicated that eleven basic commodity groups were subdivided for
forecasting purposes into fourteen strata each of which had three levek of forecasts (low, medium
and high) for two time periods, 1990 to 2000 and 2001 to 2020 for six dfierent BEAs
(transportation zones) in Louisiana (Baton Rouge, Lafayette, Lake Charles, Monroe, New
Orleans and Shreveport). To maintain simplicity in the analysis the divisions of coal into domestic
and export sectors and petroleum into crude and products by domestic and import sectors for
forecasting purposes was aggregated for presentation of the projections for each sector.

The forecasting horizon covers thirty years, each year having its own forecast based on average
annual growth rates. For simplicity the forecast values have been captured for three distinct
periods in the time series following the base year of 1990: (1) 2000, the year that the initial
national macro projections terminate; (2) 2010 the mid-way point between the extrapolated
national macro growth rates as adjusted (refer to section IV. C.2); and (3) 2020 the final year in
the time series. The forecasted commodity flows for each BEA are indicated by mode of
transport: (1) water-offshore, corresponding to import and export commerce via deep wateq (2)
water-continental, corresponding to U.S. interior, including shallow draft coastal movements and
offshore (deepwater) domestic continental movements; (3) rail, corresponding to all U.S. rail
movements to or from BEA in Louisianq (4) truck corresponding to all truck movements,
including fore-hire and private to or from BEA in Louisianq and (5) air, corresponding to all air
cargo freight movements to or from BEA in Louisiana.

Tables IV.2, IV.3 and IV.4 present the total annual volumes (short tons) for freight movements
originating and/or terminating in Louisiana.l Total annual volumes are presented for each
commodoty group for the base year, 1990, and the projections for 2000, 2010 and 2020 for
mediu~ low and high average annual growth rates. Appendix 4 contains the annual volumes
(short tons) of each of the eleven commodities moving to or from each of the six Louisiana BEAs
as well as all BEAs (Louisiana Statewide Total) by water (offshore and continental),

IComistmt~~ he “node”(ttial fxility - versus‘<MC”)orientationofthisanalysis,shipmentsoriginatingand
terminatingwithinLouisianaarecountedtice (twomoves- inboundandoutbound).Overall,intrastateshipmentsare
minuscule,amountingto lessthanonepercentofthetotalLouisianatonnage.
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rail, truck and air for the base year, 1990, and for three forecasted intervals of 2000, 2010 and
2020. In general growth of each commodity will reflect linear changes over the forecast horizon
for each BEA and mode of transport except where domestic and foreign components of a
commodity have been treated diiTerentlyfor forecasting purposes. For example, coal and
petroleum will have different growth rates for the water offshore and water continental portions
to reflect different rates of growth developed for domestic and export coal and domestic and
import petroleum respectively.

Appendix 4 indicates the distribution of commodity tons for each of the eleven groups and mode
of transport for all BEA for the base year 1990 and forecasts for 2000, 2010 and 2020. The data
are presented to show modal distributions for the state for each of the forecast scenarios with
respect to medhuq low and high rates of growth.

Table IV.2
Medium Cargo Projections: 1990,2000,2010 and 2020

(tons, 000,000)

Commodity Group 1990 2000 2010 2020

Group 1 147.2 175.9 204.8 238.4

Group 2 39.1 43.2 47.0 51.2

Group 3 55.6 72.7 89.0 109.1

Group 4 149.7 171.9 194.9 222.4

Group 5 51.4 54.0 56.4 58.8

&OUp 6 64.3 74.6 84.7 96.1

Group 7 36.8 41.8 46.7 52.1

cifOUp 8 13.7 17.2 20.9 25.4

Group 9 59.8 70.1 80.2 91.8

Group 10 106.5 101.6 98.6 96.8

Group 11 9.8 13.8 16.4 19.6

Note:
Oroup1=FarmProducW,Oroup2=MetallicOresandScrap;Oroup3=Cod,Oroup4=
CrudePetroleuxn@roup5=NonmetallicMineralsandProducts;Group6=Miscellaneous
MauufaeturedProduets,includingFoodProductsandPaperandCardboardProdueti,
Group7=ForestProduets;Group8=AgriculturalChemical%Group9=Chemicalsand
Plastics;Oroup10=MiscellaneousPetroleumProducts(otherthancrude);Oroup11=
ContainersandTrailers(COFCfI’OFC)
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Table IV.3
Low Cargo Projections: 1990,2000,2010 and 2020

(tons, 000,000)

commodityGroup 1990 2000 2010 2020
Group1 147.2 167.5 187.0 208.7
Group2 39.1 40.3 41.3 42.4
Group3 55.6 67.4 78.1 90.5
Group4 149.7 171.9 194.9 222.4
Group5 51.4 49.9 48.6 47.4
~OUp 6 64.3 71.0 77.3 84.1
Group7 36.8 40.6 44.2 48.1
~OUp 8 13.7 15.6 17.4 19.5
Group9 59.8 64.1 68.1 72.2
Group10 106.5 100.4 95.9 92.0
Group11 9.8 12.4 13.9 15.7

Table IV.4
High Cargo Projections: 1990,2000,2010 and 2020

(tons, 000,000)

CommodityGroup 1990 2000 2010 2020
Group1 147.2 183.0 220.2 265.1
Group2 39.1 45.4 51.5 58.5
Group3 55.6 77.2 99.0 127.2
Group4 149.7 171.9 194.9 222.4
Group5 51.4 54.6 57.4 60.4
(kOUp 6 64.3 78.4 92.8 109.8
Group7 36.8 42.7 48.4 55.0
(kOUp 8 13.7 18.5 23.8 30.6
Group9 59.8 77.3 96.2 119.7
Group10 106.5 103.4 103.2 105.9
Group11 9.8 15.4 19.4 24.4

Note:
Oroup1=FarmProductAGroup2= MetallicOresandScrW Group3= Coal;Oroup4= Cmde
Petroleun@roup5= NonmetallicMineralsandFmduct.sGroup6= MiscellaneousManufacturedProducts,
inckiing FoodhdUCtS andPaperandcardboardPIOdllti, ~OUp 7= Forest~UCi& ~OUp 8= &icuiti
Chemi*, Oroup9= ChemicalsandPlast.iw,Group10=MiscellaneousPetroleumRoducts (otherthan
crudekOrouD11=ContainersandTrailers(COFCiTOFC)
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V. FACILITY CAPACITY AND REQUIREMENTS

V.A CAPACITY CALCULATION METHODOLOGY

V.A.1 DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

This chapter includes a capacity assessment of Louisiana’s intermodal freight terminals. The
terminals assessed include: (a) the deep-draft terminals for dry (non-liquid) cargos, and (b) the
interrnodal, railhruck terminals for containers and trailers. The facilities and access
inliastructure requirements of the State’s shallow-draft ports are discussed along with those of the
deep-draft ports. Cargo handling activity in the shallow-draft ports is relatively small in
comparison with the deep-draft ports. However, their role in cargo collecting and feedering to
deep-draft ports is very significant. Along with cargo handling fiction, the shallow-draft ports
are major contributors and facilitators of local economic development.

The ports and terminals] included in the capacity assessment are categorized by the fictional
form (packaging) of the cargo and type of commodity handled there. Accordingly, the capacity
analysis includes 5 generic types of terminals, 4 are involved in water/land transfer and one in
kmd/kmd transfer. The terminals under consideration are:

9 Coal terminals for handling bulk coal;
● Grain terminals for handling bulk grain;
● General Cargo terminals for handling neo-bulk, breakbulk and some containers;
● Container terminals for handling containers and trailers; and
● Interrnodal yards for handling containers and trailers between trains and trucks.

The above categorization of the terminals by cargo form does not always coincide with the
categorization by commodity employed in the demand section. For example, grain can be
handled as bulk; as breakbulk (when stuffed in bags); or as containerized (when the bags are
stuffed in containers). Grain can thus be handled in three types of terminals: a grain terminal,
general cargo terminal, and container terminal.

Consequently, there is an inherent inconsistency in definitions between the demand and supply
sides. This may adversely affect comparisons between demand and supply of facilities, the key
element of the intermodal plan. The difference in cargo definitions maybe especially
pronounced if shifis in cargo form develop in the Mure (e.g. previously bagged grain shifts to
containers).

‘Theterm“port”relatesto botha geographiclocationandinstitutionalentity. It usuallyencompassesa
harbor,stretchof coastline,orriverunderthecontrolofoneorganization.Theterm“terminal”relatesto an
operationallyindependentfacilitywithintheport. Forexample,thePortofNewOrleansincludesabout10
terminalsconcentratedintwolocations.
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To partially mitigate this problem, and where the demand data taken from national sources
(TransearcMReebie data base) seemed inappropriate, throughput data taken directly from the
terminals’ reports served as the basis for demand projection.

V.A.2 METHODOLOGY

This section presents a brief description of the methodology employed here for capacity
assessment. The section only dwells on the general components of the methodology, those that
apply to all types of cargos. A more detailed description of the methodology as modified to fit
the specific characterization of each terminal is included in the following sections.

V.A.2.a Limitations in the Application of Existing Methodologies

Port capacity has been a recurrent subject in professional literature. Still, there is no widely-
accepted calculation methodology and/or universal standards to determine terminal capacity. A
major research effort in this area was conducted by the U.S. Department of Transportation,
Maritime Administration (MARAD).2 MARAD’s methodology is based on defining 9
“modules” according to cargo type and terminal throughput. However, MARAD’s modules only
remotely resemble Louisiana’s terminals. For example, MARAD’s coal module, defined as a
“dry-bulk, open-storage, high-density” terminal, has atypical throughput of only 1,000,000
tons/year. This is well below the throughput of Louisiana’s major coal terminals, which have an
annual capacity ranging from 8 to 21 million tons (see section V.B.2). Another problem with
MARAD modules is that they do not relate to terminals that transfer cargo between barges and
ships, a prime operating practice of Louisiana terminals. Finally, the determination of capacity
in MARAD’s modules is based on the actual (merage) throughput as reported by a small sample
Ofu.s. ports. MARAD’s methodology does not provide judgement on the capacity of terminals
or on the potential number of ships that the terminals are capable of processing.3

V.A.2.b Stock & Flow Approach

In light of the problems with MARAD’ s methodology, the study team developed its own
methodology to better fit the State’s specific terminal situation. The approach is based on a Stock
& Flow (S & F) analysis of terminal operations and the related facilities. The terminal facilities
are categorized either as:

2See:U.S.MaritimeAdministration,Port Handbook for Estimating Marine Terminal Cargo Handling
Capability, 1979 andtheupdatedversionin 1986,byMoffat&NicholEng.

30thercapacityrelatedpublicationssuggesta methodologybasedonqueuingtheory,usingtheoretical
probabilitydistributionsforshiparrival.However,theoperationalassumptionsinthismethodologiesfit aneraof
non-communication,whereshiparrivalwasbasicallya randomevent. See:UNCTAD,Port Development, New
York,1978,TD/13/C.4/175.
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● Flow Processing Components -- the facilities that transfer cargos among vessels,
barges, trains and trucks (loading/unloading); or as

● Stock Holding Components -- the facilities that store cargos during the transfer.

In the simplest terminal, only direct transfer takes place (e.g. between barge and ship). In this
case, the terminal only includes one flow component, with no stock holding components.

The methodology has three steps: (a) the terminal is “converted” into a schematic network of S &
F components; (b) the capacity of each component is calculated using a simple algebraic
formulation; and (c) the capacity of the most limiting components is identified as the capacity of
the entire terminal (the “weak link”).

V.A.2.C Capacity of Flow Processing Components

The formula for calculating the capacity of the processing components is the product of two
basic factors:

● Effective Transfer Rate
● Effective Working Time

The effective transfer rate is usually expressed in tons/day and relates to the gross productivity
during work time. The effective rate is calculated by taking the nominal rate as given by the
manufacturer (tons/hour) and reducing it to reflect discontinuities and interruptions during work.
For example, in calculating the capacity of the vessel loading component in a coal terminal, the
nominal loading rate is reduced to account for preparations before and after loading (opening the
hatches, positioning of equipment) and interruptions during the loading (blending, end of piles,
vessel trimming, vessel survey, hatch shifting, operator change, equipment breakdowns).
Effective rates are usually 60- 70% of the nominal rates.

The effective working time, usually expressed as days/year, relates to the number of days that
each terminal component can be expected to work per year. For example, in the case of the
vessel loading component, the time calculation is based on defining the typical vessel cycle time.
The vessel cycle time includes 3 elements:

● Working Time -- the time that the vessel is at berth and working (actually loading
cargo);

● Preparation Time -- the time that the vessel at berth but not working because of
non-cargo activities, usually before/after working time. Typical preparations
include berthing/unberthing, customs, immigration, open/close hatches,
inspection, equipment staging/removal, etc.

● Inter-Vessel Time -- the time when no vessel is at berth or the berth is idle.
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The need to account for the inter-vessel time is because of the inherent irregularity in ship arrival.
The port planner allocates inter-vessel time (time in-between ships) in order to reduce waiting
time of vessels. The effective working time is calculated by taking the total available time (e.g.
365 days per year) and subtracting the preparations and inter-vessel times. Berth utilization is
defined here as the ratio between work time and cycle time.

Estimation of the inter-vessel time is the key for the calculation of the vessel cycle time and the
capacity of the entire component. There is no standard way of calculating the inter-vessel time
allocation. The amount of time allocated for this purpose depends on the relative values placed
on ship and berth times. The allocation is affected by type of service (liner vs. non-liner),
location of terminal vis-a-vis access channel and anchorage, and length of working time. For the
purpose of capacity estimation in this study, inter-vessel time is assumed to be related mainly to
the length of effective time. For example, in the case of a coal terminal, the inter-vessel time is
assumed to be half of the effective time, but no less than a half day. Figure V. 1 shows the
formulas used for capacity calculations of flow and stock components, including their affecting
factors. Figure V.2 presents an illustration of vessel cycle.

V.A.2.d Capacity of Stock Holding Components

The formula for calculating the capacity of the stock holding components is the product of two
basic elements:

● Effective Static Capacity
● Effective Turnover Rate

T

Dynamic Capacityof Fiow Component (Tons/Year) =

Effective Transfer Rate (Tons/Day) X Effective Working Time (Days/Year)

Affecfing Factors:
[Preparations & Interruptions] [interval between Vessels]

Dynamic Capacity of Stock Component (Tons/Year) =

Effective Static Capacity (Tons) X Effective Turnovers (l/Year)

Affecting Factors: [Operational Flexibility] peaking]

Figure V.1
Port Capacity in Stock& Flow Framework
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Vessel Cycle Analysis

The effective static capacity is usually expressed in tons (or TEUS) and relates to the physical
capability of the component to store (hold) cargo. The effective capacity is calculated by taking
the nominal capacity and modifiing (reducing) it to account for reserves (empty storage space)
required to insure efficient operations. The reduction is usually on the order of 10- 20°/0.

The effective turnover rate is the inverse of the effective dwell time, the time that the cargo is
stored at the terminal. Effective dwell time is calculated by taking the average dwell time and
increasing it by a peak factor. The peak factor accounts for the fluctuations in cargo flows and
the resulting temporary accumulation. Average dwell time changes between cargos and trades,
ranging between 2 and 30 days. Peak factor values usually range between 1.1 and 1.5.

V.A.2.e Weak Link

A terminal is a network of S & F components. The most restrictive terminal component
determines the capacity of the entire terminal. As will be seen later on, there is no uniformity
amongst the terminals even in the same cargo group, with each having different restricting
components. An exception is the general cargo terminal, where the berth capacity exceeds by far
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the capacity of the shed and open storage. A large gap in capacity suggests, perhaps, that
reexamination of the overall terminal structure is needed.

The assumption underlying the weak link approach is that each of the terminal components is
independent, so that its capacity is not infringing on the capacity of the other components. This
admittedly is a simplistic assumption and only intends to facilitate capacity calculations. The
independence assumption is employed in all terminals except for coal, where barge unloading
and ship loading use the same yard equipment (the stackers and reclaimers being fed by the same
conveyance system).

Finally, most of the terminals under consideration operate below their calculated capacity. This
is a common situation in ports as well as in other transport industries and the result of long lead
time required for construction of major terminals. Terminal operators interviewed had
difilculties envisioning fill capacity situations. Therefore, some of the results of the capacity
calculation which assess situations with fill capacity utilization may appear to contradict figures
quoted in other sources.

V.B COAL TERMINALS

V.B.1 DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

Louisiana coal terminals can be categorized according to two criteria:

● Type of users -- terminals can either be single-user, called hereafter industrial
terminals, serving a processing plant or a utility; or multiple-user, called hereafter
cargo terminals, serving many shippers.

● Type of installations -- terminals can include facilities that are either shore-based
(fixed terminals) or mounted on barges (floating or mid-stream terminals).

Figure V.3 presents a tree diagram with Louisiana Coal terminals categorized according to the
above criteria. Appendix 5 includes a table with a detailed description of Louisiana’s main coal
terminals, including their facilities and equipment. The data in Appendix 5 are taken from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) Port Series. The COE data, along with complementary
data compiled directly from terminal operators, serve as the basis for the capacity calculations in
the following sections.

V.B.l.a Industrial Terminals

Single-user coal terminals are usually not stand-alone terminals but part of a larger industrial
complex. The terminals are essentially the water-related loadinghrdoading facility of a
processing plant that receives/sends its raw materials/products by water. Such terminals do not
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Figure V.3
Coal Terminal Categorization in Louisiana

usually serve the general public for shipment or receipt of coal. They also do not usually
participate in the U.S. export of mined coal, but handle petroleum coke. In terms of facilities,
however, they can handle coal since coke and coal are handled in a similar fashion.

The statewide interrnodal plan, as reflected in the demand forecast, is focused on export
terminals and has a limited interest in the industrial coal (coke) terminals and their capacity.
Consequently, the capacity assessment in this section does not include industrial terminals; it
only relates to cargo terminals. Cargo terminals are sometimes called public terminals.
However, the term public in this case only relates to users (shippers) and not to ownership of
land and/or facilities, which can be either public or private.

One terminal, Lake Charles Public Terminal 1, handles only coke, and is a public (and multi-
cornmodity) terminal. The terminal, however, does not have a barge unloader. Most of its
capacity is already taken by coke. Consequently, it is not included in the overall assessment of
the state coal terminals.
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V.B.l.b Major, Minor, Fixed and Floating Terminals

Louisiana’s coal terminals of interest are the cargo terminals, both fixed and floating. As seen in
Figure V.3, the state’s fixed terminals are fhrther divided into 3 major and 5 minor terminals.

Louisiana has three major fixed coal terminals, TECO, IMT and Ormet, which are responsible
for handling almost all coal shipments. Each of the majors has several units which are in effect
“sub-terminals”. The main units are based on high-capacity, continuous loading equipment;
secondary units are based on grab cranes; and there are also various floating units. A capacity
analysis for the main units, by terminal components, is presented in the following sections. The
minor terminals handle limited volumes of coal, usually together with other dry bulks.
Additionally, some of them are partially serving as industrial terminals. Therefore, an analysis of
the capacity of each minor cargo terminal is not warranted.

Louisiana also has 3 independent floating terminals according to the COE listings. However,
more floating terminals can be easily assembled using available standard equipment such as deck
barges and portable cranes. Floating terminals are used for direct transfer, have no storage
facility and their operations involve only one flow, from barge to ship. The capacity calculation
of a floating terminal is simple and only relates to the transfer capacity of the cranes, similar to
the unloading component of the major terminals.

The next sections begin with an analysis of the three major fixed terminals, then continue with a
more appropriate analysis of the other cargo terminals.

V.B.2 CAPACITYCALCULATION

V.B.2.a Major Terminal Fixed Facilities

Stock & Flow Approach. Figure V.4 presents a schematic block diagram of a coal terminal.
The terminal consists of three basic components: barge unloader, ship loader, and storage yard.
The coal flows either directly from barge to ship or, indirectly, through the storage. Most of the
transfer is indirect, with the percentage of direct transfer ranging 20- 30Y0. It should also be
noted that the unloader and loader cannot work simultaneously to/from the yard since both are
served by the same yard machine, called stacker/reclaimer.

Berthage with Ship Loader. This component includes the terminal facilities that are involved in
ship loading, including yard reclaimers, yard to berth conveyors, and on-dock loaders, either
traveling or fixed. The annual loading capacity (tons/year) is calculated by multiplying the daily
eflective loading rate (tons/day) by the number of efiective working days (days/year).

Daily effective rate is calculated by taking a nominal rate and reducing it to reflect
discontinuities and interruption during the operations. In coal loading, reductions in the nominal
rate are mainly because of interruption in the two end points of the operations: (a) at the storage,

V-8



StorageYard

.’ ~

BargeUnloaders Ship Loaders

Figure V.4
Coal Terminal: Conceptual Layout and Stock & F1OWDiagram

where the reclaimer is interrupted due to blending and cleaning at the end of piles; and (b) at the
ship, where the loader is interrupted due to trimming, draft survey and hatch shifting. In
addition, there are general interruptions due to equipment breakdown, change of operators, etc.
Typically, the effective rate in coal loading is about 1/3 of the nominal loading rate.

The number of effective days is a fimction of the ship arrival pattern. Coal loading, especially in
the large shore-based terminals where mixing and blending are common, requires elaborate
preparations. First, different types of coal are purchased according to the specifications of export
coal. These types may be purchased in different places and in different times. Then, the coal is
transported to the terminal by a combination of trains, trucks and barges, a process that may take
10 days. Finally, several weeks before loading time, a ship is fixed on the international market,
mostly on an affieightment basis.

As seen above, the process of terminal accumulating and ship loading of coal involves long-term
planning. Coal ships of 80-100,000 DWT have a high daily cost of about $15,000.
Consequently, shippers try to minimize ship waiting by making sure that the cargo is available
and a berth is ready when the ship arrives. Ships do not arrive randomly and without
notification, but they also do not follow a fixed schedule. Arrival of ships, under such
circumstances, can be described as semi-scheduled since, despite planning, there are still some
uncertainties regarding the exact day to begin loading. Therefore, the ship is given a “window”
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of several days within which it should show up ready for loading. This window is taken into
consideration while planning the operations. Each ship is allocated a block of days, which
includes the expected loading time plus a margin for delays (slack time). There is no common
standard for calculating this margin. Generally, it can be assumed that the margin is a fimction
of the expected length of loading time (i.e. larger ships require wider margins). The assumption
taken here, based on discussions with operators, is that the inter-vessel time is about 1/3 of the
berth time. Accordingly, the ship’s cycle time is 1.5 of the expected berth time. Berth time, the
overall time that the ship requires at the loading dock, includes the time required for loading and
for preparations, mainly for berthinghmberthing, customs, immigration, etc. Ship preparation
time is assumed hereto be fixed and equal to 8 hours. Under these assumptions, the ship’s cycle
time is 2.9 days of which the effective loading time is 1.6 days. Accordingly, the expected berth
utilization of a 1-berth terminal is about 55°/0. If a terminal has two berths but one ship loader,
the utilization can be increased by 10% reaching 61%.4

Table V. 1 presents the capacity calculation of the three major fixed terminals. TECO, the largest
terminal among the three, has a continuous 1,880-ft dock that can accommodate two large ships.
The dock is served by two continuous loaders, one traveling and one stationary, each with an
effective rate of about 2,000 tondhour. The traveling loader mainly serves large ships while the
stationary loader is mainly used by ocean-going, push-barges for shipping coal to a utility in
Florida. The capacity estimate for TECOS ship loading is at about 11.1 million tons/year for the
traveling loader and 7.6 million tons/year for the stationary one, or a total of 18.8 million
tonslyear.

Table V.1
Capacity of Coal Loading Terminals (tons/year)

Component TECO IMT Ormet Total

Veesel Loading 18,809,400 ~7,081,900 5,422,900 41,314,200

Barge Unlosding f8,40~,500 fl ,973,900 2,522,400 32,897,800

Annusl Cspacity of Storage 46,794,900 12,634,600 4,445,500 63,875,000

Annusl Terminsl Capacity 18,401,500 11,973,900 2,522,400 32,897,800 1

IMT has a similar set of facilities, including a 1,044-ft dock with a traveling loader and a 794-ft
dock with a stationary one. IMT’s loading capacity is calculated at about 17.1 million tons/year.
Ormet is a much smaller terminal with an 877-ft dock, stationary loader, and a calculated
capacity of about 5.4 million tons/year. Ormet is a general purpose dry-bulk terminal whereby
coal accounts for about 1/3 of total throughput. Therefore, Ormet relevant capacity is only
considered at about 1.8 million tons/year. Altogether, the vessel-loading capacity of the three

4Thisisbecausesomeofthepreparationscanbedoneonthearrivingshipwhilethepreviousoneis still
loading.Also,theutilizationrateschangeaccordingto thevesselsize.
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major terminals for coal is about 41.3 million tons/year. The capacity of floating terminals and
minor fixed terminals will be discussed in the section on unloading capacity.

Storage. Storage of coal is done in open piles staged on concrete pads or compacted soil cement.
Loading coal to the pile and unloading it from the pile is usually done by a combination machine
called “stacker/reclaimer”. The amount of coal held in storage is a fimction of the required ship
loading operation. If the entire ship is loaded from storage, using the so-called indirect loading,
the entire ship’s load should be stored on the terminal before loading starts. The reasons for
having the cargo ready on terminal are not only to assure uninterrupted loading but also for
performing mixing and blending while loading. However, in reality, about 25V0of the cargo is
transferred directly from barges, using the same belt system and continuous loaders that also
serve the storage yard. The direct transfer reduces the need for on-terminal storage.

The storage yard needs to hold more than one vessel load of cargo. This is because the
unloading process of coal from barges and accumulating it on terminal typically extends over 30
days, while ship loading only takes 2-3 days. The coal in storage belongs to several ships with
different fhture arrival times. For example, if the operating pattern involves 30 days of
accumulation, and ship loading takes place every 2 days, the stock may include loads belonging
to 15 ships. It can be mathematically shown that the so-called operational inventory required
under such an operating pattern is equal to 8 ship loads. In reality, the stock held on-terminal is
considerably larger. The additional stock is result of the uncertainty in coal purchase and its on-
time arrival through the inland waterways system. The need to blend and mix coal from various
sources fhrther adds to the stock held on terminals. It is estimated that the total quantity of stock
required is about 30°/0higher than the quantity needed for operational inventory. Finally, it is
estimated that some 20°/0of the available storage space is needed as an operating reserve to
facilitate efficient operations.

Under the above assumptions, and accounting for the extra capacity added by the direct transfer,
the three terminals have a combined storage capacity of 63.8 million tons/year. The storage
capacity of these terminals is by far larger than their loading capacity. There is an apparent over-
capacity of storage, at least in the case of TECO. Some shippers take advantage of the available
storage capacity, using the waterfront coal terminals as permanent storage where they keep their
coal in expectation of fbture price changes. All terminals have large land reserves that can be
easily developed into additional storage, especially for long-term purposes where front loaders
can be used instead of stackers/reclaimers.

Berthage with Barge Unloader. The capacity calculation of barge unloading is similar to that of
ship loading, and based on the product of effective transfer rate and effective working time. The
barge arrival pattern, which determines effective time, is erratic (in contradiction of ship arrival
which is semi-scheduled). However, barges are relatively inexpensive and can be kept waiting
for several days at a fleeting place nearby the terminal. In fact, the coal inside the waiting barges
can be considered as part of the terminal inventory. The underlying assumption is that a
sufficient supply of barges is available, which is not always the case especially when demand
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rises. Nevertheless, in most cases the fleeting of barges allows for an almost continuous and
uninterrupted use of the unloader, resulting in a higher berth utilization rate for barges than that
assumed for ships.

The stackers that receive the coal from the barges, however, are also used as reclaimers to load
ships. Therefore, in certain situations there is a conflict between barge unloading and ship
loading. Since ships’ time is by fiwmore expensive than that of barges, the barges are usually
forced to wait. This loss of working time is more pronounced at TECO, where for each unloader
there is one stacker/reclaimer. At IMT, there are 2 stackers/reclaimers serving one unloader.

Under the foregoing assumptions, TECO’S unloading capacity, with its 2 continuous unloaders,
is estimated at 18.4 million tons/yem, IMT’s, with one unloader, at 12.0 million tons/year; and
Ormet’s, which uses a crane-based unloader, at 2.5 million tons/year. The total unloading
capacity of these three terminals is 32.9 million tons.

Total Capacity. The common characteristic of all the three major terminals is that the capacity
of their unloading components is the most restrictive one and, as such, the determinant of their
overall capacity. Accordingly, the capacity of these terminals is estimated at 32.9 million
tons/year, using their main, fixed installations. Since the determining factor is barge unloading,
increasing the share of direct transfer cannot increase the capacity of these terminals (but can
reduce cost). It should be noted that the above estimate is considerably smaller than the 40
million tons/year capacity estimate by MARAD in a recent study.5

The detailed capacity calculations for the three major coal terminals are included in Appendix 5.

V.B.2.b Other Terminals

Floating Terminals. The basic cordiguration of a floating terminal includes a whirly crane
mounted on a deck barge. The crane is equipped with a clam shell, and can be based on a
traveling crawler or, in a more permanent arrangement, on a fixed high-pedestal. The deck
barge is tied to the loading vessel while the unloading coal barge is tied to the deck barge. An
improved configuration of the floating terminal includes an intermediate storage bin, with a
scale, sampler, and a continuous ship loader. Another possibility is to use a fixed-boom gantry
with a trolley instead of a whirly crane. Each cordlguration has a different transfer rate and
related annual capacity. For simplicity, the capacity calculation here only relates to the simplest
conilguration based on a whirly crane with a 27 cu-yd clam-shell and an effective transfer rate of
about 500 tons/hour. The resultant annual capacity of such a terminal is about 2.4 million
tons/year. Appendix 5 presents the calculations.

5U.S.DepartmentofTransportation,MaritimeAdminMration,Existing and Potential U.S. Coal Export
Loading Terminals, January1992,p. 16.
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There are about 5 active floating terminals operating on the river, 2 of them are included within
the major fixed terminals and 3 are independent. The two that belong to the fixed terminals are
IMT’s Coal Monitor 1, which has some limited blending capacity, and TECO’Stop-off ocean-
going barge. Based on the rough estimate of 2.4 million tons/year capacity per terminal, these 5
terminals have an annual capacity of about 12 million tons/year. In contrast, the MARAD study
identified 15 floaters with a total capacity of 56.5 million tons/year. The MARAD study does
not specifJ, however, whether these terminals are dedicated to coal or they handle other dry bulk
cargos. Also, the assumptions and the formulas employed in the capacity calculation are not
elaborated in the MARAD study.

Direct Transfer Cranes in Major Terminafs. The major fixed terminals include, in addition to
floating terminals, direct transfer cranes. These are dock-mounted gantry cranes (TECO, Orrnet)
or whirly cranes (IMT) that can directly transfer coal from barge to ship, or vice versa. It is
understood that these cranes, however, are mainly used for handling non-coal dry bulk.
Nevertheless, these cranes may be used for coal, especially in case of a surge in demand.

Evaluating these terminals’ capacity is dii%cult because of their mixed usage for handling coal
and other cargos. Also, each crane system has different technical specifications. Consequently,
no calculation of capacity is conducted at this stage except for a rough estimate of about 0.5
million tons/year for each terminal, or 1.5 million tons/year for all three of them.

Minor Fixed Terminals. The minor fixed terminals include a wide variety of facilities and
equipment. They usually are not dedicated coal
terminals, and some of them are not active on a
regular basis. Therefore, calculating their coal
handling capacity is difficult. As before, a rough
capacity estimate is about 0.5 million tons/year
per terminal, or a total of 2.5 million tons/year
for the five terminals.

V.B.2.C Total Capacity

Table V.2 presents a summary of the capacities of
Louisiana’s coal terminals by category. As seen
in the table, the overall capacity is about 50
million tons/year, with 40 million, or 80°/0in the
three major terminals. This capacity estimate is
about half of MARAD’s estimate of113 million.
As already stated above, if needed, the capacity
can be increased by: (a) using terminals currently
employed for non-coal dry bulk; and (b)
introducing additional floating terminals.

Table V.2
Capacity of Louisiana Coal Terminals

I Tons/Year

Major Terminals

Main hfahfions:

TECO 18,401,488

IMT 11,973,913

Ormet 2,522,386

Total 32,897,787

Fixed Cranes: 1,500,000

Floating Terminals 4,800,000

Total Major Terminals 39,197,787

Floating Terminals 7,200,000

Minor Fixed Terminals 2,500,000

I

Total Louisiana I 48,897,787
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V*C GRAIN TERMINALS

V.c.l DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

Louisiana’s grain terminals (or elevators), unlike coal terminals, are involved only in transferring
cargo between transport modes, and not in industrial processing. Louisiana’s grain transfer
terminals include three types of elevators: (a) land-based elevators that serve local consumption
and production; (b) water-based, shallow draft elevators that either serve local consumption or
feed deep-drafl elevators; and (c) water-based, deep-drafl elevators that are directly involved in
export. The main concern of grain movement through the state is for export elevators.

Louisiana’s export elevators are first classified according to their type of facilities, fixed or
floating. Then, they are fi.uther classified here according to the hinterland that they serve. Two
types of elevators are defined:

● Major Elevators -- elevators that serve the national export market, with most of
the grain shipped in by barges from remote production areas; and

● Regional Elevators -- elevators that serve locally-grown grain, mostly shipped in
by trucks.

The export elevators are located along
two different waterways: the 45-foot
Mississippi River and the 36-foot
Calcasieu River (Lake Charles). The
channel draft dictates vessel size which,
in turn, affects terminal capacity.

Figure V.5 presents a tree diagram of
Louisiana elevators included in the
capacity calculation. As the figure
shows, the capacity analysis
encompasses 17 elevators, 11 of them
fixed and 6 floating. Among the fixed
elevators, 9 are considered as major and
2 regional. Appendix 5 presents the
physical characteristics of the elevators
analyzed in this section.
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Figure V.5
Grain Terminal Categorization

Wheterm“elevator”relatesto theverticalstoragecommoningrain,whichisfedfromthetopandrequires
liftingorelevationof thegrain. However,thetermisalsousedforanygrainterminal,includingthosewithno
storage,as thecasewithfloatingelevators.

V-14



V.C.2 CAPACITYCALCULATION

V.C.2.a Major Elevators

Stock & Flow Methodology. The major stock& flow components of a grain terminal are similar
to those of a coal terminal. The major facility components are: barge unloader, ship loader, and
intermediate storage in verticaI silos. There are, however, two main differences: (a) the unloader
and loader can work simultaneously to/from storage; and (b) in addition to barge unloaders, there
are rail and truck unloaders and their related facilities (service and storage trackage, switching
mechanism, car dump for rail and truck). Figure V.6 presents a schematic illustration of a grain
elevator.

silo

Truck Unloader

1

,> +~.

I

DireclTrenefer

Rail Unloader

Barge Unloadera Vessel Loadera

Figure V.6
Grain Terminal: Conceptual Layout and Stock & Flow Diagram

Direct & Indirect Transfer. The main operation of an elevator is indirect transfer of grain from
barge to ship through an intermediate shore-based storage. Direct transfer is very limited
because grain usually requires on-site processing. That is, following the discharge from barges
(or trainshrucks) the grain is weighed, sampled, and cleaned. Then, while in storage, the grain is
dried and blended to achieve buyer specifications. The blending, especially, mandates the use of
large and segregated storage that rules out direct loading except for rare situations (e.g. specialty
grain). For the purpose of capacity calculation, it is assumed that direct transfer only amounts to
about 5% of the overall throughput (vs. 25°Afor coal).

Table V.3 presents the capacity calculations of the 8 major elevators in Louisiana. A discussion
of specific considerations for the capacity calculation of each component follows.
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Table V.3
Capacity of Major Grain Elevators (tons/year)

Berthage with Ship Loaders

Eflective Loading Rate. The ship’s loading rate of grain is more uniform and less interrupted
than that of coal. Grain is stored in vertical silos that allow more steady flow as compared with
coal, which is stored in open piles served by reclaimers. Also, in most modern elevators, the
vessel is fed from dedicated shipping bins, where the grain is stored after processing, ready to be
shipped. Still, the effective rate reported by elevators ranges between 70- 75°/0of the nominal
rate (vs. 33’%in coal). This also reflects a recent trend, where ships are taking several types of
grain, called “mix loads”, that adversely impacts loading rates (as well as storage utilization).
The effective daily throughput in a large elevator averages about 30,000 tons (per berth).
Accordingly, atypical ship of about 50,000 DWT is loaded within 30-40 hours, including the
elapsed time from berthing empty to de-berthing fi.dl.

E&ective Working Time. Ship arrival patterns at grain elevators are more orderly than that in coal
terminals. This is because grain has a higher value than coal; its storage requires more expensive
installations. Also, extended storage of grain, in the hot and humid climate of Louisiana, may
result in spoilage. Long-term on-site accumulation of grain is, therefore, uncommon.
Consequently, the typical cycle time of a grain ship is shorter than that of coal, including a
tighter ship arrival schedule.

The orderly operation of grain transshipment is reflected in the assumption on inter-vessel time,
which is 0.2 of work time in grain (vs. 0.33 for coal). Accordingly, the full cycle-time of a
typical ship of about 50,000 DWT, including berth time and inter-vessel time, ranges 48-60
hours.

As seen in Table V.3, there is a wide range of ship-loading (ship berthage) capacities within this
group. The largest elevators, Continental-Westwego and Cargill-Reserve, with 2 berths each,
have a capacity of about 22 million tons/year.
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Storage

E&ective Holding Capacity. Grain elevators cannot operate efficiently when their storage space
is filly occupied since they need some fi-eespace to allow for blending and for operational
flexibility. Additionally, some space is lost when, due to the many varieties of grain stored, there
is not enough grain of the same type to fill all bins. This situation, called “broken storage”, is
becoming more common recently because more ships are carrying mixed loads. For both
reasons, it is estimated here that only about 80% of the rated static storage is operationally usefid
(effective).

Turnovers per Year. The dwell time of grain is much shorter than coal, with a typical time
averaging about 2 days. The peak factor, resulting from the need to accumulate grain for more
than one ship, is estimated at 1.3. Finally, storage capacity is augmented by 5% to account for
direct transfer.

Storage Capacity. The resulting dynamic capacity of elevator storage varies widely. Cargill-
Reserve, which has a nominal static capacity of 170,000 tons, is calculated to have the largest
dynamic capacity of about 20 million tons/year. 7 A common characteristic of all the elevators is
that their storage capacity is considerably larger than their loading capacity.

Barge and Rail Unloading

Eflective Unloading Rate. Unloading of grain barges is similar to coal, except that preparation
time is longer due to the need to handle covers. Also, grain unloading involves more
interruptions due to higher standards of inspection and cleanliness. Zen-Nob has the highest
nominal rate of unloading per berth, 2,500 tons/hour, and an effective rate of 1,875 tons/hour,
allowing it to unload a 1,400-ton barge in approximately 45 minutes.

E#ective Working Time and Unloading Capacity. Barge unloading does not involve much
uncertainty in arrival times since barges are usually supplied from a nearby fleeting area where
they are inventoried. Therefore, barge berth utilization is quite high at 85’%0.The barge
unloading capacity of the largest elevators, Zen-Noh-Convent and Cargill-Reserve is about 13.5
million tons annually. The capacity calculation is augmented by 5°/0to account for rail
unloading.8

7Cargi11-PortAllen,whichis consideredhereasa regionalelevator,hasa largernominalstaticcapacityof
187,500 tons.

‘Railunloadingequalsabout10°/0of totalunloading.However,usuallybargeandrailunloadingcannot
workindependently.
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Total Capacity

As discussed in the general section on capacity, the overall terminal capacity is determined by
the most restrictive component. In the case of grain, different elevators have varying restricting
components, with about half of them restricted by loading and half by unloading. The largest-
capacity elevator is Cargill-Reserve, with about 13.3 million tons/year. The capacity of all 8
major elevators is about 75 million tons/year.

V.C.2.b Regional Elevators

This terminal category includes the Public Grain Elevator in Lake Charles and Cargill’s leased
elevator in Port Allen owned by Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission. While technically
Cargill’s elevator can serve national exports, currently its main fi.mction is to serve almost
exclusively locally grown products. Cargill’s elevator blends Louisiana soybeans, brought in by
truck, with some high-grade non-Louisiana soybeans, brought in by rail. The Lake Charles
elevator fi,dfills a similar function for locally grown rice.

The two elevators under consideration are both old and have serious operational limitations. Port
Allen’s barge unloaders are in need of major repair; Lake Charles lacks a barge unloader. The
two are expected to be rehabilitated and expanded in the fiture, but the extent of the fhture
changes is still unclear. Consequently, no capacity calculations were conducted for these
elevators except for rough estimates. It is estimated that Cargill-Port Allen can handle about 5
million tons/year while the Lake Charles Public Grain Elevator can handle about 0.5 million
tons/year (assuming year-round, continuous operation).

Cargill-Port Allen, while basically fimctioning as a regional elevator, can serve as a major
elevator because of its location and size. Previously, this elevator was used as a regional
transshipment terminal. Therefore, it was estimated, that one-half of its capacity, or about 2.5
million tons/year, should be added to the capacity of the national elevators, with the rest
considered as regional. Lake Charles has limited prospects to participate in the national
movement of grain. The elevator is old, with limited physical capacities, especially with lack of
barge handling and vessel draft. Therefore, its entire capacity is considered regional.

V.C.2.C Floating Elevators

Louisiana has 4 sites where floating elevators are active, each equipped with buoys for tying
ships and a nearby barge slip for fleeting. Typically, a floating elevator includes a grab crane for
unloading barges, a hopper for temporary accumulation, a scale, and a sloping or bucket
conveyor feeding a chute that empties into the vessel hold. Some of the elevators also have on-
board storage capacity. The floating elevator is thus capable, in addition to transferring the cargo
between barge and ship, to sample, store and blend grain, though the storage and blending
capabilities are limited.
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Because of limited storage and blending capabilities, the main use of Louisiana’s floating
elevators is for derivatives, usually in the form of meals. The derivatives do not require cleaning,
drying and extensive blending, and cannot be stored and handled well in fixed, silo-based
elevators. Occasionally, especially during surges in demand, floating elevators are also used for
whole grains.

The particulars of the 6 floating elevators currently active in Louisiana are presented in Appendix
5. The appendix shows that the elevators vary widely in equipment and technical characteristics.
A detailed capacity calculation for each floating elevator is beyond the scope of this analysis.
Appendix 5 includes an estimate of the capacity of a typical mid-size, floating elevator. The
calculations only relate to vessel loading because in the floating cotilguration it is equal to the
barge unloading capacity (no storage). The capacity of a mid-size floating elevator is estimated
at about 2.7 million tons/year. The combined capacity of all 6 floating elevators currently active
in Louisiana is thus estimated at 16 million tons/year.

V.C.2.d Floating Cranes

There are many floating cranes available in the Lower Mississippi. These cranes can handle
grain or any other cargos from barges to ships. Also, shore cranes can be moved onto deck
barges and function as floating cranes. Theoretically, these cranes have enormous capacity.
However, their usefidness for grain is limited since they cannot provide for the sampling,
weighing, and blending that are considered to be essential components of transshipment in this
trade. Consequently, their capacity is not considered here.

V.C.2.e Total Capacity

Table V.4 presents the breakdown and
summary of the capacity of Louisiana’s
elevators. The total capacity is estimated at
95 million tons/year. Most of the capacity, 75
million tons/year, is provided by the 8 major
land-based elevators, with about 16 million
tons/year being provided by floating
elevators. The fixed land-based elevators
currently handle most of the exports and are
expected to handle most export growth in the
future.

Table V.4
Capacity of Louisiana’s Grain Elevators

Tons/Year

MajorElevators 75601843

PortAllen 2,500,000

Total MajorElevators 78,101,843

RegionalElevators 3,000,000

Total Land-BasedElevators 81,101,843

Floating Elevators 15911660

Total Louisiana 97.013,503
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V.D GENERAL CARGO TERMINALS

V.D.1 DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

Louisiana’s general cargo terminals, as included here, are all cargo terminals (not industrial
terminals). The terminals can be classified according to their main cargos into 4 categories:
steel, forest products, bagged cargos, and mixed cargos. Another cargo handled, containers, will
be discussed in the section on container terminals. In term of installations, the terminal can be
divided into fixed (or land based) and floating terminals.

There is no cargo specialization among the general cargo terminals. However, the same terminal
can have different capacities (tons/year) depending on the cargo it handles. Moreover, since the
heterogeneity of general cargo is wide, even within the same cargo categories substantial

10 Consequently, capacity estimates for these terminals aredifferences in capacities are possible. .
problematic.

As mentioned above, the principal non-containerized general cargos handled in Louisiana’s
terminals include steel, forest products, and bagged cargos. Steel mainly includes imports of
slabs and coils, transfered from vessel to barge or rail. Forest products include exports of
woodpulp and linerboard, in bales, and imports of plywood, on pallets. Handling of forest
products on the landside is typically from truck (export) and to rail (import). Bagged cargo
mainly includes flour and rice exports, brought in by rail and truck. Mixed cargo mainly relates
to shipments carried by Ro/Ro (roll ordroll off) services that bring in and take out a wide variety
of commodities.

The other general cargos that are not described above have similar handling systems (and
capacity) to one of the above cargo categories. For example, handling baled rubber imports
resembles that of baled forest products; handling coffee bag imports resembles that of rice bag
exports.

The methodology for calculating the capacity of general cargo terminals includes two steps: (a)
calculating the capacity of a series of single-cargo terminals; and (b) calculating the capacity of
the actual terminal assuming a specific cargo mix. The latter is based on current cargo
composition with the underlying assumption of no major changes in the fiture.

9Theterminalsarealsocalled“breakbullc”thoughtheterm“breakbulk”iserroneoussincetheseterminals
mainlyhandleneobulkandcontainers.

10For exmple, the steel Categov~cludes many forms ofcargos,eachwithitsownhandlingre@rernents
andrelatedcapacity.
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V.D.2 CAPACITYCALCULATION

V.D.2.a Fixed, Land Based Terminals

Stock & Flow Approach. Figure V.7 presents a typical stock & flow diagram of a general cargo
terminal. The terminal’s main components are the ship berthage, open and covered storage (shed
and yard), and the loading ramps for trucks and rail. Unlike the bulk terminals discussed in the
previous sections, general cargo terminals operate in two directions, with the berth handling both
inbound and outbound cargos fiomho ships and barges. Likewise, the rail and truck ramps serve
both incoming and outgoing cargos. The main handling equipment used includes cranes for
vessels and forklift trucks for trucks and rail.

HII,’

Note Shownfor inbounddirectiononly.

Figure V.7
General Cargo Terminal: Conceptual Layout

Direct & Indirect Transfer. A unique feature of some of the general cargo terminals is the ability
to work direct and indirect transfer simultaneously. In such a mixed operation, common for steel
imports, some of the cargo is handled to the land-based terminal, and some overboard to a barge,
using floating cranes. The same floating cranes are used for direct transfer in mid-stream.
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Ship Loading/Unloading. Table V.5 presents the berth capacity calculation of a 1-berth land-
based terminal. As seen in the table, the effective transfer rate varies according to size (weight)
of the lifted unit, and the difllculties in assembling the unit and attaching/disattaching it to the
crane. Steel, the heaviest cargo, has an average transfer rate of 300 tons/hour; loose bags, the
smallest cargo unit and the most labor intensive, averages 50 tons/hour. The number of gangs
per ship varies, averaging 2 for steel (landside) and 4 for bags. General cargo is usually worked
only during day light, with the shifts frequently extended to 10 and 12 hours. Sometimes, 2
shifts are used.

Table V.5
Capacity of General Cargo Terminals by Cargo Category

Component

ShipBerthage:
NominalTransferRate per Crane

Rate ModMer’
Numberof Cranesper Ship

WorkingHours

EffectiveDaily Transferper Berth

Vessel Load
VesselLoadingTime

VesselPreparationTime

VesselBerthTime
Inter-VesselTime Coefficient

Inter-VesselTime
VesselCycle Time

Berth Utilization

EffectiveWorkingTime

Annual Capacity per Berth

I Cargo Categ(

+
Tons/Hour 50

0.8

4

Hours/Day 12

Tons/Day 1,920

Tons 25,000
Days 13.02
Days 0.3

Days 13.32

0.5

Days 6.66

Days 19.98

0.65

Davs/Year 235

lTo account for interruptionsduringwork

Tosss/Year 450,422

Vo~pu@ Prai

(E.lporl)

250
0.8

3
12

7.200

12,000

1.67
0.3

1.97

0.5

0.98

2.95

0.56

203

1,464,407

Steel Prod.
(lmporrj

300

0.8

2

16

7,680

30,000

3.91

0.3

4.21

0.5

2.1

6.31

0.62

223

1,711,738

I

-1---
120 300
0.8 0.6
2 2
12 12

2.304 4.320

5,000 30,000

2.17 6.94
0.3 0.3

2.47 7.24

0.5 0.5

1.24 3.62

3.71 10.87

0.59 0.64

211 230

485,803 993,865

This intermittent operation should be contrasted with the 24-hour operation in bulk cargos. It is
mainly the result of labor agreements regarding overtime, lack of fresh gangs, and insufficient
lighting at night. The capacity calculation assumes no fiture change in the number of hours
worked per day. Under these assumptions, the daily transfer rate per berth varies from 1,900
tons/day for bags to 7,700 tondday for steel. Accordingly, handling of a 25,000-ton bag
shipment takes 13 days while handling of a 30,000-ton steel shipment only takes 4.2 days.
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Most of the general cargo is served by semi-liner services. Semi-liner services follow a fixed
itinerary with some variations based on cargo availability.] 1 Typical service fi-equencies vary
from 10 days to a month. Steel and bags are usually served by tramp shipping, similar to bulk
cargos. However, as was the case with bulk cargos, the arrival of tramp ships is planned with a
tight “window”, and their handling is conducted according to an agreed-upon schedule. Still,
ship arrival is distinguished by irregularity and inter-vessel times are relatively long. The
assumption on inter-arrival time here is 0.5 of working time, but no less than a day. The
resulting inter-vessel times are 6.7 days for bags, but only 1.7 days for steel. This means, for
example, that a steel berth working at full capacity can handle a 30,000-ton shipment every 5.1
days.

The largest ship handling capacity per berth is for steel at about 2 million tons/year; a bagged
cargo berth has the smallest capacity at less than 0.5 million tons/year. These capacity figures
are highly dependent on the number of cranes serving the vessel and hours worked per day. For
example, if steel unloading is performed by 4 cranes (2 fixed and 2 floating), and the gangs work
around the clock, the capacity of a steel berth can reach 4.4 million tons/year.

Storage. As was the case with vessel handling, each cargo category has its own storage density
(tons/sq ft) based on its specific weight, form of packaging and stacking height. Also, one
terminal can store several categories of cargos. Therefore, a static storage capacity is calculated
for each cargo group. The nominal capacity has to be reduced to account for internal circulation
and separation between different batches of cargos. As seen in Table V.6, steel has the largest
static storage capacity with about 0.3 tons/sq ft and mixed cargo the smallest with about 0.1
tons/sq ft.

A unique feature of general cargo terminals is the existence of two types of storage: inside, in a
shed, and outside, in a paved yard. In reality, the main cargo for the yard is steel, along with
some mixed cargo (e.g. rolling machines). It is estimated that about 33°/0of the steel and 20°/0of
the mixed cargo can be stored outside. No forest products or bagged cargo are assumed to be
stored outside.

A common practice in general cargo terminals is to allow 30 days of free time. Usually, most
cargos take fill advantage of this period, though they do not exceed it. Interviews with operators
suggest that the average dwell time is about 15 days. Peak factor is estimated at 1.3.

The dynamic storage capacity is calculated per storage unit of 1,000 sq ft of shed a.dor open
area. The results vary according to the cargo categories, from 900 to 2,800 tons/year. The
storage capacity above only relates to indirect transfer. In terms of overall terminal capacity, a
percentage has to be added to reflect the direct transfer that usually takes place in parallel to the

1lThis is in contrast to a full liner service common in containers where the ship calls the same ports at

exact, pre-determined dates.
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indirect transfer. Based on interviews with terminal operators, it is assumed that about half of the
steel is going directly to barges (while the vessels are at berth). No direct transfer is assumed for
other cargos.

Table V. 6
Capacity of General Cargo Shed and Open Storage by Cargo Category

7omponent

Storage:

Shed Capacity
ShedNominalCapacity

UtilizationModifier’

Shed EffectiveCapacity

Cargo Density

EffectiveStatic Capacity

AverageDwellTime
Peak Factor

Turnovers

ArmualCapacityPer 1,000Sq.Ft.
Direct Transfer

Cargo Transferred Directly

Cargo MovedThroughStorageYard

Storage Distribution

To Shed
To OpenArea

-

Bagged
Unit (Zyoorrj

Sq. Ft. 1000
0.5

Sq. Ft. 500

I 1.3

Carzo Catego~

Woot@u& Prod
(&port)

1000
0.8
800

0.13

104

15
1.3
18

1,920

Ovo
100%

100%
o%

‘To account for spaceused for Wlc circulationand separation.

Steel Prod.
(Import)

1000

0.5

500

0.3

150

15

1.3

18

2,%9

50?/0

50%

67V0

33’%

Mired
(7mp./Exp.)

1000
0.5

500

0.1

50

15

1.3
18

923

o%
100%

80Y.
20%

Truck and Rail Handling. No study was conducted to determine the capacity of the landside
transfer facilities, including rail ramps and truck bays. Interviews with operators indicated that in
most cases this component is not a capacity constraint. Landside handling was found critical
only for receiving bagged cargo exports. However, the capacity restrictions there were not due to
inadequate facilities, but to insufficient railcar switching and availability of labor to staff second
shifts. Consequently, no capacity calculations are included for landside handling of truck and
rail.

Total Capacity. For convenience, the capacity calculation for various general cargo terminals are
arranged by ports, including New Orleans, Baton Rouge and Lake Charles. 12The capacity
calculation for each terminal is a fhnction of its assumed cargo mix. As Table V.7 shows, the

12~e ~em~al at south Louisiana has ~l~o been handling a limited amount of general cargo. However,

since the terminal at its present layout is more oriented toward bulk handling, no capacity estimate for general cargo

was included.
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capacity of the berthage in all ports Table V.7
is far larger than that of storage. Capacity of Louisiana’s General Cargo Terminals
This is a common feature of (tons/year)

The total capacity as calculated I ShipBe*age. I 33,347,500I 5,039,900I 7,271,700I
here is 6.8 million tons/year for

! 1 1
StorageCapacity 6,770,900 871,700 1,310,300

New Orleans, 1.3 million for Lake

Charles, and 0.9 million for Baton
Rouge. This capacity relates to the
existing layout of Louisiana’s terminals. The Port of New Orleans is in the midst of building
new general cargo facilities while, in parallel, disposing of older terminals. The new terminals,
however, are expected to have much larger capacity than the older ones. The new capacity is not
included in the attached tables here, but incIuded in the long-term comparison of capacity and
demand presented later.

V.D.2.b Floating Terminals

Ship Loading/Unloading. The facilities involved in direct transfer of general cargo are simple,
requiring a barge-mounted crane and a set of buoys to restrain the ship’s motions. Direct transfer
of general cargo in Louisiana is common only for steel, though in other U.S. ports it is also done
for forest products. Currently, there are several floating berths on the Lower Mississippi River,
including one site within jurisdiction of the Port of New Orleans. Typically, the ship is served by
an average of 2 cranes, but some times up to 4 cranes are used. Nominal transfer rates are similar
to that of shore-based facilities since both use the same crane. However, because of difficulties
in moving floating cranes along side vessels and getting labor in/out of barges, the effective rate
is lower. The lower rate is reflected in reducing the rate modifier assumed here to 0.6 vs. 0.8 for
land based terminals.

Ship arrival at floating terminals is assumed as less regular than for land based terminals. This,
in turns, reduces the effective working time. Therefore, the total capacity of a floating terminal is
calculated at 1.2 million tons/year (vs. 2.2 million for a land based berth).

The total number of existing floating terminals on the Lower Mississippi River is difficult to
estimate since some operators use public anchorage on an ocasional basis. A rough estimate is
that 3 berths are currently active in handling general cargos with a total capacity of about 3.6
million tons/year. It should be mentioned, however, that a development of a floating terminal,
unlike a land based terminal, is a relatively short and inexpensive process. So, if needed, more
handling capacity can be introduced within a short period.
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V.D.2.C Total Capacity

The total capacity of the State to handle general cargo is estimated at about 12.6 million
tons/year, including 9 million in land based terminals and 3.6 in floating ones. Once the uptown
Mississippi River Terminal Complex in New Orleans is completed, including Nashville C,
another 2 million tons/year of capacity will be added. However, some of the net additional new
capacity will be reduced if New Orleans older terminals are closed.

V.E CONTAINER TERMINALS

V.E.1 DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

Container terminals are cargo facilities that specialize in handling ISO marine containers, using
shore-based, rail-mounted, gantry cranes. The gantry cranes are needed since most of the
containerships calling at these terminals are gearless. Some container terminals also handle
Ro/Ro vessels, using ramps instead of gantry cranes.13

All the gantry-equipped specialized container terminals of Louisiana are presently located in
New Orleans, at France Road and Jourdan Road. Additionally, there is a Ro/Ro container
terminal without cranes in Lake Charles that only handles trailers (chassis).

A small number of containers are also handled in general cargo terminals, mainly those at the
Mississippi River complex in New Orleans. These containers are carried either on general cargo
ships, or by small containerships that have cranes on-board. However, general cargo terminals
are not designed for handling a large volume of containers on a regular basis since they are not
equipped with gantry cranes. Inmost cases, the containers are handled by ship’s gear, but, if
needed, shore-based whirley cranes can also be used. The capacity of the general cargo terminals
to handle general cargo has already been accounted for in the previous section. Their capacity to
handle containers is considered in this section. Some of these general cargo terminals maybe
converted in the fiture to specialized container terminals following the installation of gantry
cranes.

This section is concerned with the container capacity of three types of terminals:

● Specialized, gantry-equipped terminals;
● A ramp-equipped trailer terminal; and
● General cargo terminals that also handle containers

13some containerships are mixed with deck-mounted and chassis-mounted containers, requiring both

gantry cranes and ramps at the same terminal.
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Line Spec#ic Methodology. All specialized container terminals have similar cotilgurations.
The methodology for calculating their capacity is thus identical in principle, except that the
calculation directly relates to the speclj?c type of line(s), service(s) and vessels accommodated at
the terminal. 14That is, unlike the other types of terminals, no uniform vessels are assumed here
but the actuaz vessels calling at a terminal. Likewise, the yard system assumed in these terminals
is the actual system in use since it reflects the lines’ requirements.

Currently, Berths 1 & 2 at France Road accommodate mainly the lines serving Puerto Rico;
Berths 5 & 6 accommodate lines serving North Europe, the Mediterranean, and South America;
and Jourdan Road accommodates one European service along with several small lines. The
capacity calculation assumes that the terminals continue to serve similar mixtures of lines, cargo,
and fleet. While lines may change terminals in the fiture, it is plausible to assume that the
overall mixture of vessels will remain basically unchanged.

V.E.2 CAPACITYCALCULATION

V.E.2.a Specialized Container Terminals

Stock & Flow Approach. Figure V.8 presents a stock& flow diagram of a 1-berth container
terminal. The main terminal components include the berth, with one or two gantry cranes, a
container yard (also called marshaling, storage) and a gate. The yard stores the containers either
on wheels (chassis) or grounded and stacked. In the latter, the containers are moved by top-
picks, reach stackers, and straddle carriers. The gate facilities include equipment inspection
lanes and a queuing space.

In addition to the main components above, some terminals include a Container Freight Station
(CFS) and storage sheds for non-containerized cargo. There are also a service garage and
administration buildings. All of the above mentioned facilities are excluded from the capacity
calculation since they do not directly affect throughput.

There is no direct transfer in container terminals, except for the rare case when urgent boxes are
transferred between vessels and trucks. In addition to vessel container handling, the primary
operation, most terminals support a secondary operation whereby they store empty containers to
provide for local exports for which the terminal fimctions as a regional depot.

14me tem l~e ~elate~ to the nme of shippingline, e.g. Sea-Land. Service relates to the grouP of ships

that follow similar itinerary, e.g. Sea-Land’s Central America service.
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Figure V.8
ContainerTerminal: ConceptualLayout and Stock&Flow

Diagram

ShipBerthage. Table V.8presentsthe capacity calculations ofthe4 specialized container
terminalsofLouisiana. As seeninthetable,theeffectivetransfer raterangesbetween20 and35
container moves/hour, reflecting the differences in vessel cotilguration and number of moves per
vessel. 15For France Road terminals, it was assumed that 2 gantry cranes are used simultaneously
to work a ship, while for Jourdan Road only 1 crane is assumed. This simply reflects what is
currently available and what container ships calling there require. A 2-shift operation is
assumed, similar to prevalent practices in New Orleans. Under these assumptions, the daily
transfer rate ranges from 300 to 1,050 moves/day per berth.

Most of the containerships calling at New Orleans are handled within one day. All services are
liner with a typical frequency of 7 days. Based on interviews with operators, it was assumed that
the required inter-vessel time is about 2 shifts. This time is mainly required for re-assembling
equipment (chassis) and not because of ship delays which can be mitigated by working during
nights.

‘sContainer activity is measured here in moves (or boxes) for handling, and in TEUS (Twenty Foot

Equivalent Units) for storage. Total capacity is measured in TEUs/year.
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Table V.8
Capacity of Specialized Container Terminals

Name

Location

E
WorkingHours

EffcetiveDailyTransferper Berth

VesselLoad
VesselStay
Preparations

Inter-VesselTime
VesselCycle Time

Berth Utilization

Numberof Berths

Ef%ctiveTime

I%of 20-foot

TEUs/MoveMultiplier

Bedtage Capacity

Storage:
ContainerYardArea
WeightedDensity
NominalStaticCapacity
FractionRequiredfor EmptyBoxes
EmptyBoxes
LoadedBoxes
Modifierfor OperatingMargins

EffectiveStaticCapacity

Avg. DwellTime
Peak Factor

ITurnovers

Yard Capacity

Unit

Moves/Hour

Moves/Hour

Hours/Day

MovesMay

Moves
Hours
Hours
Hours

Hours

Days

T13LWYetsr

Acres
TEUs/Acre

TEUs

TEUs
TEus

Days

1/Year

TEUs/Year

Berth 1

Sea-Land

35
2

70

15

1,050

900

12.86

3

12
27.86

0.46

1

152

1Ovo

1.9

T

60

90

5,400

0.15’

810

4

4,590

0.8

3>672

4’

41.5

61

223>80

35 30 20

2 2 1

70 60 20

15 15 15

1,050 900 300

900 600 200

12.86 10 10

3 4 4

12 16 16
27.86 30 30

0.46 0.33 0.33

1521 220 I 110

10% 40% 50.%

1.9 1.6 1.5

303,854 316,800 49,500

36.73
90

3,306
0.15

496
2,810

48.21

196.67
9,481

0.2
1,896
7,585

10
250

2,500

0.2

500

2,000

1. DailyTransferRate assumes2-shitt operations.

2. Berth 5 & 6 is assumedto be capableof workingonly2 Lo/Loships,each with2 cranes.

3. Remoteyards are includedin static capacity(for Berths 1& 2).

4. Storage of empty boxes is required for outbound.

0.8 I 0.8 I 0.8

2J48 I 6,068 \ 1,600

AbLJ

The berthage capacity ranges from about 50,000 TEUs/year for the 1-berth, 1-crane Jourdan
Road terminal to about 317,000 TEUs/year for the 2-berth, 2-crane terminal at France Road,
berth 5&6.
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Storage. As mentioned above, the container yard is used for two purposes: (a) for holding
containers Ioadedhnloaded to/iiom vessels; and (b) for holding empty containers needed for
local export. The percentage of empty boxes in storage is estimated at 15-20% of the total boxes.
The space required for the empty storage is taken at the expense of the space dedicated to the
vessel-handling activities. The effective static capacity is a fimction of the overall yard space
and storage density. Typical densities range I?om 90 to 200 TEUs/acre. The static capacity
varies from 1,600 TEUS at Jourdan Road to 6,070 TEUS at France Road.

Average dwell time varies according to line and services. For the high ilequency Puerto Rican
services, dwell time is estimated at 4 days with a peak factor of 1.5 to reflect the high probability
of vessel “bunching”. The dynamic storage capacity ranges from 45,000 TEUs/year for Jourdan
Road to 243,000 TEUs/year for Berth 5 &6. The storage capacity is considerably smaller than
that of the berth and thus determines the terminal’s capacity.

Gate. The gate is not considered here as a constraint since it can be easily expanded.

Total Capacity. The total capacity of the specialized terminals in New Orleans is about 650,000
TEUs/year. Currently, the Port of New Orleans is in the midst of negotiations with the operator
of Berth 1 regarding the expansion of the container yard. This may result in some increase in
capacity, perhaps by about 20,000 TEUs/year. Also excluded here is the fidure expansion due to
the construction of specialized terminals within the River Complex. A planned 2-gantry berth,
supported with 20 acres of yard, may have capacity of about 100,000 TEUs/year.

V.E.2.b Non-Specialized Terminals

No capacity calculation was conducted for the Lake
Charles terminal because of its specific layout. This
terminal can only handle trailers carried on multi-deck
barges, using a floating ramp. A rough estimate of the
terminal capacity is 100,000 TEUs/year. Also, no
calculation was conducted for the container capacity of the
general cargo terminals on the Lower Mississippi River in
their present configuration. A rough estimate puts their
capacity at about 30,000 TEUs/year.

V.E.2.C Total Capacity

The total capacity of all Louisiana specialized and non-
specialized container terminals is 780,000 TEUs/year,
with 650,000 TEUs/year at specialized terminals, as
shown in Table V.9. Improvement of Berth 1 in France
Road and development of a small terminal in the River

Table V.9
Capacity of All Container

Terminals

Location TEUs/Year

France Road 603,514

Jourdan Road 44,923

Total Specialized 648,437

Mississippi River 30,000

Lake Charles 100,000

Total Louisiana 778,437
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Complex may increase this capacity to roughly 860,000 TEUs/year, assuming 10,000 TEUS
could still be handled at non-specialized terminals.

V.F INTERMODAL TERMINALS

V.F.1 DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

Intermodal terminals transfer containers and trailers between trains and trucks. The terminals
have no direct links to water modes. However, indirect links to the water mode exist since part
of the interrnodal terminal activity involves handling 1S0 marine containers. In fact, about half
of the yard activity relates to marine containers and the other half to domestic trailers (for
convenience, both hereafter are referred to as “boxes”). ‘b The intermodal yards of Louisiana are
presently concentrated in two locations: New Orleans and Shreveport.

There is much similarity in the facilities and operations of intermodal yards and container
terminals since both handle boxes. The main difference is that the intermodal yards have ramps
instead of berths. Consequently, the methodology for calculating the capacity of intermodal
yards is similar to that employed for container terminals.

V.F.2 CAPACITYCALCULATION

V.F.2.a Stock & Flow Approach

Figure V.9 presents the stock& flow diagram of an intermodal yard. The main yard components
include a ramp, a storage (or marshaling) yard, and a gate. The ramp consists of one or more
working tracks for staging the trains and a concrete pad for staging and moving the box-handling
machines and for temporary staging of boxes. The storage yard and the gate are similar to those
of a container terminal. Also, as is the case in the container terminal, direct transfer is rarely
done.

V.F.2.b Ramp Capacity

Eflective Transfer Rate. Appendix 5 presents the capacity calculation for the 8 active yards in
Louisiana. The effective transfer rate per machine as quoted in the appendix is based on
operators’ estimates, with the highest at 25 moves/hour and the lowest at 6 moves/hour. The
number and type of machines reflect the actual situation at the yards. Additional machines can

lbMOre accurately, ~termodal yards handle three types of units: ISO marine COntakerS, domestic

containers and domestic trailers. Some of the ISO containers can carry domestic cargo and, when mounted on

chassis, fimction as traiIers. Likewise, the domestic traiIers/containers may carry international cargo.
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Figure V.9
InterrnodalTerminal: ConceptualLayout andStock&Flow Diagram

increase the transfer rate and capacity. 17Currently, most of the yards work only two shifts per
day, or 16 hours. The effective daily transfer as calculated here assumes no change in the current
situation. The resulting daily transfer rates vary from 96 boxes at the smaller, 1-machine yard of
KCS in Shreveport to 1,152 boxes at the 4-machine yard of NS in New Orleans.

Eflective Working Time. The size (number of cars and boxes) of trains handled in the yard is
calculated according to the length of the working trackage in the present layout. Also, the
number of boxes per track-length reflects the present mixture of single and double-stack

equipment. Therefore, the assumption here is that the ramp handles the maximum size train that
can be accommodated, regardless of the trains that actually call there. This is quite different than
the assumptions on size of containerships in container terminals, which were based on those that

17~ere ~e hidden conS~a~t5, however. Typically, each machine requires about 1,000 feet of trackage ‘o

assure efllcient handling. Accordingly, the number of machines is constrained by the length of trackage. However,

this constraint was not encountered in any of the yards.
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actually called there. *8The train’s cycle time and its equivalent, the annual effective working
time, are estimated by assuming an inter-train time of 1 hour along with a switching time of 3
hours (in and out).

AnnuaZ Capacity. The resultant, annual capacity of the ramp varies from 23,000 boxes/year for
the KCS facility in Shreveport to 232,000 boxes/year for the CSX facility in New Orleans.

V.F.2.C Storage Yard

Eflective Static Capacity. The yard system of most intermodal yards is all-wheel, whereby all
marine containers are always kept on chassis and handled as trailers. Sometimes, due to the lack
of chassis, boxes are temporarily grounded. However, in most cases only empty boxes are
grounded and stacked. Stacking also saves on storage space.

The capacity calculation relates only to the trackside yard, the yard that directly supports (and
constrains) the transfer activities of the ramp and the gate. Some interrnodal yards provide
auxiliary services to shipping lines, including storage and repair of containers and chassis. These
activities usually take place in areas not adjacent to the ramp (satellites). Therefore, these areas
are not included in the capacity calculation.

The number of yard slots assumed here is based on the operators’ data and not on a theoretical
calculation of density, as in container terminals. The number of slots is a fimction of yard layout
and reflects the actual working patterns of the operators. Also, it is assumed that only 80°/0of the
yards’ static capacity can be effectively utilized in order to allow operational flexibility.
Accordingly, the static capacity of the yards varies from 240 boxes at the KCS in Shreveport to
1,136 boxes for UP in Avondale.

Turnovers per Year. Average dwell time in interrnodal yards, as reported by operators, is about 2
days. This time is considerably shorter than the time reported in container terminals of between
4 and 7 days. The main reasons for the shorter dwell time are: (a) domestic trailers are not
inspected by Customs; (b) many interrnodal domestic moves are intra-company (between two
branches) with pick-up times scheduled shortly after train arrivals; (c) most of the marine
containers are drayed directly to the container terminals in a pre-planned fashion.

Storage Capacity. The dynamic storage of the yards varies from 34,000 boxes/year for the KCS
yard in Shreveport to 159,000 boxes/year for UP yard in Avondale.

18~i~ is because the ]en@ ~ f the &ain can be changed to suit the length of the r~p, unlike the size Of the

vessel that ispre-deterrninedforallpracticalpurposes.
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V.F.2.d Gate Capacity

The gates in the intermodal yards do not usually constrain capacity and, if needed, can be easily
expanded. Therefore, no capacity estimate is provided for the gate (as was the case with
container terminals).

V.F.2.e Total Capacity

Storage capacity is the determining factor in most cases, except for KCS in Shreveport and UP in
Avondale. The total capacity in New Orleans yards, including UP and SP facilities at Avondale,
is currently 477,000 boxes/year. Currently, Shreveport capacity is 65,000 boxes/year. It should
be noted that in cases where the limiting component is the ramp, additional handling machines
can be acquired at relatively low cost. Also, it should be noted that the yards are assumed to be
active only during 2 shifts/day, unlike container terminals that usually work the containership
continuously.

The capacity calculations above relate only to the current yard layouts. CSX has recently
announced plans to substantially increase capacity, including both trackage and storage. This
expansion may increase considerably the total overall capacity for New Orleans. Another fhture
change in yard capacity relates to the possible reduction in capacity following the expected
consolidation of the two Shreveport yards. This consolidation of the partially utilized yards is
intended to enhance efficiency.

V.G DEMAND / CAPACITY COMPARISON

V.G.1 DEFINITIONSANDCATEGORIZATION

The demand/capacity comparison includes 5 types of terminals:

● Coal terminals for bulk coal;
● Grain terminals for bulk grain;
● General Cargo terminals for neo-bulk, breakbulk and some containers;
● Container terminals for containers and trailers; and
● Intermodal yards for containers and trailers.

The base year is 1990 for coal and grain where the source of data is Transearch/Reebie files. For
general cargo/container terminals and interrnodal yards, the base year is 1993 and 1994,
respectively, where demand (throughput) data were obtained directly from terminal/port
statistics.

The terminals are combined into four regional groups, which also correlate with the definition of
BEAs in Chapter IV on demand: New Orleans, Baton Rouge, Lake Charles, and Shreveport, see
Table V. 10. However, combining regional capacity does not necessarily mean that the terminals
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Table V.1O
Summaries of Demand/Capacity

COAL
1994 Capacity 1690 Reportad 2000 Mad. Fotacast 2010 Mad. Fotwaat 2020 Med. fOIWX@

BEA TonsfYeer Tonnege Vtillzetion Tonnege Utilization Tonnege Utilization Tonnege Utilization

New Orleans 38,175,401 17,885,215 47% 23,747,132 62% 26,515,8J2 75?lo 34,277,786 90%

Baton Rouge 10,722,366 3,298,747 31% 4,473,967 42~o 5,221,777 49% 6,094,885 57~o

Total 46,897,787 2i,i83,962 43% 26,22i,099 56”h 33,737,569 69% 40,372,67~ 83%

GRAIN
1994 Capecity 1!)90 Repotted 2000 Mad. Forecast 2010 Med. Forecast 2020 Mad. Forecast

BEA TonaiYaar Tonnage Utilization Tonnage Utilization Tonnage Utilization Tonnaga Utilization

New Orleans 66,252,461 46,644,537 77% 55,993,366 65% 65,174,933 98% 75,862,661 115%

Baton Rouge 30,261,041 24,025,732 79% 28,716,014 95yo 33,427,067 11Ovo 38,906,286 129%

Lake Charles 500,000 60,000 12% 71,716 14% 83,478 17% 97,165 19%

Total 97,013,502 70,930,269 73% 84,763,f18 87% 98,665,476 102% 114,866,134 116%

GENERAL CARGO
7964 Cspacity 1993Reported 2000Med. Fomcaat 2010 Mad. Fonscast 2020 Mad. Forecast

BEA TonefYear Tonnage Utilization Tonnage Utilization Tonnage Utilization Tonnaga Utilization

New Orleans 10,370,865 4,182,116 40% 5,320,620 51 ?(0 6,359,986 61% 7,602,109 73%

Baton Rouge 671,680 628,491 72% 799,616 92% 955,763 110% 1,142,450 131%

Lake Charles 1,310,319 867,438 66% 1,103,623 w+. 1,319,163 10I% 1,576,799 120%

Total 12,552,864 5,676,045 45% 7,224,059 58% 6,634,935 69% 10,321,358 62%

CONTAINERS
1994 Capacity 1993 Reportad 2000 Med. Forecsst 2010 Med. Forecast 2020 Med. forecast

BEA TEUs/Year TEUa/Yaer Utilization TEIJsWaar Utilization TEU@Year Utilization TEiJs/Year Utilization

New Orteans 678,437 366,518 54% 466,313 69’+’0 557,385 82% 666,244 98%

Lake Charles 100,000 91,704 92?4 116,673 117% 139,460 139V0 166,696 167%

Total 778,437 458,222 59% 582,966 75% 696,845 90% 832,940 107%

INTERMODAL
1994 Capacity 1994 Rapottad 2000 Mad. Forecast 2010 Med. Forecast 2020 Mad. Foracast

BEA UnitsWear Units Utilization Units IJtiiization Units Utilization (hits Utilization

New Orleans 477,040 313,992 66% 385,976 61% 461,358 97% 551,463 116’%

Shrevapati 64,815 12,048 19~o 14,810 23% 17,703 27~o 21,160 33%

Total 541,655 326,040 60% 400,786 74% 479,061 68% 572,623 106%

in the same region are substitutable. That is, in reality there are usually institutional
arrangements that prevent the free shifting of cargo between terminals. For example, most grain
terminals are operated by grain trading companies and usually only handle the cargos of their
parent company; most container terminals are operated by shipping lines and usually handle only
their specific cargos. Nevertheless, there is an option for long-term re-allocation of cargos
amongst terminals. Therefore, the comparison of the combined capacity with demand provides
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an overall perspective on the ability to accommodate future growth. The following review of the
demand/capacity relationships is organized by terminal types, according to the above list.

V.G.2 COALTERMINALS

The 1990 utilization of Louisiana’s coal terminal capacity is relatively low, at 43’%0,see Table
V. 10 and Figure V. 10. The annual rate of coal terminal throughput growth reflected a composite
of export coal and domestic transshipment (primarily to Florida). The composite rate of coal
transshipment growth for Louisiana was 2.9% and 1.8% for the periods 1991-2000 and 2001-
2020, respectively. Assuming an annual increase in demand as specified, and no change in
capacity, fill utilization (100°/0)will not be reached within the planning time horizons. About
1/3 of this capacity, however, is provided by floating terminals and cranes using a direct, barge-
to-vessel transfer. The floating installations are limited in terms of blending capability which, in
turn, limits their overall usefidness. Therefore, it seems that some capacity expansion of the
fixed terminals should be contemplated within the next 10-15 years. In addition, there will be a
need to preserve currently available capacity by rehabilitating and replacing major components
of existing terminals. The situation may change if the export-oriented terminals are required to
handle large volumes of imported coal (see Chapter IX on strategic factors). In this case, there
will be a need to substantially expand existing facilities, including construction of ship unloaders
and, in some cases, additional berthage.
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Figure V.1O
Coal Terminal Utilization

In summary, in the absence of large imports, Louisiana terminals can cope well with present and
mid-term demand, without additional facilities. Also, by introducing more floating terminals and
floating cranes, these terminals can successfully cope with short term surges in demand. Some
additional capacity to fixed terminals may be needed in the long term.
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V.G.3 GRAINTERMINALS
m

The current grain terminal utilization is relatively high
at 730A,see Table V. 10 and Figure V. 11. Full 60
utilization is expected to be reached around the year
2002 if current capacity remains unchanged. It ~ m
appears, therefore, that the terminals are at a point ~

where planning for additional capacity expansion is
c
04.-
-

due, even though the forecasted fhture annual grain g

growth rate is quite low at about 1.8% for 1991-2000 20
and 1.5% for the period 2001-2020. Based on
interviews with terminal operators, it seems that the o
added capacity is not expected to be supplied by

Nw OrbaIU IAu chmiO&
Mm Rcuga Total

developing new major terminals on the River. Instead, •l~R.~ •1694CEI~
the required capacity will be provided mainly by
modernization of existing older terminals. This will Figure V.11

include the replacement of major terminal components Grain Terminal Utilization

such as barge unloaders and ship loaders and perhaps
additional storage to accommodate the growing needs to segregate and blend.

Most River terminals have sufficient land reserves for supporting any necessary expansion.
Also, since all the major terminals are part of larger, well-financed grain-trading conglomerates,
it seems that no direct support of the State in related investments is necessary. Finally, it should
be mentioned that since land transport is not primarily used to supply these terminals, mitigation
of land access constraints is unnecessary.

V.G.4 GENERALCARGOTERMINALS

The overall utilization of Louisiana’s general cargo
terminals is low, at 45’Mowhen current (1994)
capacity is compared to 1993 throughput (refer to
Table V.1O and Figure V. 12). Demand is
expected to grow at an average annual rate of
about 2.50A. Despite this relatively high rate of
projected growth, demand is not expected to reach
capacity until the end of the time horizon of this
study, in year 2020.

Terminal utilization is especially low in New
Orleans, at 40’XOfor both floating and shore

1-12 —————— 5
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9

6

3

0

n1993 Rewted D 1994CaPaCHY

terminals (58% for shore terminals only). New
u w

Orleans has recently completed its first stage Figure V.12
expansion project that added, among others, the General Cargo Terminal Utilization
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Nashville B terminal with three berths and 140,000 sq ft of shed space. Therefore, even with the
recent (1994) surge in general cargo, New Orleans utilization of its general cargo (shore)
terminals is estimated at about 60- 70V0. It should be noted that the recent gains in New Orleans
throughput were mainly in semifinished steel (slabs) that are mostly transferred directly to barges
either overboard while the vessel is at berth or in a mid-stream installation. In both cases, the
operations do not use shore terminals.

Future utilization may rise following the Port’s plans to close down older inefficient terminals.
But, in parallel, New Orleans is pursuing fhrther expansion of the uptown River complex that
may add considerable capacity there (at Milan and Nashville C).

The situation in the two other deep draft ports, Baton Rouge and Lake Charles, is not much
different: both have utilization rates in the 65- 75’XOrange (1994). Baton Rouge has recently
experienced a slight decline in its general cargo, following the overall decline in woodpulp
exports due to a surge in domestic consumption. If and when needed, Baton Rouge is planning
to add another transit shed, behind the connecting dock, which may boost capacity by about 15’XO.

Lake Charles has experienced recent growth in demand for general cargos. While currently most
of Lake Charles’s volume consists of bagged cargo, fhture growth in demand is expected to
include a larger share of forest products. The port is presently completing a new shed for this
cargo that, together with existing shed 15, will be able to accommodate fhture growth until the
end of this decade. As to the longer term fhture, the trend in the main cargo, bagged goods, is
unclear, making difficult prediction of fhture facility needs.

V.G.5 CONTAINERS

The overall utilization of Louisiana’s container
terminals is quite high at about 68V0(refer to
Table V. 10 and Figure V. 13). All terminals,
except for one Ro/Ro terminal in Lake Charles,
are concentrated in New Orleans. Amongst
New Orleans terminals, Berths 1 & 4 are at
especially high rates of utilization, and Berth 1
is in need of expansion. The utilization of
berths 5 & 6 is much lower. Perhaps some
terminal re-arrangement should be considered
to better balance utilization. The terminal at
Lake Charles is currently operated at close to
fill utilization.

There are presently two relatively-minor
expansion projects under discussion: Berth 1 at
New Orleans and Lake Charles both involve
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Figure V.13
Container Terminal Utilization
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yard expansion. These expansion projects will accommodate short-range growth. To
accommodate long-range growth, forecasted in the range of 2.5- 2.8’%0,New Orleans especially
will need further expansion, probably around the year 2000. The development of a multi-
purpose terminal in the uptown River complex may only delay this time frame by a year or two.

The most critical decision is where this expansion should take place. Logistical considerations,
mainly the option to share in cranes, gates, and road access, favor expansion in conjunction with
the existing terminals at France Road. However, the access channel to France Road is too
shallow even for present containerships, and will be even more limiting in the future following
the growth in containership size and draft (see more discussion in Chapter IX.B). This suggests
that a favorable fidure site will be on the River.

In summary, while no short-term capacity problems are expected (assuming implementation of
pending expansion plans), substantial, long-range expansion may be needed, including the
construction of an additional terminal. Preliminary planning efforts toward locating an
appropriate site should be initiated in the near fiture.

V.G.6 INTERMODALYARDS

The overall utilization of Louisiana’s
interrnodal yards is low at about 60°/0refer to
Table V.1O and Figure V. 14). The highest
utilization is experienced at the largest yard,
CSX at Gentilly. All other yards are at a very
low level of utilization, especially those on the
west side of the River. CSX has recently
announced plans to expand the yard to about
50% of present capacity. With demand
growing at about 1.90’XOper year, the expanded
CSX yard, along with the other New Orleans
yards, will have sufficient capacity for the next
10-15 years.

There is, however, a possibility of fiture
consolidation of the interrnodal activity, which
may involve the termination of some of the 6
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Figure V.14
Intermodal Yard Utilization

.
yards in New Orleans. In this case, the consolidated yard will be in need of added capacity as
described in more detail on the strategic outlook for intermodal activity (see Chapter IX.C).

Figure V. 16 summarizes the capacity utilization for the different terminal types through the time
horizons considered for this study.
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VL ACCESS TO MARINE AND RAIL INTERMODAL TERMINALS

The objective of this chapter is to identifj locational attributes which tiect the capacity and
performance of dtierent interrnodal transfer facilities but may not be explicitly identified and
quantified in mathematical formulae or specifically incorporated in the capacity analyses (refer to
chapter V). These near site or off site locational attributes have implications for the analyses of
productivity and cost (chapter VIII) as well as Louisiana’s competitive position (chapter IX) and
the direction (priority) of investment needs and fimdmg sources (chapter VII).

VI.A INVENTORY OF LOCAL ROAD AND RAILROAD CONNECTIONS

An inventory of the characteristics of local access roads and rail spurs, including highway and
trunkline connections, for Louisiana marine and rail public intermodal terminals was performed.
A questionnaire was distributed to every public port and rail-highway terminal in the state. The
survey sought to identifi the number and type, including physical characteristics, of road and
railway access linkages d~ectly to each facility and the corresponding attributes for major
highway and railway arteries adjacent to each facility. Local road and railway connections were
developed for ten public ports (Baton Rouge, Shreveport, New Iberia, Port Fourchon, Lake
Charles, Krotz Springs, Morgan City, New Orleans, St. Bernard and Port Manchac) and eight
rail-highway interrnodal terminals (six at or near New Orleans and two at or near Shreveport).

The data collection was supplemented where appropriate by field surveys to document the
institutional and operating characteristics of interrnodal access to public marine and rail-highway
facilities. Access was defined relative to road characteristics which could be used to infer capacity
and by the number and characteristics of rail service providers at particular locations. Case
studies of land access for marine and rail highway interrnodal terminals at deepwater ports of
Baton Rouge, Lake Charles and New Orleans and Shreveport were performed in conjunction with
this analysis. The results of the land access case studies are reported in Appendix 6.

VI.A.1 PUBLICPORTLOCALROADCONNECTIONS

Local road connections to Louisiana public ports are specified in Table VI. 1. The data indicate
the nearest public use road link to the each port property or facility with distinct access
characteristics relative to ownership (federal, state or other designation) and total number of lanes
in both directions. The proximity of each location to east-west and north-south Interstate
highways is specified as well as distances for other federal highways not designated as part of the
Interstate system.

Table VI.2 specifies the local road access connections between each location and the closest
Interstate Highway. Local road connections are described in terms of the distances travelled and
number of lanes in both duections.
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Table VLl
Louisiana Public Port Highway Connections

~ORT DIRECT MIIJXTO = TO MIIls Io NON-
CONNECTIONS lwr- NoR~- ~R FEDERAL

WEST Sounf FEDERAL Inn’.
hZR- hll’ER-STATES (!ONNEC- ACCFSS
STATES l’10NS

GreaterBatonRouge 1-10 4 1-10:1 I-49:75 US190:4 NA
LA-1 4 1-12:20 I-55: 50

I-59:50

caddo-Boaakr LA-1 4 1-20:21 149:14 LA-1

Iberia L’M611 2 US90:1.5 NA

- Lafourche LA-3090 2 I-lo: 70 I-55:75 US90:60 LA3090

IA@Charlea
city Docks MarineSt. 2 1-210:2 I-49:75 Lakest.
SouthSi& LA-384 2 1-210:8 149:75 LA384
BulkTerminal BayouD’In&Rd. 2 1-10:2.7 I-49:75 LA108

Kfotzsprings LA-105 2 1-10:40 I-49:20 US190:0.5 LA105

MorganCity Young’sRoad 2 1-10:90 I-49:90 US90:2 LA70

NewOrleans
RiverTerminalComplex Tchoupitoulaa 2 1-10:3 US90:2 Louiiiana

US61:4 Ave.
US11:24

Fins St, St.Andrew, Tcboupitoulas 2 1-10:2.5 US90:2 JackaonAve.
Ccleste,MarM US61:3.5

US11:24
LA3021

DowntownWharvea N. Peters& 2 I-lo: 2 US90:3
ChartreaStleeta US61:3

Usll: 20
Caffii Ave.

Alebo,Au&y Chartreastreet 2 1-10:4.5 US90:5.5
US61:5.5
US1l: 23

FranceRoad AlmonasterAve. 4 1-10:0.25 US90:0.25
US61:5
US1l: 23

JourdanRoad US-90 6 I-lo: 2 US90:0.25
US61:5
USII: 16

St.Bernard LA4 4 1-10:10 1-59:30 US90:7.7 LA46
US1l: 12.7

Pti Mancbac US-51 2 1-12:8 I-55: 1
1-10:12

owe: NPWI Loukiana Public Pofi Intermodal Terminal Facility: Highway and Raiiway AccessibMty Inventory.
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Table VI.2
Louisiana Public Port Regional and Imcal Highway Connections

PORT MGWAY ~AL Accms TRUCKROUTE
NETWORK
To/ ~OM

GreaterBatonRouge 1-10 app.1mileviaportaccessroad,2 lane%
LA-1

Caddo-Bossier I-20W US71S,Loop3032,LAlS,app.14miles,4 lanes;
I-20E Loop3132toLA1S app.17miles,4 laney
I-49N LA175toLAIN,app.15miles,4 lane%
1-49S Loop3132toLAlS,app.9miles,4 lanes;

Iberia US90 LA4611(LewisRd.)app.1.5miles,2 lanes

GreaterLafourche US90 LAlStoLA3090,app.60miles,2 lanes;

LakeCharles
CityDocks 1-210 LakeSt.to SallierSt.,app.2Yzmiles,2 lanes,citystreets;
SouthSide 1-210 NelsonRoadtoLA384S,app.8miles,2 lanes;
BulkTerminal 1-10 LA108StoBayouDindeRd.,app.3miles,2 lanes

Krotzsprings I-49 US190(app.20miles)toLA105S,app.0.5mile,2 lanes;

MorganCity US90 MyrtleSt.toYoung’sRoad,app.2miles,2 lanes,citystree~,

NewOrleans
RiverTerminal 1-10 US90WtoLouisianaAve.toTchoupitoulasSt.,app.2miles,

Complex 4 lanes(excludingTchoupitoulas);
1-10 US90WtoJacksonAve.to TchoupitoulasSt.,app.2miles,

FirstSt.,St.Andrew, 4 lanes(excludingTchoupitoulas);
Celeste,Market I-1OE N. Claribome(LA39)toElysianFields(LA3021)to

DowntownWharves N.PeterdChartresSt.,app.2miles,2 lane%
I-1OW ElysianFields(LA3021)toN.Peters/ChartresSt.,

app.2miles,2lanes,
I-1OE N. Claribome(LA39)to Caftl.nAve.to ChartresSt.,

Alabo,Andry app.4.5miles,22 lanes;
I-1OW ElysianFields(LA3021)toN. Claribome(LA39)to

CatTinAve.to ChartresSt.,app.4.5miles,2 lane%
1-10 LouisalAlmonater,app.0.25miles,4 laney

FranceRoad 1-10 US90WtoJourdanRd.,app.2miles,6 lanes(US90);
JourdanRoad

St.Bernard 1-10 LA47(I-510)toLA46,app.10miles,4 lanes;

portManchac I-55 US51,app.0.5miles,2 lanes;
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Table VI.3 indicates the type and characteristics of direct local road access to public port facilities
in Louisiana along with an NPWI apportionment of total port facility cargo tons between highway
and railway connections for existing facilities at Baton Rouge, Lake Charles, and New Orleans
and forthcoming facilities at Shreveport(Caddo-Bossier). The cargo volumes reflect port
statistics for transshipment volumes. The data do not include other local cargo that is not
transshipped at the port, for example, local industrial inputs consumed in production that are not
reflected in output tonnages.

Total truck tonnage through each facility has been converted to a number of loaded vehicles based
on estimated modal split. For example, the main facilities at Greater Baton Rouge Port Authority
adjacent to North Canal Road are estimated to generate approximately 50,000 annual loaded
truck trips per year. All of these vehicles must access the port industrial area via North Canal
Road, a two lane access link. The data in Table VI.3 suggest that a large number of truck
movements have direct access to major public port facilities only by two lane city streets. For
example, all of the truck traflic at the three facilities at Lake Charles utilizes two lane access
roads.

The data in Table VI.3 also suggest the extent of port dependency on highway and rail for direct
connections. Lake Charles is the most significant user of rail service with approximately 8,000
and 27,000 loaded rail cars handled annuallyat the City Docks break bulk facilities and Bulk
Terminal, respectively. Baton Rouge and New Orleans via the River Terminal Complex are
estimated to each generate approximately 5,000 loaded rail cars annually. The data for France
Road container facilities do not irdcate the extent of rail-highway transfer that is performed at
intermodal terminals adjacent to the Port of New Orleans and handled by truck between these
locations and France Road as well as River Terminal Complex. Interviews with rail-highway
terminal personnel suggest that approximately 70,000 loaded intermodal units are handled
annually by rail-highway transfer facilities for transshipment through Port of New Orleans
container terminals at France Road. Pending development of the River Terminal Complex, rail
intermodal volume for the port is is almost exclusively oriented to the France and Jourdan Road
container berths.

VLA.2 RAIL-HIGHWAYROADCONNECTIONS

Table VI.4 specifies the street location and network roadway connections for the eight active rail-
highway intermodal terminals in Louisiana. Inactive facilities at Lake Charles, Alexandria, and
Baton Rouge are excluded from the analysis. These three locations have been closed. Reopening
is doubtfil as there does not appear to be sufficient threshold volume to sustain profitable
operations consistent with the high tied cost structure for rail intermodal terminal operations.

The data indicates the estimated annual number of loaded vehicles that are transshipped through
each facility as well as the approximate dispersion of loaded units among major connecting
roadways adjacent to each facility. For example, the Illinois Central (IC) facility is estimated to
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Table VL3
Louisii Public Port Facility Intennodal Land Connection Characteristics

1990 ANNUN. ANNUAL.
TONS MODE LOmED LOADED

Lfx.uRom sPLtT TRUCKS R.4rLc.Uls
PORT

Noms
CONNECTION (%%) (TRUCK) (Ooo) (Ooo) (1)

Cheater- Rouge 21aneportaccess 1.5 70% 50 5 (2)

caddo-BOaakr 21aneportecces 0.4 80% 16 1 (3)

Iberia 21eneportaccesa (4)

Ore&r Mourcbe 2 lane statehwy. NA (5)

LakeCherlca
city Docks 2hrrecityatreel 1.0 50% 25 8
south Si&

(6)
21aneatateacccss 0.5 100VO 40

BulkTerminal 21enepmtaccesa 2.7 20% 27 27 [j

Krok springa NA (9)

MorganCity 21anecityatreet NA (lo)

NewOrleans
RiverTerminalComplex 41anucityatreet 3.0 90% 150 5 (11)

F*SU4rldmw,ccleate,Mrkt 21anecityatreet 0.6 90% 25 1 (12)
Downtown 21enecityetreet 0.6 9ov0 25 1 (13)
ALlbo,Andry 21rmeoityetmet (14)
FranceRoad 41aneacityatrect 2.5 950~ 200 2 (15)
JourdarrRoad 6 laneafed.hwy. 0.3 85% 15 0.6 (16)

SLBcmard 4 larreaetatehwy. 0.8 90?? 18 0.6 (17)

P@ Manchac 2 lanefd hwy. (18)

Otes:
(1) Local Road CoMectioneeuppliedby NPWILcdaiene Public Port IntermodalTerminal Facility: Highwayand Railway

AccesaihilitYInventorw Mode Wit indicatea percent of cargo tom handled by truck, residual (1 - mode split percentage)
handled by ‘rail; Arm& baded~mcka baaed-on estimated-&nage by IOcati;m ~ual Loaded Rdcara ~aee~ on esti~ted
tonnage by location.

(’2) Includes General Cargo docke, Molasaes Terrnimd end Cargill Blevator, excluding auto tonnage.

(3) Baaed on initial cargo projediona of approximately 400,000 tom in 1995/1996. Cargo projection and mode split are samples
ordy end are eubject to change baaed on navigation after 1994 end aubaequent port development.

(4) Port tonnage rcceipta not available.
(5) Port tonnage receipte not available.
(6) Edimeted from port etatieticaon tmck end mil car loaded movemente.
(7) Eetimated tiom port tonnage etetiatica.
(8) Estimated horn port tonnage etatistica.

Q)>(10) Port tonnage rweipta by mode not available.
(11),(12),(13) New Orleena Public Belt Rdmed (NOPB) carload atetietica. Port tonnage for Mkeissippi River Terminals proreted

among facilities in proportion to NOPB carloads.
(14) Port tonnage reeeipta not available.
(15), (16) New Odeana Public Belt Rdroad (NOPB) carload atatietics and Port of New Orleam.
(17) One-half of annual tonnage represent mid-etream trenefer tdfiom barge.
(18) Pofl tonnage receipts not available.
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Table VI.4
Railroad/Highway Intermodal Traffic

RAILROAD
CnY

SrRESTACCESS ArwWAL
WAmON LOADED

Urmm

NETWORK
ROADWAY
CONNE4X10NS

CONNECTING
ROADWAY cuss

ANNUAL
CONNSCIION

VOLUME

Napoleon Ave. 50,000

(subtotal)

IC

NOLA

Louisiana Ave.

Tchoupitoulas St.

1-10

47,500

2,500

40,000

30,000

27,000

4 lane Ioeal

2 lane local

6 lane interstak

2 lane local

4 lane inkmtde

NS

NOLA

Florida Ave. I 30,000 Florida Ave.

1-10(Nbbtd) !
KCS

NOLA

Csx

NOM

SP

Avondale

UP

Avondale

SP

Shreveped

L&arm Rd I 40,000US61

1-10

Cauaeway

Almm@er Ave.

I-lo

AvondaleOar.Rd

US90

LA18

US90

40,000

10,OOO

30,000

100,000

30,000

6 hue hisilway

6 lane intmtde

4 lanetoll bridge

4 lane local

6 lane intmtak

(aubtotd)

1

Mnmaata Ave.
I

100,000

(subtotal)

Avondale Oarden Rd 70,000 2 lane local

4 lane highway

70,000

70,000

25,000

25,000

2 lane highway

4 lane highway(subtotal) I

Mermodd Drive I 7,000 US171

US171

LA3132

L4526

7,000

3,500

1,000

2,500

5,000

4,500

4 lane highway

4 lane hi@way

4 lane highway

4 lane highway

2 lane highway

4 lane htmtaie

(subtotal) I

KCS

Shreveport

Shrevepod Blanchard I 5,000
Rd

LA173

1-220

Source: NPWI Inventory of Louisiana Raii Highway IrItennodal Terminals.

handle approximately 50,000 loaded trailer or container units per year at the Napoleon Avenue
location in New Orleans. It is estimated that 47,500 of the total loaded units utilize Louisiana
Avenue to access this facility. The Louisiana Avenue access traflic generated by this facility
predominantly uses Tchoupitoulas Street (2,500 loaded units) and Interstate 10 (40,000 loaded
units). The data for each facility indicate the relative importance of major roadway connections.
For example, 1-10 handles about 80 percent of the IC trafllc (40,000/50,000 = 0.80) compared to
only about 30 percent for CSX (30,000/100,000 = 0.30). Rail-highway facilities serving the IC
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and NS are particularly dependent on I- 10 for access. Conversely, the KCS and CSX are not
heavily dependent on 1-10.

VLB LOCAL ACCESS ROAD CAPACITY

An important component of interrnodal terminals is the capacity and utilization characteristics of
the connecting links between the facility and the main infrastructure of the linehaul modes of
transportation, For most rail and marine intermodal facilities the primary access issues are related
to highway capacity. Unless rail or marine access links to interrnodal transshipment facilities are
shared or congested there is frequently little issue with these connections. When rail or water
access issues arise, they usually involve second or third party control related to facility
performance and proprietary commercial relationships. A prime example is the lack of use of
potential direct interrnodal rail access to France Road marine berths via the New Orleans Public
Belt Railroad. Potential shared access to joint rail highway interrnodal facilities will be considered
in chapter IX. This chapter will focus on the existing local access links and capacity issues which
are primarily related to highway routes and street operations.

The major access links for public port and rail-highway intermodal facilities as defined in tables
VI.2 and VI.4 were reviewed by Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
(DOTD) to speci@ average daily traflic (ADT) counts to be used with generalized roadway
capacities. The generalized roadway capacities firm.ishedby DOTD are contained in Table VI. 5.
The “24 hour capacity” specified in ADT represents DOTD adjustments for off-peak demands for
roadways. Consequently, the “24 hour capacity” MIT is not maximum throughput for 24 hours
but practical throughput reflecting peak and off-peak roadway utilization characteristics.

The methodology used to assess roadway capacity utilization for connecting links to marine and
rail intermodal facilities was to compare ADT counts with estimates of generalized roadway
capacities. The data reflect aggregate capacity and utilization measures of supply and demand for
particular access links. The analysis should not be used for investment decisions. The data are
primarily usefid as indicators of existing facility accessibility based on roadway congestion relative
to capacity utiliition of connecting links.

Further analyses beyond the scope of this study would necessitate field observations of vehicle
movements and traflic flow characteristics relative to access to specific facilities via particular
routes and origin destination nodes. Moreover, the ADT statistics for non-marine or rail-highway
facility users would need to be projected to arrive at estimates of fhture access road capacity
utilization.

VI-7



Table VL5
Generalized Roadway Capacities

Facility Type

Eight-LaneFreeway(8LF)

Six-LaneFreeway(6LF)

Four-LaneFreeway(4LF)

UrbanSix-LaneDividedRoadway(U6LD)

UrbanSix-LaneUndividedRoadway(U6LU)

UrbanFour-LaneDividedRoadway(U4LD)

UrbanFour-LaneUndividedRoadway(U6LU)

UrbanTwo-LaneRoadway( withleft-turnlanesatmajorintmsections)(U2LL)

UrbanTwo-LaneRoadway( withoutleft-turnlanesatmajorintersections)(U2L)

RuralFour-LaneDividedRoadway(R4LD)

RuralTwo-LaneRoadway(R2L)
Ollme Louisba Dc@mcnt of Tmmpdation and Development(LADOTD)

24 Hour Capacity

136,000

102,OOO

68,000

40,000

36,000

27,000

23,000

15,000

12,000

32,000

12,000

Notes:
Volumetocapacityratios(V/C)over0.70inruralandsmallurbanareasindicatecongestionduringpeakperiods.

Volumetocapacityratiosover0.85inlargeurbanareasindicatecongestionduringpeakperiods.

Ingeneralterms,eachtruckinthetraflicstreamisequivalentto2passengercars.

VLB.1 PUBLICPORTROADWAYACCESS

Table VI.6 presents public port marine terminal roadway access relative to the estimated number
of truck movements generated by each location and the 1993 ADT for the nearest access road or
roads that link the facility with the National Highway System (NHS). The estimated annual
loaded truck counts from Table VI.3 were doubled to reflect a worst case assumption that loaded
truck movements generated an equal number of empty truck movements. The annual truck
movements of loaded and empty vehicles were dhided by 250 working days to arrive at an
estimate of average total daily truck moves (load and empty). The daily truck movements were
doubled to convert each truck in the trafiic stream to an equivalent of two passenger vehicles (see
Table VI.5).

The estimated daily vehicle equivalent truck traflic for each marine location was compared to
1993 ADT supplied by DOTD. The “port share” of access road ADT was computed by dividing
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Table VL6
Louisiana Public Port Access Roadway Characteristics

NomsPORT LOCALCONNECI’ING
ROAD(S)

ANNUAL
LOADED
TRUCKS

(Ooo)

so

ANNUAL
TRUCK
MOVES
(Ooo)

100

DAILY
TRUCK
MOVE?

DAILYVEEICLE
EQUIVALENTS

1993 ADT
(LOOTD)

PORT
SHARE
(%)

heater BstonRouge North Canal Road

!ad&Bossia LAl South of LA3132

400 800 4,269 0.19

3,342

beria IbwiaRoad 4,661.

kster Lafoufobe LA3090
LAl

2,834
3.181.

,ake Charlea
city Dooks

1

sallier street
Lake street

south shore LA384
ekwnlbad

IA& Terminal Bsyou D’In& Road
LA108

25
25
40
40
27
27

50
50
80
80
54
54

200
200
320
320
216
216

400
400
640
640
432
432

3,405
18,250
9,596
16,942

IVA
10,660

1,905
10.264

0.12
0.02
0.07
0.04

0.04

kok Springs LA105
US190

forgancity YoungsRoad
Myrtlestreet

reworlean9
RiverTerminal Tchoupitoulas Street

Qnplex Loutilana Avenue
Fti St., St Tchoupitoulas street

Andrew, C&s@ Jackson Avenue
Market

Downtown N. Peters& Chadres
wharves

Elysian Fields
Ahbo, Am@ Chaltres street

Cafiin Avenue
LA39

Frame Road Nmmster Avenue
Jourdan Road Jourdau Rod

t. J3emard LA46
LA47

ort Manchac US51
I-55

~ NPWILQU&laIUpublicPortMemO&l

(7)

3,204
4.840

(8)

75
75
13
12

25

200
15

150
150
26
24

50

400
30

600
600
100
100

200

1600
120

1200
1200
200
200

400

3200
240

10,815
23,375
10,815
9,698

NA
NA

43,172

1,487
38,104
10,323
4,299

0.11
0.05
0.02
0.02

0.01

0.31
0.06

(9)

(lo)

(11)

(12)

(13)

~18
18

36
36

144
144

288
288

25,208
29,935

0.01
0.01

(15)

mind Fac

. 15.167—— ——
K Highway and Railway AccessibilityInventoz na Department of

Temptation and Development(LADOTD)
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Table VL6 (continued)

Notes:

(1) Porttraf6cexcludesnon-transshipmentcargoeswhichunderstatesporttenantuseofNorthCanalRoad.
(2) Portnotoperatingin 1994.
(3) Nopublicporttonnagestatisticsavailable.
(4) Nopublicporttonnagestatisticsavailable.
(5) AlltrafticassumedtouseLakeandSallierStreets.
(6) Ignorespeaknatureofportintermodal(RoRo)tralliccoincidingwithapproximatelyweeklysailingsatthis

facility.
(7) Nopublicporttonnagestatisticsavailable.
(8) Portnotoperating.
(9) AssumesfiftypercentallocationofvehiclesServingRiverTerminalComplexbetweenTchoupitoulasStreetand

LouisianaAvenue.
(10) AssumesMy percentallocationofvehiclesbetweenTchoupitoulasStreetandJacksonAvenue.
(11) TrafiiccountdatanotavailableforNorthPeters&Char&esStreets.Alldowntownportrelatedtruckvehicles

assumedtouseElysianFields(LA3021).
(12) TrafficcountdatanotavailableforChartresStreet.Nopublicporttonnagestatisticsavailable.
(13) AllFranceRoadtrfic assumedtobeviaAhnonasterAvenue.
(14) AllSt.BernardpublicportlraflicassumedtobeviaLA47andLA46.
(15) DistancetraveledonUS51is approximatelyone-halfmile.

the estimated daily truck vehicle equivalents by ADT for the nearest location on the access link.
For most access roads, the port shares of the total traffic in ADT equivalents were very low,
usually less than five percent. The only accesses that have port share of vehicle ADT exceeding
five percent are: (1) Greater Baton Rouge - North Canal Road; (2) Lake Charles City Docks -
SaMer Street; (3) New Orleans River Terminal Complex - Tchoupitoulas Street; and (4) Port of
New Orleans - France Road.

Table VI.7 presents public port marine terminal access road capacity utilization based on ADT
and generalized 24 hour capacity by road type from Table VI.5. The data suggest that most of
the access roads are currently operating within acceptable ranges of utiiation relative to DOTD
criteria in Table VI.5 Marine terminals with congested access roads would be one indication that
facility performance could be impaired under existing conditions. Several locations, primarily in
urban corridors, seem to be aiTected by road congestion that could inhibit access in a timely and
cost effective manner: (1) Lake Charles City Docks via Lake Street; (2) Lake Charles South
Shore via LA-384 and Nelson Road; (3) New Orleans River Terminal Complex via Tchoupitoulas
Street and Louisiana Avenue; (4) New Orleans First Street, Celeste and Market wharves via
Tchoupitoukts Street; (5) New Orleans Downtown wharves via Elysian Fields Avenue; (6) New
Orleans Alabo and Andry wharves via LA-39 (Clariborne); and (7) Port of St. Bernard via LA-46
and LA-47.

Forecasts of ADT for major access links were not available. Generalized roadway service levels
in Table VI. 5 suggest that until capacity utilization approaches 0.70 in rural or small urban areas
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Table VL7
Louisiana Public Port Access Roadway Capacity Utilization

24-HouR
c’APACllY
(LADOTD)

PORT LOCALCONNECTING
ROAO(S)

1993 ADT

WTD)
mlLIZAITON
(%)

Noms

cheater Baton Rouge North Canal Road 4,269 U2L 12,000 36

caddo-Bouier LAl South ofLA3132 U4LD 27,000 12 (1)

Lmvisrtoad 4,661

2,834
5,091

U2L 12,000 39

GreaterLafourcbe. LA3090
LAl

R2L
R2L

12,000
12,000

24
42 (2)

-
Lake Cbarlea
city Docks

south shore

Bulk Termioed

saltier street
Lake street
LA384
NelsonRoad
LA108

3,405
18,250
9,596
16,942
10,660

1,905
10,264

U2L
U2L
U2L
U2L
U4LU

12,000
12,000
12>000
12,000
23,000

28
152
80
141
46

(3)

(4)

Krok springs LA105
US190

U2L
U4LD

12,000
27,000

16
38

Morgan City Youngs Rosd
Myrtle Street

3,204
4,840

U2L
U2L

12,000
12,000

27
40

(5)
(5)

New O&am
Riva Terminal
Complex
Fti, stAndrew,
(Ms&, Market
Downtown
Ahbo, Aridly

France Road
Jourdan Road

Tchoupitoulas St
Louiskna Avenue
Tchoupitoulas St
Jackson Avenue

Elysian Fields
= Avenue.
LA39
Abonss& Ave.
Jourdsn Rosd

10,815
23,375
10,815
9,698
43,172
1,487
38,104
10,323
4,299

U2L
U4L
U2L
U4L
U4LD
U2L
U4LD
U4LD
U2L

12,000
23,000
12,000
23,000
27,000
12,000
27,000
27,000
12,000

90
102
90
42
160
12
141
38
36

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

St Bernard LA46
LA47

25,208
29,935

U4LD
U4LD

27,000
27,000

93
111

Pat Manchsc

xmx NPWILouiiianaPut

I-55

:Pat IntennodalTerminal

15,167

*. HighwayI

4LF 68,0000 22 (lo)
—“
Railway Accesibdity Inventory and Loukisna De@ment (

Tmmpdation andDevelopment(LAIXITD)

(1) ReflectsADT for LAl south of LA3132. ADTfor LAl north of 3132 are 25,064.
(2j Refleds ADTfm L41 nodh ofGoldmMeadow.
(3) **ti C@ fiti Stiw We* Mw_lyl=~+-tim~+ ~~TfmMe=
(4) TficcountsonNelaon Roadvarybylocation. Watisticsuaedhere refleet ADTaouthofI-210. Clmerto LA384Nelson Road ADT

declioeto 9,386, resulting in 78 percent capacity utilhtion.
(5) Classificationprobably ovemtateseffectivecapcity fm portions of city streets.
(6) Does not reflect Tchouoitoulas street renovation and River Terminal CoomIexcorridor oroiect.
~~ Trt&c counts on Elysh Fields vary widely by Ioeatiom Stadstiosused h~ refled AD~ &wthof LA 39. North of LA 39 Elysian Fields

ADTismportedto be28,449.
(8) LA39 ADT refleds segmentnear Inner Harbor Navigation Canal. ADT fbr LA39 esst and west of Elysian Fields are 33,113 and 48,

615, mspeetively.
(9) Tfic countsfor Mmonaster Ave. repment sectionbetweenLouisa Street and Jourdan Road.
(10) No ADTforconowtionto portviaom-hslfmile on US 51.
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and 0.85 in large urban areas that congestion is not a problem. IfADT grows at rates of two
percent a year there would be very little impact on existing uncontested links in Table VI.7.
However, the congested links would become markedly worsened with respect to accessibility
relative to indications of growing congestio~ evidenced by volume capacity ratios exceeding 0.70
and 0.85 for small rural or uban areas and large urban areas, respectively. While the data in Table
VI.7 suggest that most of the uncontested links will require a considerable number of years to
become a problem (unless particular local land development occurs which materially alters traflic
patterns), planning and implementing a roadway capacity improvement can itself take many years,
so that use should be monitored closely. The most serious problems for the ports are the growth
of non-port traffic, particularly on access links that are already congested and will become worse
over the near term unless changes in access are made.

VI.B.2 RAILHIGHWAYFACILITYROADWAYACCESS

Table VI.8 indicates the estimated number of daily truck movements for rail highway intermodal
transfer facilities in Louisiana. The estimated annual number of loaded vehicle movements have
been doubled to reflect a worst case load-empty cycle to arrive at a maximum number of average
daily truck flows. Weekday peaks in the traffic have been ignored. The average daily truck
movements have been doubled to adjust for equivalent passenger vehicles (refer to Table VI.5).
The percentage of connecting roadway traflic contributed by each facility is based on dividing
“daily vehicle equivalents” by 1993 ADT as finished by DOTD. The data indicate that most
terminals except for SP and CSX contribute a minuscule amount of total ADT on connecting
roadway links. CSX rail-highway traflic is estimated to contribute 15 percent of total ADT on
Almonaster Avenue. SP rail-highway traffic is estimated to contribute 14 percent of total ADT
on Avondale Garden Road.

Table VI.9 indicates that most of the connecting links to the urban locations of rail-highway
facilities in New Orleans are heavily congested relative to ADT and generalized capacity of
particular links in the network. The CSX facility has among the lowest congestion
(ADT/generalized capacity) for access to France Road via Almonaster Avenue. Traflic to and
from the IC is heavily dependent on 1-10 as noted previously (tables VI.4 and VI.8). Local street
access to the IC facility will be augmented by the Tchoupitoulas Street renovation and corridor
project (refer to section VI.d.5.a). However, congestion on 1-10 will continue to be a primary
factor for most of the IC facility traffic that uses this corridor. Probably the worst facility from
the standpoint of accessibilhy and congestion is the KCS. Table VI.8 indicates that all of the
KCS traffic uses US 61 and then divides one-quarter and three-quarters between 1-10 and
Causeway Blvd., respectively, both of which are heavily congested at these locations.

Rail-highway locations in New Orleans will be particularly susceptible to growing arterial
congestion unless new capacity is provided or changes in railroad access to terminals are made.
Table VI.9 is indicative of growing congestion on the major arteries used by the New Orleans rail-
highway terminals.
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Table VL8
Louisiana Railroad/Highway Intermodal Terminal Access Roadway Characteristics

RAIutoAD
CnY

NEIWORK
ROADWAY
CONNECTIONS

ANNUAL
LOADED
TRUCKS

DAILY
TRUCK
MOVES

ANNUAL
TRUCK
MOWS

DAILY
VEHICLE

EQuNALErTm

1993
ADT

TERMINAL
SHARE
(%)

Noms

la
NOLA

NW
NOLA

KCSI
NOLA

LouiuianaAve.
Tchoupitoulas St.
I-lo

47,500
2,500

40,000

95,000
5,000

80,000

380
20

320

760
40

640

23,375
10,815
77,502

0.03
0.004
0.008

Florida Ave.
ElysianFields
1-10

LaBarreRoad
US61
1-10
causeway

30,000
30,000
27,000

40,000
40,000
10,OOO
30,000

60,000
60,000
54,000

80,000
80,000
20,000
60,000

200,000
60,000

140,000
140,000

240
240
216

320
320
80

240

480
480
432

NA
28,449
79,206

0.02
0.005 (1)

640
640
160
480

NA
44,742
138,446
77,304

10,323
120,397

8,156
57,175

0.01
0.001
0.009

0.15
0.004

0.14
0.02

Csxl
NOLA

sP/
Avondale

100,000
30,000

70,000
70,000

800
240

560
560

200
200

56
56

40

36

1600
480

1120
1120

Mmomsta Ave.
1-10

Avoodale Oar. Rd
US90

UPl
Avondale

SPI
Shreveport

KCS/
Shreveport

mrce NPWI

L418
US90

Intemdd Drive
US171

Shreveport
BlawhardRoad
1-220

25,000
25,000

7,000
7,000

5,000

4,500

50,000
50,000

14,000
14,000

10,OOO

9,000

400
400

112
112

80

72

18,963
48,867

NA
22,605

4,355

23,722

0.02
0.008

.
0.005

0.02

0.003

V* of LOuisiaoaRXi=IntemmW Tenninak and Louisiana Department ot Tmmpdation andDevelopment
-’w

Notes

(1) All NS Florids Avenuetraflic assumedto route via Elysiao Fields (LA3021).
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Table VL9
Louisiana Railroad/13ighway Access Roadway Capacity Utilization

RAILROAD

ICI
NOLA

NSI
NOLA

KCS/
NOLA

Cwu
NOLA

w
Avondale

UPl
Avondale

SPI
Shreveport

KCS/
Shreveport

ROADWAY 1993 ADT ROAD 24-HouR uTfLIzATI NOTES
CONNECTIONS (IADOTD) TYPE (h.PACITY ON (’??)

(LADOTD)

Louisiana Ave. 23,375 U4L 23,000 102
TchoupitoulasSt. 10,815 U2L 12,000 90 (1)
1-10 77,502 U6LF 102,000 125 (2)

ElysianFields 28,449 U4LD 27,000 105 (3)
1-10 79,206 U6LF 102,OOO 78 (4)

US61 44,742 U6LD 40,000 112 (5)
1-10 138,446 U61..F 102,OOO 136 (6)
Causeway 77,304 U4LF 68,000 114 (7)

AlmonasterAve 10,323 U4LD 27,000 38 (8)
1-10 120,397 U6LF 102,OOO 118 (9)

AvondaleGar.Rd 8,156 U2L 12,000 68
US90 57,175 U4LF 68,000 84 (lo)

LA18 18,%3 U2L 12,000 158 (11)
US90 48,867 U4LF 68,000 72 (12)

US171 22,605 U4LF 68,000 33 (13)

ShreveportBlanchsrd 4,355 U2L 12>000 36
Road.
1-220 23,722 U4LF 68,000 35

Notes
(1) Does not reflecl Tcbupitoulas Street renovation and River Terminal Complexcomidorproject
(2) ADTfm 1-10(77,502)iafmaegmeot east of US 90. Se@ of 1-10weat ofUS 90 has mpated ADT of 127,762.
(3) Elysian Fields ADT is fw segmentnorth ofLA39. Elysian Fields ADT south ofLA39 acereported as 43,172. El~ian Fields ADT north of
1-10are 38,056.
(4) 1-10ADT apecifiedfor segmentwest of ElyxianFielda. Mat ofElyxianFields 1-10ADT are 66,648.
(5) ADT fbr US 61 eat ofCauaeway.
(6) ADT for 1-10eaat of~y.
(7) CauaewayADTfbr qpnent betweenUS 61 and 1-10. South ofUS 61 CauaewayADT are 53,167.
(8) ADT for Akmster Avenue belween Louisa Street and Jourdao Road.
(9) ADTfor I-10 sagment eaatofLouiaa street. WeatofLouisa Street I-10 ADT are 117,489.
(10) US 90 capaoityrated as a fbur lane ffeeway at this locatioILwhich probably ovemtateanominal oapaoitycomparedto 27,000 ADT (24-hour)
for Urban Four Lane Divided Roadway.
(11) ADT speoitledfbr Bridge City Avenuewhich may not be mmparableto River Road portions ofLA 18 weat of 90.
(12)US 90 apacityratad =fmlaneby atthia k=tioIIwhiohdlyov~~ capadymmparedto 27,000 ADT (24-hour)
for Urban Four Lane Divided Roadway.
(13)Us 171 caPacitYrated as Four L.aneFremvayat this kX=ti~ti&+lyOV~~ cqacity cornpamdto 27,000 ADT (24-
hour) for Urban Four b Divided Roadway.

source NPWIhmntmy of LouisianaRailH@way IntemmdalTermimlsandLouisianaDepartmentofTraqmtation andDevelopment
-~)
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VLc LOCAL RAILROAD CONNECTIONS

Table VI. 10 contains a description of connecting railroad characteristics applicable to difl’erent
public port facilities in Louisiana. All port facilities at New Orleans except as noted have equal
open access to all major connecting railroads when served by the New Orleans Public Belt
Railroad (NOPB). However, facilities not served by the terminal switching railroad, NOPB, have
various degrees of restricted access. Access outside of the Port of New Orleans ranges fi-om
reciprocal switching between three connecting carriers at Baton Rouge to no reciprocal switching
at Shreveport. Lake Charles has a combination of different local railway access conditions for the
east and west bank facilities at the port. Some port owned connecting trackage is operated jointly
and alternatively by Iinehaul railroads (Industrial Canal South Shore and Bulk Terminal).
Reciprocal switching has historically existed between the UP access to the City Docks and two
other railroads. However, changing railroad physical connections and commercial practices have
materially altered the degree to which the City Docks are accessible to carriers other than UP for
rice and other cargoes from what has been considered part of the port’s natural geographic
hinterland.

VLD SUMMARY

Accessibility of Louisiana marine and rail-highway intermodal terminals appears in general to be
adequate overall with exceptions, notably at New Orleans (highway) and Lake Charles (rail), for
the current traffic handled by these facilities relative to local connecting roads and rail links. The
intermodal facilities in the state covered within the scope of this study (marine and rail-highway
terminals) exhibit different access issues and concerns based on size of the area. Accordingly,
large scale marine and rail-highway facilities will be addressed separately for New Orleans and
other parts of the state.

VLD.1 NEWORLEANSHIGHWAYACCESS

The primary concern for highway access relative to port trafllc is the existing congested links of
the interstate network. Access to the port from the west via 1-10 is particularly affected by this
artery. The redevelopment of the Mississippi River Terminal Complex will require planned access
improvements and alternatives to current truck routes through residential neighborhoods. The
problems of the upriver access are at least in part addressed by the current Crescent City
Comection to Henry Clay portion of the planned Tchoupitoulas Corridor. Unfortunately, upriver
access horn the west will not be addressed by the current plans for the Tchoupitoulas Corridor.
Further refinements and extensions of the corridor seem likely, particularly if there is sustained
growth in Mississippi River Terminal traflic and no other planned access improvements via 1-10.

Road access to the local rail-highway terminals in New Orleans is adequate relative to the volume
of units handled at any one location or for any specific destination. Planned improvements to
reach Jourdan Road via US 90 with a short connection to I-10 should be
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Table VL1O
Louisiana Public Port Facility Rail Connection Characteristics

I Port I Trackage Cbamctedstics I Onllock I connecting Raihadl I No& [
General

Facility Tracka Type LeI@l(ft) Cargo Direct Indirect
Tramfer

Oreater Baton Oen Cargo 2 Stub 1800 NA UP IC/KCS 1
Rouge OellCargo 2 Stub 1500 NA UP ICKCS

2 - 6000 Yea UP KYKCS
OrainElevator 4 Stub 3900 NA UP KYKCS

6 LJop 5100 NA UP IC/KCS
MolassesTerminal 2 Stub 940 NA UP ICJKCS

CadcbBoa3icr BargeTerminal 1 Stub 11500 Yes UP SPKCS 2
1 1200 NA UP SPIKCS

Iberia 2 Stub 150 No LD SP 3
OreatecLafburche NA NA NA NA SP 4
LakeCharles city Docks 25 Stub 50424 Yes UP sP/Kcs 5

SouthSi& 1 Stub 71861 No uP/sP KCS 6

Bulk Tetminal 1 Stub 7761 NA SPIKCS UP 7
3 14700

Krok springs NA NA NA NA UP 8
MorganC@ NA NA NA NA SP 9
NewOrleans HenryClay 4 stub 1500 Yes NOPB ● 10

NashvilleAve 3 Stub 2600 Yes NOPB ●

6 I..aov 5200 Ya NOPB *

Napoleon Ave 2 Stub 4000(e) Y= NOPB ●

Louisii Ave 1 720 Yea IC **

sevenihlHannony 2 Stub 3000 Yes NOPB ●

Fint St. 1 Stub 900 Ya NOPB ●

1 w ~ Yea NOPB ●

st. Andrew 1 w 1400 No NOPB ●

Celeate St 1 1100 No NOPB ●

Marketsi 2 Looo 1920 No NOPB *

Oov. Nichols St. 1 Stub 1000 No NOPB ●

1 1000 No NOPB ●

EsplendcAve. 2 Stub 100(1 No NOPR ●

Mandctille St
Pm

.—- ..-. —

1 2 * ‘--- ~:2000 NOPB ●

I

SW. I 2 Siub 1400 No NOPB ●

t Poland St. 4 Stub 2800 Y- NOPB ●

Alabost 3 Stub 2300 Yes NS ●*

Franse Rd 1 2 Stub 1200 No NOPB ●

France Rd4 2 Stub 1000 No NOPB ●

France Rd 516 2 Stub 600 No NOPB ●

JourdanRd 1 Stub 900 YeZ NOPB ●

2 1420 YeI NOPB *

stBcmard Arabil 2 1200 No NS * 11
Afabi2 3 1200 No NS ●

PortManohac Facility1 1 Stub 1000 Yes IC None 12
FaciMy2 1 Stub 2000 Yes IC

1 w ~ Yea Ic

Facility3 1 Stub 300 Yea Ic

ource NPWILouisiana Public PortIntermoddTerminalFacility Highway and I&ilway Accessibility Inventory
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Table VL1O(continued)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

10.

11.

12.

Reciprocal switching exists for the IC and KCS.
The port is outside of the switching limits and does not have reciprocal switching.
The port is served directly by L&D, interchanging with SP has a connecting carrier.
Nearest rail service is SP public siding approximately 30 miles north.
Port owned rail spur operated by UP extends approximately 50,000 feet comecting UP line to City Docks.
There is approximately 4000 feet of trackage within the City Docks complex, with unloading spots for about
80/50-fcwt boxcars. Reciprocal switching exists between SP and UP. Reciprocal switching also exists

between KCS and SP. There is no direct KCS-UP connection to City Docks except via SP, since the
abandonment of KCS Calcasieu River bridge and all. (KCS) trackage on the east side of the river that was
formerly used to C4mnect with the UP.
Port owned rail spur operated in alternating two year periods by UP and SP extenda approximately 72,000
feet toIndustrialCanalSouthShore.ReciprocalswitchingexistsbetweenUPandSPandKCSandSP.
PortownedrailspuroperatedaspartofajointfacilityinalternatingtwoyearperiodsbySPandKCSon
WestBaukofCalcasieuShipChannel.
NeareatrailserviceisUPpublicsidingapproximately1/2milefromport.
Nearestrailserviceis SPleasedsidingapproximately2milestim port.
Exceptasnoted*allNOPBconnectionsatNewOrleansprovideforequalswitchingratesforallsixtrunk
linecarriers.NOPBchargesareusuallyfullyabsorbedbyconnectinglinehaulcarriers.Facilitiesat
LouisianaAve.andAlaboSt.,servedbyICandNS,respectively,havedifferentreciprocalswitching
arrangementsbetweenlinehaulcarriersfornoncompetitivetratlic.
ServedbyNSviaformerLouisiauaSouthernsubsidiarywhichhasMerent reciprocalarrangementswith
connectingcarriersfornoncompetitivetrailic.
Nootherrailswitchingavailable.

adequate for the volume of current and projected trailic handled by this facility. Recent actions to
close the portion of France Road adjacent to the container berths to public traffic should enable
the port to better control the high volume of container traillc to and from these facilities from
local highways and rail terminals.

Future traffic growth for the major links at New Orleans indicates that existing problems of
congestion and access to the marine and rail-highway facilities will deteriorate unless new capacity
is forthcoming. The marine and rail intermodal facilities are comparatively low volume users of
the major congested arteries such as 1-10. However, access between the major highway arteries
and these facilities should become part of planning for port facility growth. Accordingly, some
degree of cost sharing or participation of dflerent fimding sources may be desirable where there
are specific marine or rail-highway intermodal facility impacts, for example improvements to
Jourdan Road access or improvements to east-west railroad connections for shared intermodal
terminal access.
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VLD.2 NEWORLEANSRAILWAYACCESS

The port handles very little rail carload traflic relative to the past which has led to operating
inefficiencies for the sprawling network of wharves and industries that still require service by the
New Orleans Public Belt Railroad. The NOPB precept that an independent public terminal
switching railroad is necessaxy for competitive access suffers from the lack of sufficient trailic
base to sustain self-sufficient operations. Technically speaking, there are no major access
problems via NOPB as long as there is sufficient non-operating income to subsidize significant
operating losses.

The NOPB trafilicbase appears to have reached a new lower plateau with the permanent closure
of the Public Bulk Terminal. Unless new sources of operating income become available other
than traditional rail switching services, NOPB will be minimally self-sustaining under its existing
revenue structure and organization. Without any changes in operating revenue or size of the
organization supported by operations the Belt will have to continue to rely on more than $1
million a year in non-operating income to offset cash operating losses of this magnitude from
railway switching.

Recent past NOPB annual operating cash deficits between 1991 and 1993 have averaged about
$900,000. The loss of the Public Bulk Terminal volume, about 4000 cars per year, will primarily
reduce revenues and have little impact on expenses. Therefore, it is likely that NOPB annual
operating deficits, after tax accruals will increase to $1.3 to $1.4 million thus equalling or slightly
exceeding non-operating revenues. Unless additional revenues are secured to replace the bulk
plant account it is likely that the fiture of the Belt will no longer include positive cash flows. If
this occurs the fiture of the Belt will be a fimction of the rate at which it consumes its existing
unencumbered cash assets used to earn interest income. Once the cash resewes are diminished
the Belt will enter a downward spiral that will result in a need for new subsidies from its primary
users or beneficiaries or serious reconsideration of the “belt” railroad concept with perhaps major
restructuring of the existing network.

Clearly, the Belt and rail access in New Orleans as historically defied by the “belt” concept is
about to enter anew era. The inability of the Belt to be self-sustaining will eventually force some
combination of adjustments in charges, physical plant, and organization. Further declines in traffic
will only exacerbate the inevitable need for some form of restructuring or new source of subsidies
to sustain the Belt.

The major rail access issue of broader interest to the railroads serving New Orleans is the ease of
transfer of pre-blocked run-through trains between major east-west systems. The transfers all
require use of the Public Belt Mississippi River Bridge (Huey P. Long Bridge) and must transit
the obsolete East Bridge Junction. While direct links exist between NS and the west bank
systems, UP and SP, access to CSX is only possible via trackage rights over the NS “back belt”
line. Technically, access to CSX is possible via the river line of NOPB is possible to reach CSX.
The NOPB regularly operates trains of between 20 and 40 cars from Cotton Warehouse Yard to



France Road via the river front line adjacent to the French Quarter. However, because the NOPB
urban riverfront line is circuitous and plagued with numerous vehicular and pedestrian grade
crossings, is is not a feasible alternative to reach CSX (an added handicap is a clearance restriction
prohibiting double stack rail cars beneath the St. Claude Avenue Bridge).

Improvements to the east-west bank connection will have little impact for the port or local
industry. Most of the traflic handled via the NOPB bridge between the east and west trunkline
systems (CSX/NS and UP/SP) is of a “run through” variety. For several reasons the character of
intermodal services to the port and the state will not materially change with improvements to the
Mississippi River crossing unless originating and terminating traflic is sufficient to warrant
dedicated trains and/or terminals such as a port “near” dock transfer facility. In the absence of
exogenous increases in local and port intermodal trafEc, the character of rail-highway terminals is
likely to remain unaltered relative to changes in rail linehaul access.

VLD.3 HIGHWAYACCESSTOOTHERINTERMODALTMuwnwws

With the exception of New Orleans most of the other public marine terminals are in relatively
rural areas or near smaller urban areas where access is more related to the isolation of these
facilities from major interstate highways. The larger general commodity ports, Baton Rouge and
Lake Charles, currently have relatively good roadway access. Low volume capacity ratios for
most links serving these ports indicate that the fiture access issues for these locations and other
ports seem to be more related to maintenance of local arteries that link the port with relatively
unconstrained major highways.

It would be desirable to have flexibility to provide priority or assistance where appropriate for
maintenance of state or local access links, respectively, which could be designated as “intermodal”
marine or rail-highway connectors. Certainly, any planning for major new traflic patterns that
would increase the level of utilization of these access links to the detriment of intermodal access
should contain remedial measures.

VLD.4 RAILWAYACCESSTOOTHERINTERMODALTERMINALS

Port facilities at Baton Rouge and Lake Charles are major bulk and general cargo users of rail
service. Local rail switching and competitive access have been perceived as problems. However,
for a variety of reasons, primarily volume, the ports have been unable to secure a permanent
solution to service (Baton Rouge) and service and competitive access (Lake Charles). The rail
service and access problems of specialty ports liie Baton Rouge and Lake Charles are not unlike
single location shippers who lack competitive remedies such as geographic competition to induce
substitutes. Increasingly, large single system rail lines have alternatives to by-pass ports like Lake
Charles where access is at issue (City Docks for KCS and SP).

Service may also suffer unless ports or their tenants have the leverage to execute service contracts
that call for petiormance penalties and incentives that can be linked directly to transit time and car
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spotting, including switching. Where ports have large accounts of rail traflic with particular
shippers, it would seem that they could join with the shippers in negotiating appropriate service
constraints, providing for remedies or incentives, but this is likely to be a new role for port
managers, which they may be unwilling or unprepared to take. For example, it was noted that
seemingly part of the obstacle to restoring KCS access to the Lake Charles City Docks was the
provision of storage capacity in the SP yard to accommodate increased tra.fllc. An estimate of
$150,000 was quoted as the requirement for track refkbishment for KCS use of the SP facilities.
IfKCS was to supply traflic such as rice at or near past historical levels, about 3000 cars and
300,000 tons per year, the upgrading expenditure could be recovered at a nominal assessment of
$0.50 per ton.

Typically the service and access concerns that exist among the medium and small ports that
cannot be addressed on a volume contractual incentive basis may have to be handled in a
commercially innovative manner such as a partnership between the port, users, and the railway. It
may be possible to set up “seed grant” demonstration grants or concessions between the parties
where for a pro-rata sharing of the risk each participant assumes the opportunity for benefit as
defined by user fees, etc. Viewed in this manner “access” maybe defied as competitive thrusts
by partnershipping.

A role for the public sector in promoting access related to cross modal finding or maintenance of
existing facilities may be warranted in particular situations such as in Shreveport where there has
been insufficient volume to support rail-highway terminals and institutional impediments to
accumulate sufficient volume via multiple or shared access. The absence of sufficient traflic or
leverage by any party may require consortiums to be developed to explore new access incentives
and initiatives to define what is possible to change and to disregard the rest relative to other
opportunities that the ports have.
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VH, INFRASTRUCTURE, INSTITUTIONAL AND POLICY ISSUES

VH.A FREIGHT RAILROADS

VH.A.1 INSTITUTIONALCAPABILm - COMMITMENT

State and metropolitan agencies are obliged by the ISTEA to consider the role of railroads in
planning and programming for a more integrated transportation system. However, resource
allocation for railroad purposes is very limited in the ISTEA’Sprovisions, and no support is
provided within Louisiana’s Transportation Trust Fund. Louisiana DOTD, however, does
administer the state’s participation in the Federal Railroad Safety Program and the Federal
Railroad Administration’s Local Freight Rail Assistance Progriuq both of which are addressed
below.

Historically, public sector involvement with the tleight railroads has been limited to stiety, rate
and labor regulation. Public finding assistance for freight railroads has been negligible since the
original land grants made almost a centwy ago. By contrast, other freight carriers have received
varying levels of public assistance in development or maintenance of intercity links or terminals.
Railroad response to the ISTEA has been measured, based upon its limited contribution to their
interests. Nevertheless, if initiatives are taken by metropolit~ state and federal transportation
agencies to protect and enhance railroad interests, the railroads will respond appropriately.

Freight railroads have a significant impact on the strength of the state’s industrial and agricultural
sectors, in the success of Louisiana’s public ports, and on the utilization of highways. In the
fiture, the state’s freight railroads may play a role in intercity passenger transportation. Typically,
however, agency sttihave little knowledge of freight railroads (e.g., their role in intermodal
transportation, their decision-making values and process, their public impacts). If state and
metropolitan agencies are to address the total transportation system (including freight movements
by all modes) in planning and resource allocation they must be properly sttied to do so.

The public is also poorly informed about freight railroads, and this has contributed to the absence
of supportive public policies. While benefits for freight railroads are limited, the ISTEA does
provide opportunity for railroads to improve their standing with the public and in public resource
allocation. However, the railroads must communicate their interests. An effective partnership
will require that agency initiatives be complemented with contributions ilom rail carriers and
users. Railroads should designate representatives to actively participate in agency planning,
program development and capital investment decisions. Finally, railroads should improve
coordination among themselves to improve efficiency on shared facilities and in interchange
operations.

To facilitate an integrated programmatic approach to rail intermodal planning, the Railroad/
Highway Safety Program and personnel should be combined with the current rail program (Rail

VII-1



Program Manager) and, if authorized, the added stti described below into a distinct Rail Section.
This will foster close coordinatio~ cross-training, and better personnel utilization.

DOTD’S freight rail planning/program administration capability should be expanded by providing
qualified staff and finding for project planning and evaluation. Three new positions are required
to provide specialized knowledge and expertise of freight railroad issues and opportunities.
Funding will be needed, in addition to the proposed three staiTpositions, for contracted
professional seivices, office equipment, publications, training and travel. In the absence of
enhanced rail strollingat DOTD, no activities beyond the status quo can be pursued.

The ISTEA requires state and metropolitan transportation agencies to consider the role of
railroads in their efforts to better integrate and enhance the total transportation system.
Historically, public sector involvement with the freight railroads has been limited to safety, rate
and labor regulation. Assistance from state finds for freight rail projects is now only available
through Louisiana’s Port Construction and Development Priority Progr~ limited to projects on
publicly-owned port property. Only recently has the state filled the position of Rail Program
Manager (lefl vacant since 1986), and this remains the single position dedicated to all rail matters
(highway crossings of railroads are addressed by sttiin Highway Maintenance). Knowledgeable
stti and a budget for other professional services will enable DOTD to address rail-related issues
and opportunities. These DOTD resources could also be made available to assist regional MPOS
on freight rail and intermodal challenges.

VII.A.2 ~ILAIGHWAY GRADE~OSSINGS

Roadway crossings of railroads have long been considered, and remain principally, an issue of
highway safety. More recently, with growing volumes of rail freight tra.ilic, an emerging public
interest in rail passenger service, and a desire for higher train operating speeds, rail/highway
crossings are increasingly important aspects of safe and efficient railroad operations. The multiple
management aspects of roadway grade crossings of railroads are to be addressed under three of
the management systems mandated by the ISTEA to use resources more effectively and respond
to the public’s higher performance expectations, namely, Congestion Management, Safety and
Interrnodal Management Systems.

In the three year period from 1990 through 1992, there were a total of512 collisions between
trains and highway vehicles reported in Louisiantq 276 of these accidents resulted in injuries or
fatalities (353 injuries, 51 fatalities). The state’s rail/highway grade crossing improvement
program is currently fimded at only $3 million annually (80 percent Federal, with a 20 percent
state match). Assuming 25 percent of the current public crossings can be closed, recent estimates
indicate that $150 million is needed just to install active warning devices at public crossings where
they presently do not exist and to upgrade some of the existing equipment.

Replacing existing grade-level roadway crossings which experience high traffic with roadway
overpasses or underpasses would generate significant public safety, congestion mitigation and
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environmental benefits, but would require a greatly expanded investment capability. Public
tiding for warning improvements at private roadway crossings is not currently authorized;
however, there is growing national and state concern about crossings that are not included under
the existing rail/highway crossing program.

In addition to the availability of federal and state (and possibly local and private) fimds for
warning improvements at, or grade separations of, public and private crossings, other policy
issues related to the safety or train operations aspects of crossings include:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Closure and consolidation of crossings
Refinements to the on-going evaluation of crossing enhancements
Enforcement of traffic laws at crossings
Increased awareness of rail/highway crossings as a special type of highway
“intersection”
Crossing safety education (including Operation Lifesaver)
Coordinated crossing incident response
Land use impacts on crossing trai%c
Investment in enhancements to private roadway crossings
Mobilization for a potential increase in crossing signaling projects

A large increase in annual finding is needed in order to improve the safety and efficiency of both
highway and railroad operations. Monies could be used to close crossings, install active warning
devices, improve crossing surfaces, improve crossing approaches, and to construct grade
separations. The total annual cost for this program would vary depending on the growth
scenario, and is detailed later in this chapter.

DOTD already administers the existing grade crossing program and would administer the
expanded program as well. Planning, preliminary engineering, right-of-way acquisition, utility
relocation, and construction would be eligible for funding under this program. Funds could be
used at any public crossing. Railroads should then focus their resources on addressing private
crossings.

Expand Public Awareness and Law Enforcement O@cer Training to Improve Safety at
Rail/Highway Grade Crossings

Many drivers have little understanding of the risks at raihighway crossings. Public education is
an effective means of improving safety. An expansion of the Operation Lifesaver crossing
awareness program is proposed. In addition, little enforcement of existing traffic laws regarding
crossings is presently being done. It is proposed that funding be provided for oi%cer training to
emphasize the seriousness of the safety problem and to improve knowledge of relevant statutes.
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The Louisiana Highway Safety Commission would administer the expanded program.
Additional fb.nding would be used for one full-time staff position, printed and video materials,
public announcements, law enforcement seminars, etc.

VII.A.3 NEWORLEANSEASTBRIDGEJUNCTION- RAILGATEWAYCASESTUDY

East Bridge Junction (at the eastern foot of the Huey P. Long railroad bridge in New Orleans) is
the principal bottleneck in Louisiana’s railroad network. The Junction is owned by the New
Orleans Public Belt Railroad (NOPB, an agency of the City of New Orleans), and links directly
with Illinois Central trackage. Maintenance and operation of the Junction is governed principally
by agreements between these two railroads. East Bridge Junction is, however, the state’s major
rail gateway because it provides, in close proximity, linkage among the Southern Pacific and
Union Pacific (via NOPB’S Huey Long Bridge), the Norfolk Southern (and via the NS, CSX),
NOUPT (Amtrak), and NOPB’S mainline. The actual movement of trains across the Junction
involves decisions by NS, IC and UP ol%cials. In addition, several highly-trafficked roadway
grade crossings are located nearby. As a result, the safety and efllciency of both highway and
rail operations (both private and public), and for both freight and passengers, are affected.

Under existing conditions and agreements, train movements through the Junction are slow and
frequently delayed, resulting in increased blockage of nearby crossings, unacceptable schedules
for Amtrak service, the diversion of freight rail traffic away fi-omLouisian~ and an increase in
associated costs (or loss of revenue) for all affected parties.

Steps to ameliorate the situation include a reconfiguration and reconstruction of the trackwork
and associated signalling/control and crossing systems, and a reconsideration of train movement
control through the Junction. The freight railroads and Amtrak have in recent years initiated
discussions to identi~ solutions that all railroads can agree to. These discussions continue. A
conceptual engineering plan for upgrading the infkstructure has been agreed to, the local MPO
has been made aware of the project, and DOTD’Sprogram manager is aware of the related grade
crossing issues. However, sources for the capital fhnding required (about $8M for reconstruction
of the track intersection and control tower alone) have not been identified. No discussion of
revising train control through the Junction is underway. hformal contact with U.S. Federal
Railroad Administration (FW) oftlcials indicate a willingness to support a solution, within their
constraints, if invited.

While benefits from improving the Junction’s current situation will accrue to the private freight
railroads, the publicly-owned NOPB (and its principal customer, the Port of New Orleans),
Amtrak and its customers, and nearby roadway users are also affected. Congestion mitigation
and air quality improvements can likewise be achieved, and the ISTEA’s goal of a “seamless”
intermodal transportation network can be advanced. Finally, a coordinated approach which
addresses the many aspects of the problem, and involves public and private, freight and
passenger, local, state and federal interests, can become a model for the resolution of similar rail
gateway challenges elsewhere in Louisiana and the nation.
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New Orleans East Bridge Junction - Rail Gateway Problem Resolution

DOTD’Srail program staff should be engaged in a “facilitator” role to assist the local MPO and
the private and public (NOPB, Amtrak, NOUPT) railroads in engineering analysis and
negotiations leading to consensus on both (1) infkstructure and equipment renewal and re-
configuration, including cost-sharing for these investments, and (2) the control of train
movements through the junction, with goals of expediting trains, providing equitable treatment
of all trains, and reducing overall costs of the control function. Owners and users of the Junction
should be assisted in identifying and applying for public tiding assistance (possible DOTD
programs, above).

Funding would be provided for supporting the additional staff time, other professional services,
impact studies, and preliminary engineering.

VII.A.4 LIGHTDENSITYRAILROADS

Except for the limited provisions of DOTD’s Port Priority Program, no fimding assistance is
currently available for freight rail projects in Louisiana. The survey of freight rail issues and
opportunities pefiorrned within this statewide intermodal planning process has revealed instances
where public benefits from freight rail improvements, which would not otherwise be
forthcoming, can be realized with targeted public tiding assistance.

Light density, shorthaul, or “collection and distribution” railroad operations, for example, can
have a measurable impact on local economies, but because of their cost structure such operations
can often not generate sufficient direct revenue to adequately capitalize the necessary
infrastructure. If appropriate maintenance and rehabilitation is not performed on such lines, rail
service will eventually be discontinued. Louisiana’s economic goals maybe thwarted if rail
shippers are charged the initial filly allocated cost of capital upgrades: traffic and jobs maybe
sent elsewhere. Moreover, a loss of rail service can result in a shift of traffic to other publicly
supported modes (with concomitant impacts), and increase the risk of losing a right-of-way.

The magnitude and scope of the light density rail network in Louisiana are broad. Based on
secondary data there appear to be only three major line segments which might be considered as
“light density” candidates using the criterion of less than 5 million gross tons per mile of track
(MGTM) a year. These line segments are: (1) IC between Baton Rouge and Hammond - less
than 5 MGTM, spanning approximately 30 miles; (2) IC from Mississippi State line to Talisheek
- less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 33 miles; (3) IC between Talisheek to Slidell - less
than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 17 miles (filed for abandonment); and (4) KCS (former
Mid-South Rail) between Gibsland and Witileld - less than 5 MGTM, spanning approximately
66 miles. Total segment mileages from this source, excluding the IC line between Talisheek to
Slidell, would be 146 miles.
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There are many other smaller segments that can be considered as light density rail lines and
possible candidates for service reduction or abandonment. Four railroads (UP, NS SP and IC)
supplied system density maps for their Louisiana lines. According to the maps, at least eleven
branch lines of these systems would appear to be of a light density catego~ as follows: (1) SP
branch from Lake Charles to Lake Arthur - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 33 miles
(now only extends 2 to 3 miles beyond Lake Charles); (2) SP branch from Lafayette to Breaux
Bridge - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 8 miles, transfer pending to Louisiana &
Delta; (3) SP branch from Lafayette to Opelousas, less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately
22 miles (now extends only about 1 mile beyond Lafayette); (4) SP branch from Avondale to
Algiers - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 5 miles; (5) UP branch from Avondale to
Gouldsboro (Algiers) - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 5 miles; (6) UP branch from
Addis to Anchorage - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 13 miles; (7) UP branch from
Livonia to Anchorage - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 15 miles; (8) UP branch
from Collinston to Bastrop (connecting with the Arkansas, Louisiana & Mississippi Railroad
shortline) - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 7 miles; (9) UP branch from Opelousas
to Church Point - less than 1 MGTM, spanning approximately 13 miles (no longer in service);
and (1O)UP branch from Kinder to Lake Charles - less than 2 MGTM, spanning a distance of
approximately 31 miles. Total light density branch line segment route miles from the system
maps for UP and SP would be approximately 168, including the SP branch between Lafayette
and Breaux Bridge, which is being transferred to a shortline operator (L&D). Active miles in
operation appear to be substantially less due to recent service or physical abandonments. Total
service miles for the ten branches appear to be about 88.

Total shortline route mileage operated in the state is nearly 400 miles. Short line track mileage is
about 440 miles. It appears that only about one-fifth of the states shortline rail mileage has been
rehabilitated and that most of the existing shortline mileage which was acquired fi-omClass I
railroads via downsizing, rationalization, and abandonment, is in need of some physical
rehabilitation. Additionally, some allowance should be made for remaining light density lines of
Class I railroads that maybe candidates for transfer to shortline railroads. One example is the
UP line Iiom Kinder to Lake Charles, which provides the only rail connection for the SP and
KCS railroads through the UP to the city docks of the Port of Lake Charles for breakbulk cargos.
The major customer on the line is the Port of Lake Charles which is served three times a week by
the UP.

If two-thirds of the existing light density service mileage was converted to short line use, total
short line route miles would increase approximately 150 to 550. If eighty percent of this
estimated total mileage required rehabilitation, there would be a requirement for almost 450
miles of track upgrading to meet FRA Class II operating standards of 20 miles per hour
maximum.

Estimated average rehabilitation costs per mile were supplied by DOTD for high and low
scenarios. The high scenario envisions total replacement of all components of the track structure
of which the primary item is rail. The high rehabilitation cost estimates range form $240,000 to
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$300,000 per mile, including labor but excluding rail crossings and signals (if applicable). The
low rehabilitation cost estimates range from $65,000 to $125,000 per mile and do not include any
rail replacement.

For most of the lines in question, the weight and condition of the rail is usually adequate to
sustain fiture light density freight operations. Consequently, usually a low rehabilitation
threshold cost is required to efficiently sustain future operations. Low rehabilitation costs can be
presumed sufficient at approximately $80,000 per mile to include consideration for bridges. At
this rate it would require nearly $36 million to rehabilitate approximately 450 miles of existing
and potential short line railroad to meet FRA category II (20 miles per hour) condition.

A federally-sponsored (funded from general revenues) Rail Freight Assistance Program has
existed for many years, and several Louisiana shortline railroads have been able to take
advantage of the capital contributions provided. The long-term continuation of this federal
program is unlikely. Available fimds from this program are very limited, and eligibility
requirements and application procedures, set from a federal perspective, may not address
Louisiana needs. Other states have created or are considering their own local rail assistance
programs.

Responsive strategies that may be considered include: a dedication of railroad iiel taxes to
railroad purposes (state and federal); an industrial inducement program by the state to attract
users to shortline carriers; an expansion of the Port Priority Program - with enhanced
opportunities for rail; and the creation of a state-supported program to provide tiding ardor
financing assistance for Louisiana’s local railroads.

Revolving Loan Fundfor Light Density Railroad Rehabilitation

It is suggested that the state create a loan tiding program (similar to the previous Federal511
program) for light density railroad infrastructure, available to any railroad applicant. The
program would be designed to address the fact that railroad infrastructure improvements are
fixed and labor-intensive and therefore in many cases cannot be collateralized by a private
lending institution. The program would provide a loan of up to 80 percent of the project cost for
track and related infrastructure (e.g., bridges, signals, rail portion of road crossing repairs,
including relocations, etc.), rehabilitation of existing lines and restoration of discontinued lines
where warranted. These loans would be scheduled for repayment over a ten year period. It is
proposed that this state-tided loan program accumulate at a rate of $1.5 million annually over
25 years. Loan repayments would accrete to the fund. Total funding would provide for the
rehabilitation of about 450 miles of track statewide.

The loan mechanism is recommended rather than grants in order to preserve private ownership of
existing rail infrastructure where feasible, apportioning the risk of unremunerative investment in
largely sunk assets (track components) between the owner and the state. An infrastructure loan
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program tends to minimize ill-conceived investments in track which cannot generate suf!licient
benefits to either party, the state or the operator.

The program would be administered by the Rail Program OffIce of DOTD, with rules and
procedures similar to DOTD’SPort Priority Program. Funds would be allocated on a competitive
basis among applicants. Evaluation criteria would be developed, drawing upon those used in the
Federal Local Freight Rail Assistance Program and the Port Priority Program, but adjusted to
reflect the program’s goal of rehabilitating the state’s light density railroads over the period 1995-
2020.

Illustrative examples of projects which may apply for fimding assistance through one or both of
these programs include rehabilitation and upgrade of Bayou Sale and Abbeville spurs, Louisiana
& Delta Railroad; the Delta Southern Railroad line between Lake Providence and the Arkansas
State Line; and the Louisiana and North West Railroad line between Gibsland and the Arkansas
State Line.

Freight Rail Intermodal Grant Program

Some light density railroad intermodal assistance can be useful and warranted where
demonstrable public benefits can be achieved only through provision of dedicated equipment for
special services. Examples of candidate services include the Louisiana& Delta proposal for the
intermodal haul of sugar cane from field to mill; a dedicated service carrying export rice from
Louisiana mills to the Port of Lake Charles; and the provision of lift equipment at railhruck
intermodal transfer facilities experiencing low volumes in the absence of such equipment (e.g.,
Baton Rouge, Alexandria).

All such grants would be conditioned on achievement of a return on state investment from
reduced risks to life and property; reductions in other public sector expenditures such as on
highway maintenance, congestion mitigation, or air quality improvements; or net revenue
increases (surplus of state taxes paid less the value of state services provided) from possible
economic development impacts.

An annual grant program for an initial period of ten years, and requiring a 50 percent match from
the project sponsor, is suggested. The need for state assistance for rail intermodal equipment
would be re-evaluated at the end often years. The state would maintain an equity position in
equipment provided to the private sector operator for the life of the capital. The operator would
be responsible for all maintenance and insurance of the replacement value.

The program would be administered by the Rail Program Office of DOTD, with rules and
procedures similar to the Port Priority Program. Funds would be allocated on a competitive basis
among applicants. Evaluation criteria would be developed, drawing upon those used in the
Federal Local Freight Rail Assistance Program and the Port Priority Program. Funds not
allocated for any reason would be shifted to DOTD’STransportation Trust Fund.
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VILA.5 SHIPPERCHOICEINRAILDISTRIBUTION-ECONOMICANDINTERMODAL
SYSTEMIMPACTS

Railroads and pipelines are unique among transportation systems in that the physical links that
form their networks are, with rare exception, privately owned by a single carrier. While there are
many airlines that operate on public airways and at public airports, many trucking companies
operating over public highways, and many vessel owners operating over public waterways and at
public ports, each railroad operates over the track network that it owns and maintains. (Railroads
do interchange traffic with each other where their networks meet, and on some links, by special
contracts, permit operations by another rail carrier.) The result is that a rail user’s location on a
rail network typically predetermines the single rail service provider available. The shipper may
be able to choose truck, barge, or pipeline as an alternate means of distribution.

During the course of user/provider outreach efforts as part of the development of a Louisiana
Intermodal Plan, some rail users (shippers and public port oftlcials) expressed concern over the
impacts of this limited choice of rail carriers on their economic competitiveness and on the
publicly supported alternative networks, particularly the highway system (trucking).

In the absence of competitive rail carriers, rates and service standards must be negotiated with
the given railroad, with the only outside influence being the guidelines and proscriptions of the
Staggers Act of 1980 and related Interstate Commerce Commission rulings. Strictly private
concerns between private transportation users and providers are not appropriate concerns of
public transportation planning. However, the nature and quality of rail service can impact the
public interest in three areas: the global competitiveness of industry (sustainable employment
base); the competitiveness of public ports (and their users); and energy efficiency, stiety,
highway congestion mitigation and air quality improvement goals set forth by the ISTEA (cargo
diverted to truck from rail).

The economic, legal, and policy complexities of this question place its study (much less its
resolution) beyond the scope of Louisiana’s statewide intermodal plan. The issue does raise
legitimate public interest and “intermodal” concerns, and deserves further attention by public
authorities to better define these in considering revised policy. In the interim, affected rail users
and providers can initiate negotiations or other actions to ameliorate the situation within existing
legal guidelines.

Study Public Role in Enhancing Rail Access

DOTD and/or Louisiana’s Department of Economic Development would perform a scoping
assessment to determine whether, and if so, at what level, there exists a public interest in
private/public rail access to Louisiana’s ports and industrial districts. The initial study effort
should address: (1) the methodologies and data to be used in defining and measuring possible
public interest in and the impacts of private or public rail access to the state’s public ports and
industrial districts; and (2) a qualitative assessment of the scope and scale of public and private
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benefits and costs that would indicate whether, and if so, where, public impacts are sufficient to
justifj study of the feasibility of alternative actions at specific sites. If there appears to be a
sufficiently compelling public interest, follow-up studies would assess the feasibility of actions
such as the subsidy of rail costs to shippers, partial public acquisition of selected rail operating
rights, or the construction of new connecting tracks. The source of fimding for such actions
would have to be considered by the study.

VILA.6 I?R.EIGHTRAILROADSECTORFEVANC!INGREQ~MENTS

This section has identified certain responsive strategies or actions that can be applied for
enhancing the state’s institutional capability and commitment in the railroad sector as well as for
improving rail intermodal efficiency through improvements in in.ftastructure. These strategies or
actions were identified as a result of the extensive user/provider outreach program described in

Table VILl
Recommended Freight Railroad Sector Programs and Financing Requirements-.

RecommendedPrograms EstimatedIhanchg Requirements
Programmatic Funding
- Reorganize DOTD Rail Activities no funding required
- Increase Sta@ng, Rail Inspection Program $200,000&ear
- Expand Capability for FiwightRailProject $500,000/year

Planning, Evaluation andAdministration
- EkpandPublic Awarwness and Law Enforcement $200,000@ar

O@cer Training to Improve Safep at RailL?Iighway
Grade Crossings

- StudyPublic Role in Enhancing RailAccess $500,000 (one time eoat)l

Jnhstnwture Financing
- Expand Rai14iighway Grade Crossing Program $6,000,000 (lOW growth SC+3MKiO)2

$9,000,000 (trend)2
$12,000,000 (high growth)2

- New Orleans East Bridge Junction - Rail Gateway $500,000 (one time mat)

Problem Resolution
- Revolving Loan Fundfor Light Density Railroad $45,000,000 (over 25 years)3

Rehabilitation
- Freight Rail Intennodal Grant Program $ 3,000,000/year4

Notes
lCovers both seeping and follow-up feasibility studies.
‘Funding is in addition to the existing level of$3 rnilliodyear.
3$36 million state cxmtribution (80%),$9 million railroad emtribution (20??).
4$1.5 million annual state emtribution, $1.5 million annual railroad emtibution.

Chapter II. The recommended strategies or actions can be placed in two categories: 1)
programmatic finding, and 2) infrastructure financing. The first category encompasses programs
designed to enhance or broaden the state’s current programs supporting rail planning efforts,
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while the second focuses on infhstructure improvements. Table VII. 1 summarizes the
recommended programs and estimated financing requirements.

VII.B PORTS AND WATERWAYS

VII.B.1 INTRODUCTION

Louisiana’s extensive port and waterway system linking strategically the Gulf to the large central
portion of the United States will continue to provide opportunities for international and domestic
trade, specifically in the North-South direction, and the related economic benefits from maritime
related investment and employment. Maximizing the state’s maritime opportunities currently,
and for the future under competitive market conditions, remains the key strategic marketplace
challenge for Louisiana as well as other neighboring states. Important trade lanes for Louisiana’s
ports remain those between the U.S. and North Europe, Latin Americzq the Caribbean Basin, the
Far East, South East Asia, Mediterranean and Middle East regions. Smaller trade volumes also
exist for African, India and Australia/New Zealand trade routes.

General cargo movements in North/South trade through Louisiana from Latin America and the
Caribbean Basin account for about 35 percent of total general cargo imported and exported, and
for New Orleans were about equal to the combined volumes of Far East and North European
tonnage at 2.1 milIion tons for 1993. While Louisiana is poised to become a water transportation
gateway for increased trade between the United States, Canada, Mexico, the Caribbean, and the
rest of Latin Arneric~ other states such as Texas, Florida, Mississippi, Alabarn~ Tennessee,
Georgia and others would also like to benefit. Competition for new international traftic created
by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) has already begun. Louisiana’s
comparative advantage for capturing these emerging trade opportunities will depend not only
upon the cost and service competitiveness of the state’s ports but also the entire freight
transportation system linking roads/railways to port locations.

Marketplace initiatives that are related to the strategic challenges fining the state’s maritime
industry were grouped into five broad categories. The first category deals with evaluation of
demand for facilities based upon both macroeconomic and macroeconomic trends. This analysis
and forecasts by commodity groups is presented in Chapter IV, with low, medium and high
growth scenarios.

This section addresses the four other categories of ports and waterways strategic marketplace
initiatives identified as important to the development of Louisiana’s intermodal transportation
plan which, if successfd, will elevate the level of the forecasted demand, e.g. from medium to
high growth scenario. These include: (1) identification of current and future trade opportunities
where Louisiana has or could achieve a comparative advantage to capture this trade; (2) port
partnership opportunities both within the state and abroad, that would allow for the sharing of
economic, operational, and professional capabilities between ports for initiatives where
interaction makes sense, using examples from other states as a guide; (3) institutional issues that
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pertain to the relationship of ports in intermodal transportation planning and in the financing of
intermodal projects and (4) organization and identification of shared marketing activities for
ports in Louisiana that draws upon the case history review of initiatives undertaken by other
states as well as the maritime environment specific to the state.

VILB.2 LOUISIANA’SPOTENTIALNORTH-SOUTHTRADEOPPORTUNITIES

Forecasted trade growth resulting from NAFTA will present both opportunities and challenges to
Gulf coast states and their respective ports. Since excess port capacity currently exists in the
Gulf regionl, there is expected to be very active competition for new international traflic
anticipated. Ports such as Galveston, Houston, New Orleans, Mobile, and Tampa are all
considered to play a role of gateways by major Class 1 railroads for their intermodal operations
or specialized services such as railhrailer ferry operations. Smaller Gulf ports, such as Port
Bienville in Mississippi, have already benefited from niche market operations with short-sea
vessel service to Mexico’s Yucatan Peninsula (agricultural products, construction materials, and
containers). Service to Puerto Rico from Lake Charles (Crowley Marine) is another niche market
example.

Louisiana’s extensive port and waterway system, main highway connections to/from population
centers, and six major railroads connecting the state to the rest of the U.S. provide a significant
strategic advantage for intermodal traffic growth in and through the state. New maritime systems
have been identified that can take advantage of the extensive waterway system called the
Maritime System of the Americas, which connects the U.S., Canadq and Mexico with Central
America, the Caribbean Basin countries and the northern rim of South America.

VII.B.2.a River/Ocean and River Barge Services

A previous study by NPWI has demonstrated that river/ocean (IUO) service using smaller
shallow drall vessels (3200 DWT, 250 TEU capacity) capable of navigating inland waterways as
well as open water on the Gulf can participate in emerging North American trade opportunities
with Mexico. A specialized market exists for higher value general cargo and bulk cargo moving
in small lots by river/ocean vessel. This type of service offers the greatest potential savings
compared to rail service for direct cargo movements between the lower and middle Mississippi
river region up to St. Louis and the central and southern Mexican Gulf coast. Another advantage
of this type of service is that it only has to capture a relatively small portion of the large and
growing general cargo market to Mexico and Central America to make it a viable alternative.
Additionally, IUO services can be tailored to specific logistics needs of particular shippers and
commodities. lUO operations would require approximately 150,000 to 180,000 tons per year in
both directions to sustain a weekly operating schedule/service.

‘See Federal Highway Administration, Assessment of Border Crossings and Transportation Corridors for North
American Trade; Report to Congress, U.S. Department of Transportation, September 30, 1993, pp. 92-95.
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An initial service employing river/ocean vessels was offered out of Memphis, Tennessee by
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Figure VII.1
Transport Options: General Cargo

American Marine Express in early
1994. Although the carrier has
discontinued operations, other
similar services are expected
because of the benefits provided,
such as avoidance of terminal
costs and delays at coastal ports,
lower risk of inland transport
darnage, and single carrier
liability. Modern IUO vessels are
truly multipurpose and can carry a
variety of cargoes on inland
waterways or coastal ranges.
These vessels require drafts of
only 9-15 feet and can therefore be
handled by most of Louisiana’s
small ports. However, ports may
need to provide additional
facilities or services in order to
accommodate these vessels, such
as improved land access and
connectivity to roadhail systems,
storage and reefer facilities, and
limited processing infrastructure
(docks and sheds). A conceptual
choice of alternatives of this type
of service compared with rail and
interrnodal (railhruck) service is
highlighted in Figure VII. 1.

The comparative advantages of
water transportation are obvious

for the traditional bulk sector where typically major bulk consignments of about 15,000 tons or
more would be handled by barge with transshipment to bulk vessels in the Gulf. The inland
waterway has substantial cost advantages compared to unit train service for a relatively large
U.S. and Mexican hinterland. Direct services by river barges across the Gulf of Mexico do not
appear to be competitive with conventional barge transshipment to ocean vessel. The sustained
viability of the major bulk sector for the Mid-America waterway network in expanding trade
with Mexico and other Latin American countries will be determined by what extent these
emerging countries become major consumers of U.S. midwest bulk commodities such as corn,
wheat, soybeans, rice, iron ore, and chemicals.
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The lack of warehousing facilities in Mexico and other Latin American countries combined with
“just-in-time” (JIT) inventory management emerging as a desirable practice by many
manufacturers, has provided the opportunity for a “floating warehouse” for commodities that
could move via barge. Logistics and comparative cost advantages are not well documented, but
the concept might make sense for certain shippers with limited or expensive local warehousing
options.

VII.B.2.b Short-Sea/Coastal Opportunities

Short-sea/ costal services have relatively short port-to-port routes that may involve multi-port
itineraries in a smaller region (i.e. the Gulf coast of Mexico). The amount of cargo generated at
each call is small and usually limited to regions close to the port of call (i.e. 100 mile radius).
Coastal lines provide direct services that are not part of other longer itineraries as with deep-sea
carriers and can call at smaller ports using ship’s gear for Ioadinghmloading of cargoes. Lines
such as Lines Peninsular operating out of Bienville, Mississippi have targeted agricultural, forest
products, and containerized cargoes going to growing areas not well served by land
transportation such as Mexico’s Yucatan Peninsula.

Louisiana based shippers, such as Boise Cascade Corporation which maintains four active plant
facilities in the state (Deridder, Florien, Fisher, and Oakdale regions), are currently using Linea
Peninsular to ship liner board, plywood, paper and newsprint related products to the Progreso
region of Mexico. Volumes moving by water are currently estimated at 8,000-10,000 tons
annually (about 5°/0 of total volume) but are growing rapidly since Boise began water shipments
in 1993, according to company management. Two of Boise’s largest plant facilities are within
100 miles of Lake Charles, and the others could possibly be served by a coastal port such as Port
Fourchon with adequate draft and a strategic Gulf location.

Boise claims to be paying Linea Peninsular approximately $60.00 per metric ton on the water leg
from Port Bienville to Progreso and estimates truck costs from their Louisiana plants to
Mississippi’s Pearlington area to add another $9.00-$10.00 per ton in transportation handling
costs. They would certainly consider a closer port of call to their plants in Louisiana if direct
short-sea service to Mexico was available from one of the state’s ports.

The limited size of most coastal operators generally prevents them from offering coordinated
interrnodal services that would allow them to significantly expand their cargo and market base.
Nevertheless, despite the limited market area potential for individual short-sea services, localized
markets can actually be quite large. Cargoes such as steel, forest products, grains, and other dry
bulk palletized or containerized cargoes could be targeted for capture from rail or truck modes to
short-sea water transportation.
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VII.B.2.C Ferry/Water Bridge Service

A specialized form of short-sea service that has been called an intermodal or “water bridge
service” has been utilized in trade with Puerto Rico (i.e. notched deck barges, triple-deck trailer
barges operating from Jacksonville to San Juan, and integrated tughirge operations like Crowley
out of Lake Charles, LA). Rail ferry service has been available until recently to the
Coatzacoalcos region of Mexico from Galveston, Texas. The joint venture between Burlington
Northern and Protexa used tandem towing of 2 single deck barges each with capacity of 56
railcars and service speed of 8 knots. The service, discontinued on 10/1/94, had difficulty
turning a profit because of its limited initial cargo focus (grain cargoes exclusively). Also, the
proposed merger between BN and the Sante Fe railroad provided a land border crossing option to
Mexico’s population centers not available to BN previously. Mexus Ro-Ro Line officially
started in September 1994 to offer bridge service from Houston to the southeastern Mexican port
of Tuxpan and has expanded its targeted cargo base to include trailers, tank cars, and non-grain
traffic such as chemicals. The chartered ROROvessels employed by Mexus have 230 trailer
capacity, a ramp length of 164 feet, and service speed of around 18 knots. The service is being
marketed as a supplement or slightly faster service to Mexico City compared to over-the-road
trucking where congestion at land border crossings is an issue.

Trailer ferries are also common for short-sea operations in other U.S. trade routes. Totem Ocean
express (TOTE) provides a hi-weekly trailer ferry service between Tacom% Washington and
Anchorage, Alaska. Several trailer services are also offered in Caribbean trade from
Philadelphia, Jacksonville, and Lake Charles, but none has focused on serving the Mexican
market. Seaboard Marine operates seven ROROservices to various Latin American destinations
from Miami and ferry services also exist in Europe (i.e. Viarnare, Italy). The formation of
trailer/interrnodal services, such as Mexus out of Galveston, is an emerging North-South trade
opportunity for water transportation linking the U.S. and Mexico over the Gulf.

Providing an intermodal railhrailer ferry option in Louisiana should be targeted for a larger port
(like New Orleans) with excellent railhoad connections. Discussions between New Orleans port
ofilcials and the state’s administration and legislature have indicated that state fuumcial support
would most likely be made available if a major transportation company were to commit to such
interrnodal services. Preliminary cost modeling by NPWI suggests that the ROROvessel/ferry
could provide intermodal rate savings of about 10’%0per u.nithiler shipment ($270-$300) for
general merchandise cargoes currently moving via land transport modes from the central U.S. to
the heavily populated central regions of Mexico (Mexico City, Guadalajara, etc.). This type of
savings at comparable service levels with land based transport options would indicate such a
service has the potential to generate new volumes of general cargo tonnage for water based
modes and ports that are involved.
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VII.B.3 PARTNERSHIPINITIATIVES FORLOUISIANA’SPORTS

Port facility/market specialization is one way to encourage partnership opportunities. This does
not have to be limited to ports within Louisiana. For example, developing a partnership between
the Port of New Orleans and the Port of Veracruz, Mexico to implement a cross-Gulf ferry
service (port-to-port), with appropriate int%structure and operations parameters on both ends,
would enhance the long run chances of success of this type of service for both ports. Technical
assistance to Mexican or other foreign ports that share strategic trade routes, shippers and vessel
operators with ports in Louisiana is also possible. Technical assistance programs as a partnership
strategy are currently done by other ports such as Oakland, Baltimore, Philadelphi~ Charleston,
Virgini~ and Miami.

After years of independent actions and activities by individual ports throughout the state, the
Ports Association of Louisiana, which includes more than twenty of the state’s deep and shallow
draft ports, is pushing for cooperation among all state ports. Collectively, the state’s port
network has been estimated to provide approximately 75,000 jobs directly and indirectly to
Louisiana’s state economy.2 Adequate and proper fimding of port projects will require port
partnerships and perhaps even formal agreements that recognize regionally specific goals and
objectives of the state’s ports. The experiences of other states should provide some usefid
examples, presented for review in Appendix 7.

There are forty five separate port commissionddistricts that have been created in Louisiana as of
1994. A summary of these port entities and their respective enabling legislative references are
summarized in Table VII. 1 There have been efforts to promote the state’s overall maritime
interests through the “Ship Louisiana” campaign targeted to corporate and potential maritime
users. A previous study by the Institute has ako indicated a significant potential overlap in port
hinterlands, especially with the state’s numerous shallow dra.flports.3 Figure VII.2 provides
some examples of hypothetical regional overlapping hinterlands based upon each operational
shallow draft port’s proportional share of the state’s total area. Under certain circumstances,
collaboration between ports that have regional interests and perhaps overlapping market areas
should be encouraged to help identi~ common partnership opportunities and avoid potential
duplication of facilities.

Similar to the state of Washington, a more specific group of ports sharing locational and
operational interests could be created formally or Mormally at first. The Ports Association of
Louisiana (PAL) could focus its agenda on issues of statewide concern much like the
Washington Public Ports Association (WPPA) does in cooperation with the more regional Puget
Sound Port Association. A “letter of intent” or formal agreement between members seems

‘Daily Shipping Guide, PAL (July 1994).

3National Ports and Waterways Institute, Louisiana State University, Louisiana Statewide Ports Assessment,
Governor’s Study Commission on Ports Phase 11,1986.

VII-1 6



Table VII.2
Creation of Ports in Louisiana

ACT 1896,
ACT 1924,
ACT 1938,

ACT 1952,

ACT 1954,

ACT 1956,

ACT 1958,
ACT 1960,

ACT 1962,
ACT 1963,

ACT 1965,
ACT 1966,

ACT 1967,
ACT 1968,

ACT 1970,

ACT 1972,
ACT 1974,
ACT 1975,

ACT 1976,
ACT 1977,
ACT 1978,
ACT 1981,

ACT 1985,
ACT 1985,

No. 70
No. 195
No. 128
No. 254
No. 9
No. 530
No. 253
No. 567
No, 190
No. 228
No. 466
No. 450
No. 222
No. 228
No. 331
No. 447
No. 239
No. 75
No. 131
No. 485
No. 485
No. 17
No. 49
No. 49
No. 369
No. 446
No. 23
No. 395
No. 396
No. 92
No. 132
No. 444
No. 604
No. 40
No. 65
No. 66
No, 294
No. 427
No. 196
No. 203
No. 167
No. 10*
No. 864
No. 471
No. 514

*ExtraordinarySession

E@i.tY
Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans
Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District
Port of Iberia District
Jennings Navigation District
Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission
Morgan City Harbor and Terminal District
Abbeville Harbor and Terminal District
Plaquemines Parish Port Authori~
Greater Ouachita Port Commission
Greater Krotz Springs Port Commission
Vinton Harbor and Terminal District
Lake Providence Port Commission
Greater Lafourche Port Commission
St. Bernard Port, Harbor and Terminal District
Avoyelles Parish Port Commission
Concordia Parish Port Commission
Columbia Port Commission
St. Tammany Parish Port Commission
Greater Jefferson Port Commission
Terreboune Port Commission
West Calcasieu Port, Harbor and Terminal District
Red River Waterway District
Grant Parish Port Commission
Tensas Parish Port Commission
Madison Parish Port Commission
South Tangipahoa Parish Port Commission
Pointe Coupee Port, Harbor and Terminal District
East Cameron Port Commission
West Cameron Port Commission
Union Parish Port Commission
Morehouse Parish Port Commission
Offshore Terminal Authority
West St. Mary Parish Port, Harbor and Terminal District
Natchitoches Parish Port Commission
South Louisiana Port Commission
Parishes Caddo-BossierPort Commission
Red River Parish Port Commission
Rapides Parish Port Commission
Mennantau River Harbor and Terminal District
Twin Parish Port District
Assumption Parish Port Commission
Vidalia Port Commission
Grand Isle Port Commission
Washington Parish Port Commission
Catahoula port Commission

Source: Compiled by LSU PortsandWaterwaysInstitutefromTitle 34 of LouisianaRevised Statutes(LSA - R. S. 34:1, et seq).
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Figure VII.2
Louisiana Operational Shallow-Draft Ports and Possible Overlapping Hinterlands

Premature for Louisiana’s ports at this point but formalizing goals, commitments, and marketing.
strategies with regional working agendas seems like the right direction to follow. Port
authorities/commissions with potential overlapping hinterlands such as West St. Mary, New
Iberia, Morgan City, Krotz Springs, and others along with the state’s deep-drafl ports such as
New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Lake Charles should consider forming regional groups to cost
share in marketing the diversity of the state’s port facilities, as well as identifying cooperative
projects that could avoid potential duplication of facilities or underutilized current port
capacities. These types of efforts represent collaborative rather than consolidation initiatives,
since each port can and should pursue cargo opportunities that can be attracted to their
locatiotifacility. Examples of regionaliz.ation might be: Lower Mississippi, inland river ports
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(Atchafalaya/Red/Upper Mississippi), coastal region, etc. Formalized agreements might make
sense afier a reasonable period of time and success in promoting the diversity of theport region.

Alternatively, the state ports could take the Columbia River integrated commodity/port approach
and look for opportunities to attractor keep existing port users within the Lower Mississippi
region. This might involve not only marketing the region but also determining which port
district is in the best current or future position to handle the identified port customer similar to
the Portland and Vancouver case example. Ports with duplicate facilities might actually be asked
to close or redevelop facilities and be appropriately compensated for those actions through
analysis of revenues potentially lost over a given period of time. In fact, the ports involved with
the Columbia River System are considering such approaches at this time according to port staff
members of participating ports.

Reduced labor costs, efficiency in land usage and storage costs, or lower overall transportation
costs because of the location of the port utilized in relation to final cargo destination might be
objectives to be achieved for regional cooperation between smaller and larger ports such as seen
in Maryland and Georgia. Sharing databases such as the Journal of Commerce Port
Import/Export Reporting System (PIERS) and perhaps sharing the cost of PIERS subscription
based upon port revenues or some other proportional parameters seems like another possible
regional initiative. Technical assistance and marketing support to smaller ports from larger ports
like New Orleans is already occurring on a limited basis but could be more regularly achieved
through regional port associations or port partnership agreements such as those developed by
Columbia River ports.

h annual or biannual facilities directory of cargo handling capabilities that provides necessary
port and infrastructure details such as water depth alongside the berth(s), controlling channel
depth, specialized equipment, cargo handling productivity rates, infrastructure limitations such as
air draft or terminal capacity, liner or semi-liner services calling the port, area industry, and other
relevant factors should be compiled and updated regularly with color maps for easy reference.
Such a directory would benefit cunent and potential users of Louisiana’s ports in planning which
facilities are most appropriate for their cargoes and shipping requirements, and has in fact been
requested by both shippers and transportation service providers in the past. Other states’ ports
have even shared such expenses with area industry and merchant groups or, as possible in
Louisiana’s case, perhaps with local/regional utility groups who have already expressed interest
in such joint initiatives with PAL. Matching Federal grants were obtained for a similar initiative
in the Columbia River System.

Broader economic development and cargo agendas may also lead to specific cooperative port
projects. Oil and gas contacts and customers served over the years in Southern Louisiana (i.e. by
Port Fourchon and others) could be valuable in attracting fabricators and threaders of steel pipe,
tube, and sheet metal products that currently are located primarily in Houston. New Orleans
could be working on such an initiative with these oil and gas contacts to enhance its already
growing success in handling steel and metal related products. Similarly, New Orleans port
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contacts with container shippers might prove valuable to a smaller port like Port Fourchon
seeking container-on-barge “floating warehouse” opportunities because of its strategic location
on the Gulf for serving limited but niche markets. Attracting industries that could establish
regional distribution centers in Louisiana to support Latin American trade growth in
commodities such as forest products, clothing/apparel, agricultural products, and medical/dental
equipment would contribute directly to increased general cargo activity processed through the
state’s port system. Port and economic development marketing coordination is necessary for this
broader regional agenda to be successful.

Smaller ports often may not have the technical staff or the professional liaison/contacts to fully
evaluate or implement a detailed proposed project in a timely manner. Larger ports in Louisiana
might be in a position to better evaluate cargo flows and trade lane data, engineering
specifications, facility utilization estimates, cost proposals, and other related project or
opportunity details. Benefits of such alliances have been demonstrated in other states such as
Maryland (Baltimore and Cambridge ports) and Washington (Puget Sound Port Group).
Technicid support has been provided by New Orleans to some of the smaller port members of
PAL on an ad hoc basis, but a more formalized arrangement could prove usefid to
institutionalizing such activities. Combining capabilities, as demonstrated by the
Portland/Vancouver example, might make a difference in retaining certain cargo opportunities
for the region and state.

Cargo pooling initiatives have been undertaken by the Port of Baltimore as a value added service
provided for existing and potential smaller shippers using the port. A similar process of selection
of a professional cargo consolidator and joint venture arrangement with a port in Louisiana could
be started. Port ofiicials in New Orleans began talks about such an initiative some time ago, but
the opportunity has not been pursued recently.

Port cooperation might identi~ several ways to assist shippers or stearnship lines that would not
be feasible or timely at only one port. Conceptual or common water transportation links such as
the Maritime System of the Americas (MSA) need to be evaluated from Louisiana’s competitive
perspective. Specific maritime projects in the MSA region could also be pursued jointly, such as
a cross-GuIf short sea trailer ferry service to Mexico which might involve Mexican Gulf ports
such as Veracruz or Progreso with certain Louisiana ports.

VII.B.4 INSTITUTIONALISSUES

VII.B.4.a Impediments to Water Transportation

A number of additional institutional issues that could potentially affect the competitiveness of
Louisiana’s port system were identified. Louisiana’s continuing efforts to induce greater cargo
activity through its ports will likely uncover certain constraints that need to be mitigated. In the
previously cited example of a potential opportunity to induce a trailer ferry service to Mexico
from a Louisiana port, cost efficiencies can be maximized if customs inspections occur during
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the period between cargo arrival at the terminal and loading onto the vessel. Such initiatives are
being evaluated by a U.S./Mexican government task force setup under NAFTA treaty initiatives
established in 1994. This suggests that Mexican Customs officials would need to open an office
for inspection in Louisiana (probably New Orleans) and U.S. Customs would require a parallel
operation in Mexico. Additionally, the ferry system’s viability and cost effectiveness can be
enhanced if reduced crew sizes are permitted under certain conditions by the U.S. Coast Guard,
which has fti regulatory authority over such issues. The nature of these institutional issues
requires a cooperative effort that adequately represents the state’s port and maritime interests.
This effort will have to be created and represented by a sufficient number of influential
representatives to pursue and effect changes that will encompass safety, security, drug
interdiction and law enforcement issues.

VII.B.4.b Institutional Relationship of Ports in Intermodal Planning

The Interrnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 defines the policy to
“provide for improved access to ports and airports, the Nation’s link to world commerce.” This
federal legislation requires that states and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOS) include
port access needs in their transportation planning process. This means that state departments of
transportation and MPOS will have greater responsibility and iniluence over the decisions on
investment priorities. Ports in Louisiana have focused fimding requirements at the state level
through the Port Priority Program; however, MPOS will have a greater role to play in
transportation planning in the fhture including tiding issues related to port access. In addition
to communicating port access needs to state officials, ports in urban areas will also have to
present their requirements to metropolitan planning groups. The Port of New Orleans is already
doing this through its representation on the Transportation Advisory Council, which serves as the
MPO for the greater New Orleans region.

VILB.4.C Organization and Identification of Shared Marketing Activities

Interviews with various maritime and industry officials have indicated a desire for more
coordinated interrnodal and port marketing efforts that promote integrated service packages as
well as the diversity of the state’s port handling capabilities. The “Ship Louisiana Campaign”,
the first statewide coordinated effort by ports, is most oilen cited as the type of regional or shared
marketing effort that needs duplication and expansion. Examples of expanded actions include:
(1) a more formalized process for exchange of facilities and operations information between
ports, (2) an updated inventory of port facilities (used as a marketing piece) that reflects recent
port or intermodal roadhil improvements/ additions as well as restrictions such as channel
depth, air draft restrictions with regional bridges, etc., and (3) joint trade or marketing missions
to strategic trading partners or regions.

Since most ports do not have the manpower or the fimds available for organizing these types of
activities a coordinating/liaison or “intermodal specialist” position within a state agency, e.g.
DOTD has been suggested as one alternative to address items one and two above. This position
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would assist with statewide information collection, compilation, and distribution of materials,
maps, and requests for information received concerning the state’s port capabilities. On going
activities might also include the identification and monitoring of products being produced in
Louisiana, but shipped out through neighboring state ports. Such ongoing monitoring might
have identified the previously mentioned case of Boise Cascade shipping forest products to
Mexico from a Mississippi port. Investigation of intermodal and public port terminal access and
related connection “switching fees” by rail lines could be another project example undertaken by
this position.

Enhancing public awareness of the importance of the port industry to the state and its citizens
and arranging interactions with the private sector could also be ongoing activities supported by
the existing staff at Department of Economic Development. Assistance with attracting firms in
targeted industries, such as the steel processing (i.e. threaders, pickelers, etc.) and fabrication
industries (oil and gas related) as well as the paper and poultry industries producing tonnage for
ports in the state would ako be recommended shared activities with the state’s ports and DED.

Direct marketing and “sales tool” investments by DED in trade show materials or a video
presentation on the state’s cargo handling capabilities in cooperation with PAL and regional port
groups might also be considered as a follow up to the Ship Louisiana campaign. Expanded
annual maritime conferences currently conducted by PAL, are another follow-up activity that
could be jointly supported and promoted by DOTD, DED, State Chamber of Commerce, and the
state’s other maritime, educational, economic development, and transportation interests.

VILC PORT/INTERMODAL CAPITAL FINANCE PRACTICES

A number of “maritime” states were contacted to get a general description of their capital
financing practices for transportation construction programs. States contacted include Virginia,
Florida, Washington, Minneso@ Oregon, and Wisconsin. The intent was to identi& their
approach towards evaluating and financing transportation projects, and their cost sharing policies
given that more than one party or mode will benefit from the project. Additionally, in those
cases where states have established separate port fimds, officials were queried about how they
might finance intermodal projects out of established transportation trust funds, port trust funds
(for states having dedicated port funding programs), or through a new fhnd created solely for
intermodal projects. Finally, states were asked about their financing policies for I%ture
intermodal projects and how they envision the prioritization of projects may occur. It should be
emphasized that the vast majority of the states questioned indicated that the intermodal concept
is still so new to them that no decision has been made on a standard policy for financing or
evaluating the merits of intermodal projects or, in fact, if they should be treated any differently
than highway construction program projects. This report summarizes the findings from the
interviews. More detailed summaries of the interviews are presented in subsequent pages.
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VII.C.1 DEDICATEDCONSTRUCTIONPROGRAMS

As shown in Table VII.3, the majority of
states interviewed have established port
construction programs similar to Louisiana’s,
where finds have been set aside for the port
sector. These states include Virgini~ Florida,
Oregon, and Wisconsin. Minnesota has
attempted to setup a revolving loan program,
which has never been fhnded by the
legislature, probably because ports would
rather proceed through the legislative process
and because even if the program was funded,
there is not enough incentive to encourage
ports to go the loan route. None of the states
surveyed has instituted intermodal capital
financing programs, although this may
change tier the states have completed their
current interrnodal planning efforts mandated
by ISTEA. Washington and Wisconsin, for
example, are exploring the possibility of
setting aside special funding for intermodal
projects.

Table VII.3
State Dedicated Construction Programs

Dedicated
port con-

State struction
program?

Florida I yes

Minnesota I no

Oregon I yes

Virginia I yes

Washington I no

Wisconsin I yes

Dedicated
intermodal
construction
program?

no

no

no

no

no

no

All of the states having a dedicated port construction program have a cost share requirement from
non-state sources, with the exception of Oregon (although cost sharing is encouraged).
Generally, the cost-share can come from port, local government, federal, or private sector
sources. The non-state cost share requirement is either 20’%0(Wisconsin) or 50’%0(Florida,
Virginia), although Wisconsin has an additional provision in those cases where federal fimds are
also received (e.g. for dredging projects), in which case the cost share is reduced to 50°/0of the
non-federal share.

VII.C.2 CAPITALPROJECTSEVALUATION

Of the four states providing dedicated port trust funds, only three invoke a quantitative
evaluation methodology for determining priorities for financing (see Table VII.4). None
provides for as thorough an evaluation as what Louisiana requires, although Wisconsin invokes a
more-detailed methodology that focuses on benefit cost analysis and incorporates criteria related
to project urgency, project type, and cargo throughput.

None of the states uses a quantitative methodology for assessing intermodal projects, unless they
are submitted as projects under port trust fimds or as part of the highway construction program.
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Table VII.4
Evaluation of Projects for State Funding

1 I

Formal Formal
Quantitative Quantitative

State Evaluation Evaluation
for Port for
Projects? Intermodal

Projects?

Florida● no no

Minnesota no no

Oregon ● yes no

Virginia* yes no

Washington no no

Wisconsin* yes no

States having dedicated port funding
programs.

Intermodal projects receiving federal fhnds
have been treated in the same manner as
highway projects receiving federal fimds,
using the Metropolitan Planning Organization
planning process for identifying
transportation priorities; this process tends to
use a screening methodology based on certain
criteria and in some cases the criteria are
given weighted factors for determining their
priority. Washington has begun to place
greater priority on intermodal projects than
single mode ones by awarding “bonus” points
for interrnodal projects. Still, the
prioritization of projects via the MPO route is
considered more an exercise of consensus
building than a purely objective one.
Generally, in cases where federal funding is
envisioned, none of the processes examined
provides for an economic or financial
evaluation of the proposed project.

Although none of the states has developed an
analytical methodology specifically for interrnodal projects, Washington intends to go in this
direction. Over the next two years, the state will be developing its Multimodal Tradeoff Analysis
Process to determine interrnodal priorities versus projects involving single modes. No detailed
information is yet available on this process.

The review of the evaluation process used in the states underscores an issue related to the state’s
ability to finance an intermodal project, regardless of its financial and economic viability. The
majority of states reviewed believe that for those intermodal projects where the use of federal
fimds is envisioned, the project will have to proceed through the MPO planning process, just as
other transportation projects. Because this planning process generally has a 5-year planning
horizon, it will be virtually impossible for interrnodal projects to be financed in the near fiture if
project authorization is restricted to this process. As described later, some states do provide for
alternatives, but only in the case where federal fbnds are not to be used. This places greater
stress on the states to develop additional financing programs horn their own resources, generally
without federal fi.mds,unless the federal government creates a dedicated interrnodal program
similar to the highwayhidge construction program.

VII.C.3 COSTSHARINGPRACTXCES

Of the four states having dedicated port construction programs, three specifically have a cost
share requirement from the beneficiary(ies) of the project (see Table VH.5). It should be noted
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that there is a semantic consideration when
examining the cost share issue. Cost sharing
percentages range from 20% to 50% from the
project’s beneficiary. While in some
states there may not be any specified legal
requirement for cost sharing in the legislation
or in written policy, cost sharing will still be
expected from the funding agency; the final
proportion is iiequently a result of negotiation
as well as funding ability from state
resources.

The majority of states surveyed expect that in
the fiture, intermodal projects will be treated
in the same manner as highway projects,
which normally use a cost-share arrangement,
particularly if the project envisions federal
funds. The general cost-share rule is for a
maximum of 80 percent federal financing,
and the remaining 20 percent to be shared by
the state and/or local jurisdictions (including
the port).

Irrespective of fiture intermodal policy, the
review here indicates that there are many
examples of cost sharing on intermodal

Table VII.5
State Cost Sharing Requirements for

Capital Projects

Cost Share Cost Share
Required Required for

State for Port Intermodal
Projects? Projects?

Florida* yes yes’lno2

Minnesota no yes’/no2

Oregon* no yes’lno2

Virginia* no31yes4 yes’lno2

Washington no yes’lnoz

Wkconsin* yes yes’lno2

●States having dedicated port funding
programs.

‘if federal project
2if state project
3inthe case of the Port Commonwealth Fund,
which funds VPA projects only

% the case of the Aid to Local Ports Program

projects. The Tchoupatoulas Corridor in New Orleans, the Hampton Boulevard project in
Norfolk, Virginia, and the APL terminal expansion project in Seattle all have had or intend to
have cost-share financing for construction. Further, even in those cases where federal fimds may
not be available, the state (assuming it is to share in the cost) will always try to secure cost
sharing arrangements with the parties affected by the project, including the private sector. The
Hampton Boulevard project in Notiolk, Virginia is an example of this, where the port and the
state will share in the financing costs. The state expects that the city and perhaps the railroad
will also share in the costs. This seems to be the rule, rather than the exception: no example was
found of only the port covering the cost of interrnodal improvements, at least in the case of land
access routes, Detailed review of other states’ practices in financing port and interrnodal
development projects is presented in Appendix 8.

VII.C.4 FINANCINGOFINTERMODALPROJECTS

Intermodalism has forced previously independent transportation agencies and funding programs
to look at overlapping geographic, infiastructural, and budget areas and find ways to cost-share
needed transportation solutions. The federal ISTEA legislation gives discretionary authority to
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U.S. DOT to help fired intermodal projects, An example of such an approach is the previously
cited Alameda Corridor project in California, which will provide improved rail and highway
access to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, because the planning and funding
requirements were considered driven by the needk of the regional transportation system as a
whole. ISTEA tiding and eligibility for port related projects in Louisiana should be pursued
before the 1997 scheduled refimding date for ISTEA. This would be particularly appropriate for
across-Gulf water ferry project that could be eligible for finding under ISTEA as an extension
of the U.S. federal highway system.

The current state provision for tiding transportation inlkstructure improvements is through
Louisiana’s Transportation Trust Fund and other sources such as Capital Outlay, General
Revenue Bonds, etc. The use of these funds emphasizes equitable rationalization of investments
to avoid unnecessary duplication. However, the various fimding mechanisms have narrow
interpretations along traditional modal lines. The Trust Fund and most of the other fimding
programs are divided between individual modes of transportation, e.g. Port Priority Program,
Highway Priority Program, Rural Road Program etc.

Intermodal projects are clearly at a disadvantage within this system of limited resources.
Intermodal projects can only be tided if one of the modes includes such a project in its
investment priority program. However, the chances of this occurring is lessened given that the
priority of an interrnodal project will likely be restricted to only the particular benefits defined
and accountable under the priorities of each particular mode and investment program. In reality,
intermodal projects will almost invariably have higher overall transportation benefits for the
State if all of the associated modes and users are taken into account for the various sectors
tiected.

One possible remedy for this fractured approach to transportation investment financing would be
to setup a separate fhnd designated for projects defined as “intermodal” in scope. However, this
approach would require new sources of funding that maybe difficult to create within LADOTD
given the large potential amounts of funding required.

If a separate interrnodal fund is not available then another approach for tiding interrnodal
projects would be to establish cost sharing mechanisms between highway, rural roads, and port
priority programs. A prerequisite of the process is development of methodology to rank projects
in accordance with objective indicators reflecting the project’s economic and social benefits to
the State. Such methodology exists and is being applied for the Port Priority Program. Similar
assessments need to be developed for other elements of state sponsored financing. This is
essential, fust, to bring better and more effective allocation of public fhnds and second, to allow
cost-sharing financing of intermodal projects.

Conceptually, the process of ranking interrnodal projects would be based on social costs and
benefits much like other public resource allocations. Projects would be identified as intermodal
in scope and would be submitted only if all benefiting parties agreed to share in the total costs.
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Intermodal projects would be ranked in importance by objective criteria (cost benefit, net present
value or internal rate of return) and factored into existing port priority and highway priority
programs along with existing rankings of other capital projects being evaluated. Intermodal
projects deemed worthy of development and implementation because of joint or combined
benefits, e.g. ii-eight and passenger related, and overall merit to the state, would be cost shared by
both highway and port capital investment programs based upon an allocation of benefits.
Benefits would have to be defined for each contributing sector. Projects would have to show a
demonstrated public benefit, have the support of all sponsoring public programs in proportion to
the benefits received, and not unduly disturb the competitive balance within the private sector.

VII.D PORTS AND WATERWAYS PROJECTS FINANCING REQUIREMENTS

This report identified certain programmatic areas that the state may initiate to strengthen its
commitment towards its ports and waterways sector. These relate primarily to coordinating and
expanding market initiatives that would benefit the state’s ports and waterways sector while at
the same time preserving the diversity and independence of individual ports. Further, developing
a state capability to adequately coordinate intermodal issues and rationalize state investments is
viewed as a priority.

The extended outreach program described in Chapter II identified a number of areas pertaining to
expanding the capacity of some of the waterway transshipment facilities in the state as well as
the state’s role in this endeavor. Historically state involvement in waterway transportation has
been exclusively related to local terminals and facilities. Non-federal participation in navigation
has been limited to provision of berth access channel connections to federally constructed and
maintained public use navigation channels. However, recent emerging trends in federal-state
responsibilities for water resources programs pertaining to navigation have necessitated non-
federal financial participation in various aspects of waterway investments. Accordingly, non-
federal entities, primarily states and local areas, have begun to assume responsibility for the non-
federal share of cost-sharing requirements for public use waterway improvement projects. It is
anticipated that mandatory non-federal participation in the waterway sector will continue and
perhaps increase in magnitude of resources and scope of applications.

The emerging state and local (non-federal sector) involvement in waterway investment can be
expected to increase. This is particularly important for Louisiana. Its waterways are considered
critical links in its interrnodal transportation system. Areas identified from the outreach effort
are concerned primarily with a number of issues related to ways in which waterway performance
could be improved. These include investigation of a deeper channel or contiguous channel
segments on the Lower Mississippi between the Gulf of Mexico and Baton Rouge, bank erosion
mitigation on the MR-GO, and providing deep-draft capacity in Inner Harbor Navigation Canal
Lock in New Orleans.

In 1985, Congress authorized deepening the Mississippi River to 55 feet from the Gulf of
Mexico to Baton Rouge to allow the use of larger vessels for the import and export of bulk
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commodities. Phase I of the project., which provided a 45-foot channel up the river to
Donaldsonville, was completed in 1988 at a cost of $46.1 million. The state of Louisiana’s share
of this cost was $17.6 million. Phase II of the project, completed in December, 1994, extended
the 45-foot channel to Baton Rouge at an estimated cost of $9.3 million, with the State’s share
being $3.1 million (25’XOof the construction cost). This project was a joint effort of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development, Future deepening of the navigation channel to the authorized 55-foot depth will
depend upon a decision by the State to share in the costs of the project and of subsequent
maintenance dredging. The COE is assessing the feasibility of this additional deepening, and of
several intermediate alternatives (including a 50-foot channel, varying segments of the river,
etc.). Costs of this study are borne by the COE. The study wiII identifi the federal and state cost
sharing responsibilities for any fi.uther deepening. LDOTD will assist in reviewing the findings
of this study, and if the state Legislature constructed in 1968.

The Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MR-GO) constructed in 1968, provides the only access for
oceangoing vessels to the Port of New Orleans’ tidewater maritime terminals (including its
principal intermodal container transfer facilities). Severe erosion and resulting loss of vegetated
wetlands are occurring adjacent to the non-leveed banks of the MR-GO. Much of the eroded
material is deposited within the channel, requiring periodic removal to maintain the drafl needed
for navigation. If no action is taken, erosion is expected to continue, resulting in marsh loss and
higher channel maintenance costs. A feasibility study has been proposed by the COE to
determine the best solution to reduce bank erosion along the MR-GO. The study wiIl provide an
objective analysis of potential tradeoffs between environmental restoration and navigation
outputs, and will consider, among other issues, alternative means and locations for permanent
dikes, beneficial use of dredged material, vessel speed limits and restrictions, and possibly even
closure of the MR-GO to commercial navigation. The COE has determined that a non-Federal
(state or local) sponsor must be found to share, at 50%, in the estimated $2.34 million cost of the
proposed feasibility study. The final report would include recommendations on whether Federal
participation in any actions considered is appropriate, and delineate the extent of non-Federal
cost-sharing that would be required.

The COE is also considering replacement of the 72-year-old lock on the Inner Harbor Navigation
Canal (IHNC) at New Orleans. This lock links the Mississippi River with the MR-GO and the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Delays to barge movements through the lock average 11 hours and
have extended as much as 36 hour. The lock is located within a densely developed residential,
commercial and industrial area within the City of New Orleans. Three vital roadway crossings
and one railroad crossing, of the IHNC are sited in the immediate vicinity of the lock and will be
affected by the proposed recons~ction. Impacts of lock replacement on nearby land uses and
residents, and appropriate mitigation measures, are being carefilly considered. If Congress
authorizes replacement of the lock, Federal sponsors will cover all costs related to anew shallow
draft (22 feet deep) project. The Port of New Orleans, as the designated local sponsor of the
planned project, has indicated an interest in providing for deep draft vessels to transit the new
lock and connecting segments of the IHNC, so that oceangoing vessels can access the Port’s
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tidewater terminals horn the Mississippi River. The COE has estimated that the added cost of
this alternative is $80 million and has stated that this cost would have to be borne from non-
Federal (local and state) sources. Because the Port of New Orleans will be credited for the value
of its property, which would be used if the shallow draft replacement of the lock is authorized,
the non-Federal financial burden for the deep draft option will be less than $80 million.

Analysis of transportation benefits must be performed to support a decision by the Port and the
state to commit to the deep drafl lock replacement and adjacent channels. Consideration of this
action will be affected by the outcome of the MR-GO feasibility study described above as it
tiects fhture access for oceangoing vessels to the Port’s tidewater maritime terminals. If, for
example, closure of the MR-GO is determined to be in the public interest then either deep &ail
vessel access will have to be provided via the IHN, or the maritime terminals located in the
Port’s tidewater area, and all of their Iandside access infrastructure, will have to be relocated in
order to retain the existing intermodal transportation capacity. A feasibility study of the deep
draft IHNC lock option considering both scenarios with and without MR-GO access, is
estimated to cost approximately $0.75 million. It is recommended that LDOTD and the Port of
New Orleans share this cost equally.

The capacity analysis of intermodal marine transshipment facilities in Chapter IV indicated that
existing coal, grain, general cargo (breakbulk), and container terminals can accommodate
demand through the year 2000. Long-range demand projections through the year 2020, however,
exceed facility capacity, with expected shortages in virtually all terminal types for both bulk and
packaged cargoes.

Louisiana’s coal terminals have a capacity utilization rate of about 43 percent (1990), permitting
them to accommodate demand to and beyond the year 2010. Therefore, no foreseeable
expansion is required for coal transshipments associated with the export sector (including
domestic markets such as Florida) over the planning horizon of this investigation (2020).
However, possible increases in demand for import coal which although difllcuh to assess at this
time, if realized may require some modification to the existing export-oriented terminals in the
form of new ship unloaders and barge loaders.

The capacity utilization rate for Louisiana’s major grain export terminals is over 70 percent
(1990). Demand and capacity are projected to be at equilibrium about the year 2000. Several
elevators will need to increase capacity, primarily through expanding storage and installation of
higher volume ship loaders and barge unloaders. Needed capacity expansion notwithstanding,
the vast majority of grain and coal terminals are privately owned and therefore expanded
capabilities in these terminals would likely continue to be financed by the private sector.

The majority of public port investments in Louisiana is concerned with general cargo (breakbulk)
and container facilities. Needed investment in the last five years has come primarily from the
port authority and/or from the state’s Transportation Trust Fund and Port Priorities Program.
Private investment in such facilities notwithstanding, the public sector is expected to continue to
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finance any needed capital requirements for these facilities. Although existing capacity of these
facilities is sul%cient to meet demand to the year 2020, shorter term maintenance and
rehabilitation requirements can be expected. Such projects can be initiated and completed in a
specified planning horizon. On the other hand, major new “greenileld” port projects where no
fiwilities currently exist have very long periods of development and uncertainty, particularly with
respect to environmental issues. Consequently, it is diftlcult to specifi these types of investment
with regard to location and timing.

There are also some strategic opportunities that may require capital investment if these
opportunities are to be realized. For example, this report addresses the possible need for a deep-
water terminal to accommodate the European trade’s container vessels. The trailer feny that
would serve the U.S./Mexico trades would require shore facility and land access investments,
while some facilities, particularly for the shallow-draft ports, may be required to capture the fresh
produce trade horn Central America. The nature of uncertainty related to these opportunities
does not permit the delineation of specific projects within this scope of work.

Investment requirements at particular ports will vary both with respect to the time frames as
well as the specificity of the projects under consideration. Future Louisiana public port
interrnodal investment requirements have been developed for existing and desired levels of
investments for the period the 1995 to 2000 under three scenarios: low growth (existing
investment level without TIME program), trend and high growth. In this period the emphasis
will be on preservation and rehabilitation of existing facilities as well as on rationalizations of
operations to increase efficiency and to reduce costs at existing terminals. Only modest
additional inhstructure development for the purpose of increased capacity is envisioned. At the
same time, it is assumed that investments will be necessary to capture new opportunities and
maintain competitive positions of Louisiana ports in terms of innovative technology and services
offered.

It is anticipated that the investment trends in the period 1995-2000 would be continued for the
period 2000 to 2020 although possibly reflecting different assortments of projects with respect
to both rehabilitation and expansion of facilities. Investment in infrastructure to expand capacity
will take a higher proportion in this latter period,

The summary table below presents fired which have been or will be committed for port
development programs. Actual disbursement of fi.mdsmay overlap the time periods. It also
should be noted that TIMED Program funds currently provided the Port of New Orleans (begun
in 1990, @ $20M annually) will be discontinued in 1995. It is assumed that the Port of New
Orleans will continue the current level of funding from its own and private resources. To
provide sufilcient fhnding of projects envisioned by the Port but not covered by the TIMED
Program, the Port will need an additional $8M annually from the State in the “Trend” option
plan. The “High Growth” option differs in its ability to provide sufficient response to potential
market oppurtunities presented e.g., by NAFTA market developments, or contribution to Federal
projects.
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The proposed capital investments by public ports are for an amalgamation of different purposes
with respect to existing facilities (rehabilitation or expansion) as well as new capacity. The
precise distinctions between these categories vary for cargoes, ports as well as investment
opportunities and can change in response to market developments. Therefore, the investment
requirements shown below do not represent a detailed list of specific projects but rather a
consensus of fbture overall requirements among ports. This consensus may change as the
composition of rehabilitation, expansion and new market opportunities fluctuates in response to
specific developments.

In total, annual investments in public ports will average approximately between $40 million for
a low growth scenario (current level of investments without $20 million for Port of New Orleans
from TIME Program), to $50 million for trend scenario and to $72 million for high growth
scenario.

The recommended expenditures and investments for the ports and waterways sector are
presented in the following table. They are placed into two categories: 1) programmatic fhnding,
encompassing programs designed to enhance or strengthen the state’s and sector’s marketing and
institutional commitments towards the sector, and 2) infkstructure, encompassing financing for
capital investments and related studies.
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VIII. PRODUCTIVITY AND COST ANALYSIS

VIII.A COMPETITIVE ASSESSMENT OF PORTS

The competitive assessment of ports in Louisiana relative to ports in other states most likely to
compete for cargo in similar hinterlands was divided into two basic categories: (1) existing port
handling rates (ship to shore) for different commodities such as containers, steel, forest products,
and dry bulk commodities, and (2) comparative costs of calling at the port that included not only
port tariff costs such as dockage, whtiage, and equipment rentals but also other related costs
such as pilotage and tug costs, ship-to-shore stevedoring costs, harbor fees, storage costs, agency
fees, and vessel operating costs (steaming time) in making a port call at each respective port.

VIII.A.1 METHODOLOGY

In order to adequately represent comparisons at each port, three typical vessels were selected
based on ship size and lot size of cargo loadedhnloaded. Cost comparisons for general cargo
were limited to containers because of the uniform nature of the cargo and associated handling
costs. Cost comparisons were based on a port call as a single event, and did not take into account
special discounts for long term lease agreements or volume discounts/incentives based upon
annual tonnage or number of ship calls per year at the port. While such special arrangements do
exist for certain port customers, they are generally limited to only a few of the largest port users.

Vessels selected for port call comparisons provided a spectrum for the existing trade in New
Orleans and included a small size vessel (300 TEU capacity), a medium sized vessel (1000 TEU
capacity), and a larger size ship (2400 TEU capacity) that made calls at the Port of New Orleans
public facility at France Road during 1994. Lot sizes selected were typical of loadedhmloaded
volumes appropriate to the selected vessels. A box composition of 60’%40 ft. and 40’%20 ft.
containers was used to determine total TEUS handled. A 9 ton per TEU volume measure was
considered typical for area port comparisons, and was used to calculate total tonnage. Vessel
operating costs were calculated based on a per hour estimate consistent with the Corps of
Engineers Deep Draft Vessel Cost Guide (1993) edition.

Labor and stevedoring costs were developed from actual gang sizes and labor rates in force at
each port combined with actual container handling rates provided to the Institute by port
stevedoring companies operating in selected ports. All handling rates for commodities reviewed
were calculated and reported on a per gross gang hour basis. Multiple gang use was not
incorporated into the analysis to avoid complications in port comparisons and final costs (i.e.
minimum gang guarantees vary at each port). Overtime costs were calculated at time and a half
after eight hours of gang work. Continuous work was assumed until all containers were
interchanged. Gantry crane costs assumed a one hour period for start-up and securing of the
equipment that is typical to the industry and standard tariff rates for crane usage (i.e. no volume
discounts ) were utilized. Dockage and wharfage costs were calculated from standard port tariffs
applied to each vessel and cargo volume interchanged and assumed no volume discounts.
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VIII.A.2 COMPARISONOFPORTCARGOHANDLINGRATES

Port cargo handling rates were compiled through interviews and operating reports received from
various stevedoring companies operating in South Atlantic and Gulf Coast ports. Ports surveyed
outside of Louisiana included: Charleston, Savannah, Jacksonville, and Miami in the South
Atlantic region, and Tampa, Gu@ort, and Houston in the Gulf region. Louisiana ports included
the ports of New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Lake Charles.

The cargo handling comparisons encompassed five basic commodity groupings that included (1)
containers (handled by either ships’ gear or gantry/mobile cranes), (2) steel (pipe and coil related
cargos), (3) dry bulk cargos that were mainly grains (bagged and conveyor fed), (4) lumber
(finished sheets and logs) and (5) paper related cargos (wood pulp, liner board, newsprint and
computer paper).

Cargo handling comparisons focused only on ship-to-shore transfer rates of the various cargos
identified at public marine terminal facilities. There are other elements of port productivity and
related areas of port performance such as berth utilization, gate throughput rates, net crane
productivity (includes allowances for crane downtime), and storage area throughputiutilization
rates; however, data limitations prevented comparisons of these items iiom those ports
investigated. Comparisons did segregate ship-to-shore handling rates by the method or type of
operation (i.e. type of crane handling for containers; conveyor or bagged operations for dry bulk
cargos, etc.).

Factors influencing cargo handling rates can also be quite complex and varied. The ship type
and coniljguration such as the number of hatch covers and “wings” or side area hold extensions
can influence hourly gang handling rates particularly with steel and containerized cargos. The
equipment utilized is a major determining factor in ship-to-shore transfer rates. Container
crane/gantry crane handling rates are typically two to three times faster than the use of ships’
gear. Dry bulk transfer rate comparisons are likewise affected by the type of conveyor system
installed. Terminal characteristics (i.e. layout and design) can also influence overall port
petiormance. For example, aprons on the dock may not wide enough to permit the rapid
removal of cargo iiom the transfer area under the hook of the crane. Ship-to-shore transfer rates
would thus be directly and negatively ai%ected.

Another important variable is the commodity and its characteristics. Items such as unit size,
weight, shape, and density can effect actual transfer rates. Finally, the experience factor of the
workforce and even demographic factors such as average age of the gang can influence cargo
handling rates. An experienced crane operator, for example, will have significant influence over
the “pick rate” or number of moves recorded by various port stevedoring companies. The
experience of entire gangs in handling certain types of cargos will also have a major influence
over recorded hourly transfer rates, and can directly idluence crane downtime results. For
certain types of cargos such as bagged goods, a younger workforce or gang composition will
usually outperform an older workforce because of obvious physical and stamina related issues.
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For example, one of the reasons given for Lake Charles’ relatively high productivity rates for
bagged agricultural products such as rice, flour, and animal feeds was the relatively low average
age (i.e. 28 years on average) of labor employed in the gangs. Averaging 55 tons per gang hour
for bagged dry bulk, gives the Port of Lake Charles over 36 percent advantage above its next
closest port competitor, Gu@ort, of those ports surveyed.

Containers
ThePort of New Orleans, Louisiana’s main
container handling port, compares favorably
for large scale container handling output with
average handling rates between 26 to 33 moves
per hour using gantry crane equipment. The
period surveyed included the most recent 12
months (Sept. 1993- Sept. 1994) at the France
Road public facility. Private terminal
operations at the Sea-Land facility reported
even higher output rates of between 35 to 38
moves per hour. Only one port in the Gulf
region, Gul@ort, reported higher average
container handling rates between 32 to 38
moves per hour. Charleston, in the South
Atlantic region, reported container handling
rates between 34 to 36 moves per hour using
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Figure VIII.1
Container Handling Rates

similar equipment. A summary of comparative container handling rates (excluding ships’ gear)
is presented in Figure VIII. 1.

Steel
New Orleans and Houston have comparable and the highest ship-to-shore handling rates of ports
in the Gulf region for steel products such as steel coils and pipe related cargos. Both ports
average 100-120 tons per gang hour for coils
and about 60 tons per gang hour for pipe. This
could be one factor in the continued increase of
steel tonnage through the Port of New Orleans.
South Atlantic ports (Charleston, Jacksonville,
and Savannah) reported higher steel handling
rates between 140 to 150 tons per gang hour for
coil related cargos and 65 tons per hour
handled for pipes. Lake Charles and Baton
Rouge have steel handling rates for coils
comparable to Gulfport at about 60 tons per
hour. A graphical summary of steel related
handling rates (coil related cargos) by port is
summarized in Figure VIII.2.

Figure VIII.2
Steel Handling Rates
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LumberProducts
Handling rates for lumber related products
vary significantly by the type of product (i.e.
logs, plywood/finished lumber). Figure
VIII.3 on the following page graphically
breaks out both types of commodities among
the ports surveyed. New Orleans, Baton
Rouge and Lake Charles have comparable
handling rates for both finished lumber at
about 80 to 90 tons per gang hour versus
80,000 to 120,000 board-feet per gang hour
(i.e. 80-120 tons/hr.) for log handling (1000
board feet is roughly equivalent to one ton).
The Port of Baton Rouge is actually the
highest of the three reporting average
handling rates of about 90 tons per gang hour
for finished lumber and up to 130,000 board-
feet per gang hour (130 tons) for logs.
Gul@ort reported significantly lower
numbers for both categories with 35 to 40
tons per gang hour for finished lumber and
65,000 to 90,000 board-feet (65 to 90 tons)
per hour for logs. Houston reported higher
handling rates for finished lumber as did the

LUMBER

1

LOGS

Figure VIII.3
Lumber and Log Handling Rates

South Atlantic ports of Charleston, Savannah, and Jacksonville. These ports, however are using
sophisticated conveyor systems to produce rates close to 300,000 board-feet (300 tons) per gang
hour.

Dry Bulk Cargo
Louisiana public ports, especially Lake Charles, compare extremely well for handling both
bagged dry bulk cargos and dry bulk cargo via conveyor fed systems. For bagged grain cargos
such as rice, flour and animal feed products, Lake Charles was reported to have handling rates of
50 to 55 tons per gang hour. This was 36 percent above rates recorded for Gul@ort and over 20
percent above the handling rates reported at Houston, the next highest port afler Lake Charles,
reporting rates of about 40 to 45 tons per gang hour. Other ports were reported to have handling
rates of between 25 to 35 tons per gang hour for bagged cargos. Lake Charles was also reported
to have the highest bulk conveyor rates of about 350 to 400 tons of dry bulk product processed
per hour versus other ports reporting handling rates of about 270 to 300 tons of product handled
per hour. This does not allow for downtime related to mixing and cleaning. Port handling
systems and gang experience are variables identified as primary contributors to Lake Charles’
relatively high handling rates for handling these types of cargos. Figure VIII.4 summarizes port
handling rates for dry bulk cargos.
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PaperandRelatedProducts
Cargosin this grouping generally included
liner board, newsprint, computer paper and
wood pulp products. Louisiana ports once
again compare very favorably in cargo
handling rates for paper and paper related
products compared to the other ports
surveyed. Baton Rouge reported the highest
ship-to-shore handling rates for all types of
paper related products. Liner board rates
were reported at up to 400 tons per gang
hour, wood pulp handled at 150 to 200 tons
per gang hour and newsprint handled at
about 60 to 90 tons per gang hour. Lake
Charles and New Orleans reported similar
handling rates of about 300 tons per gang
hour for liner board, 100 to 150 tons per
gang hour for wood pulp, and about 50 to 80
tons per gang hour for newsprint. Other ports
such as Houston and Gul@ort reported
significantly lower handling rates of about 70
to 75 tons per gang hour for liner board, and
30 to 35 tons per gang hour for the other
paper related products. A graphical
summary of port related productivity rates
for paper products is presented in Figure
VIII.5.

An overall summary comparison of all
product categories at the 10 ports surveyed is
shown in Table VIII. 1. Overall, Louisiana
ports compare favorably for ship-to-shore

400

—
Figure VIII.4

Dry Bulk Cargo Handling Rates

no

I*
n

in

n

D
Umwn

.—
.—

Figure VIII.5
Paper Product Handling Rates

handling rates in all product categories, with dry bulk and paper related commodities showing
the strongest performance relative to other ports. Favorable handling rates are an important
factor for port users but may not be the overriding determinant in selection of a port call. Total
port calling costs (not just port charges), trade routes served, specific steamship line itineraries,
and the size of the local market (i.e. Houston has over 5 million people in its surrounding area
versus a little over 1.1 million people in the New Orleans area) are mitigating fiwtors that
certainly affect port call selection. In an additional attempt to quantifi differences between
ports, an analysis and comparison of port calling costs was undertaken. The results of this
investigation are summarized in the next and final section.
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VIII.B COMPARATIVE PORT COSTS

Comparative port costs were developed for five major container ports including New Orleans,
Houston, Gulfport, Miami and Jacksonville. The cost analysis was limited to containerized
freight because of ease of direct cost comparisons for unit sizes and volumes involved.
Comparative costs included not only port charges such as dockage, wharfage, and equipment
rentals but also pilotage, tug costs, ship-to-shore stevedoring costs, harbor fees, storage costs,
agency fees and vessel operating costs (i.e. steaming time) involved in making a port call. Port
call comparisons were treated as single events and did not consider special allowances/discounts
for annual tonnage volumes or number of ship calls. Such arrangements do exist, and can lower
the overall cost of a port call to steamship lines, but are usually limited to only a few of the
largest port users.

Two major variables allowing for detailed cost comparisons were controlled. These included lot
size (the number of containers interchanged per port call) and vessel size (small, medium, and
large size vessels) based on the TEU rated capacity and other vessel related characteristics such
as gross and net registered tonnages and vessel length. Further, it was assumed for practical
purposes, that lot size was directly related to vessel size so that small lot exchanges were handled
by smaller vessels and large lot interchanges were done with large size vessels. The practical
limits of lot sizes were defined based on discussions with operations personnel at the Port of
New Orleans and terminal operators at other ports.

VIII.B.1 PORTOFNEWORLEANS

Table VIII.2 summarizes total charges for a 300 TEU size vessel (small), a 1000 TEU size vessel
(medium) and a 2400 TEU size vessel (large) calling at the Port of New Orleans during 1994. A
more detailed listing of the related costs components for the five ports is found in the appendix
summary. Lot sizes of 100 containers for the small vessel, 350 containers loadedhmloaded for
the medium sized vessel, and 600 containers interchanged for the largest vessel call were
calculated from port tariffs and current operating rates provided to the Institute by the Port of
New Orleans and other port service providers. Stevedoring costs were calculated based on ship-
to-shore transfer costs only and did not include detention factors and yard and gate costs.
Vessel steaming costs for all size vessels assumed an eight hour transit time to and from the Gulf
to the France Road public facility, and the Corps of Engineers Deep Draft Vessel Cost Manual
(1993) was used to estimate hourly ship operating costs. It was also assumed that all labor gangs
would work until the cargo was completely loadedhmloaded, and thus overtime rates applied to
the medium and large lot size and vessel size comparisons. Pilotage costs included both Bar and
River pilot charges provided by New Orleans port operations personnel, and later verified for
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accuracy with tariff rates
received from the respective
pilot organizations.

Total port call costs ranged
from just over $90,000 for a
large vessel interchanging
600 containers to $57,000
for a medium sized
container vessel
interchanging 350
containers, and $29, 000 in
total charges for a small

NEW ORLEANS
Dockage and Wharfage Cost
Crane Rental Cost
StevedoringCost (ship-to-shore)
Other Coste ●

Pott Related Subtotal
Steaming Cost
Pilotageand Tug Hire Coste
Vessel Related Subtotal

Small Vessel Medium Vessel Large Vessel
$3,235 $10,429 $17,396
$2,250 $5,850 $9,900
$3,360 $11,760 $23,100
$5,326 $6,005 $9,974

$14,172 $36,045 $60,371
$10,016 $13,344 $18,720

$5,071 $8,192
$15,087

$11,560
$21,536 $30,280

TOTAL CHARGES
Total Coat Per Mova (inclusive)

Table VIII.2
Vessel and Container Charges in New Orleans

vessel interchanging only 100 containers. Respective total cost per move ranged Iiom about
$151 per container move for the large vessel to $164 per move for the medium sized vessel and
$292 for the small vessel.

VHI.B.2 PORTOFHOUSTON

Table VIII.3 presents the
same summary for
comparison for the Port of
Houston. Houston’s
estimated total charges per
ship call are about So/Olower
than New Orleans for the
large vessel, about 7% lower
for the medium size vessel
and an estimated 19°/0lower
for the small vessel, The
higher costs associated with
New Orleans are primarily

HOUSTON Small Vessel Medium Vessel Large Vessel
Dockage and Whatfage Cost $4,441 $13,648 $22,831
Crane Rental Cost $2,140 $5,992 $10,272
StevedoringCost (ship-to-shore) $3,360 $13,020
Other Costs ●

$25,620
$5,326 $8,005 $9,974

Port RalatedSubtotal $15,331 $40,929 $68,761
Steaming Cost $3,756 $5,004 $7,020
Pilotageand Tug Hire Costs $4,400 $7,054 $9,711
Veaael Related Subtotal $8,157 $12,059 $16,732

TOTAL CHARGES $23488 $62988 $85 ~
Total Coat Per Move (inclueive) $23k88 $li,39 $14;.49
IncMncostsuchaalwbxfee,U.S. Gowmt fee, moain@mmoorhg, stesmshii aww8ment, owners’ items, agency

Table VHI.3
Vessel and Container Charges in Houston

the result of increased vessel steaming times to reach the port through the MRGO. Estimated
stevedoring costs are higher for Houston because of lower overall cargo handling rates. Pilotage
and tug hire costs are about 15°/0lower in Houston than for the Port of New Orleans.

VHI.B.3 PORT OFGULFPORT

Table VIII.4 presents a similar summary comparison for Gul@ort. Gul@ort has the lowest
estimated total cost per ship call and related cost per move of all the ports surveyed. Its location
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almost directly on the Gulf
results in virtually nominal
additional steaming time.
Port charges for pilotage and
tug hire are also lower than
other ports in the region, and
average container handling
rates were among the
highest in the region thus
reducing estimated overall
stevedoring costs.

GULFPORT Small Vessel Medium Vessel Large Vessel
Dockage and Wharfage Cost $3,449 $9,858
Crane Rental Cost

$15,879
$1,800 $5,400 $8,550

StevedoringCost (shipto-shore) $2,520 $10,500
Other Costa *

$19,320
$5,189 $7,888 $9,837

Port Related Subtotal $12,959
Steaming Cost

$33,627 $53,587

Pilotageand Tug Hire Costs $2,2 $5,5E $6,5:
Vessel Re/ated Subtotal $2,960 $5,586 $6,596

TOTAL CHARGES 515919 S39 213 S60 m
Total Coat Per Move (Inclusive) $15;.19 $Ilk $10;.30
●lndudOGxtsudl sshsrb0rfs4, u.s. GOwwlm, ~. *-~. -’ Rallu, agollq foe, etc.

Table VIII.4
Vessel and Container Charges in Gulfport

VIIIOB.4 PORTSOFMIAMIANDJACKSONVILLE

Tables VIII.5 and 6 present
similar summary
comparisons for the ports of
Miami and Jacksonville.
Both ports have very active
container operations with
Miami offering not only a
strong demographic
advantage for southeastern
and local cargo distribution
but also container
transshipment potential for
the Gulf, Caribbean, and
Central American regions.
Miami’s total estimated costs
per ship call and estimated
costs per move are the
second lowest of the ports
analyzed, and are about one
third lower than total costs
estimated for New Orleans.
Jacksonville, on the other
hand, appears to be the
highest cost port for medium
and large size vessels of
those ports analyzed. Port
charges are generally higher

MIAMI Small Vessel Medkm Vessel Large Vessel
Dockage and Wharfege Cost $2,889 $8,882 $14,664
Crane Rental Cost $2,250 $5,850 $9,900
StevedoringCost (shipto-shore) $2,736 $10,032 $20,292
Other Costa ● $5,179 $7,858 $9,827
Port Related Subtotal $13,055 $32,623 $54,684
Steaming Cost
Pilotegeand Tug Hire Costs $2,9: $6,4: $9*1E
Vessel Reiated Subtotal $2,979 $6,470 $9,120

TOTAL CHARGES 516034 $39093 S63 m
Total Coat Per Move (inclusive) $16b4 $11; .69 $10;.34
●llw+K10S081suchlahsmwhe,Us. ~ he. n1001w@~, steanuw un8smml, -’ Itenu, a.JMq fee, Ols,

Table VIII.5
Vessel and Container Charges in Miami

JACKSONVILLE smallVsssel Medium Large Vessel
Dockage and Wharfsge Cost $5,181 $16,438 $27,137
Crane Rental Cost $3,000 $8,400 $14,400
StevedoringCost (ship-to-shore) $4,144 $16,058 $31,598
Other Costs * $5,039 $7,718 $9,687
Port Related Subtotal $17,365 $48,615 $82,823
Steaming Cost $2,504 $3,336 $4,680
Pilotageand Tug Hire Costs $2,978 $6,469 $9,119
Vessel Ralated Subtotal $5,463 $9,606 $13,800

TOTAL CHARGES
Total Cost Per Move (inclusive)
%* codsuchsshsita foe,U.S.Go..m4fee,mcadn@mn’mOf!+IE,slemlshh)assmsmmt,mom’ item, q!enq fee, etc.

Table VIII.6
Vessel and Container Charges in Jacksonville
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in Jacksonville, as are the estimated stevedoring charges because of lower overall handling rates
and higher downtime costs (i.e. gross gang hours charged include payments for non-working
periods due to weather or mechanical problems). Crane downtime reportedly has been averaging
over 8’XOat the port’s container facilities versus about 1‘Yo-3Y0at the other ports surveyed. New
Orleans crane downtime compares favorably at the France Road complex with about a 1%-1.5%
downtime factor over the last twelve months.

VIII.B.5 COST/CALLANDCOST/MOVECOMPARISONSFORTHEFn% PORTS

Figures VIII.6 and 7 summarize the total cost per call and cost per move comparisons for the
container operations analyzed at the five ports. Figures VIII.8, 9, and 10 summarize comparisons
of specific cost elementdcategories (i.e. dockage and wharfage, crane rental costs, stevedoring
costs, pilotage and tug hire, etc.) for each port by vessel sizdlot size analyzed on a per ship call
basis. Figures VIII. 11, 12, and 13 make similar comparisons on a per move basis.

VIII.C CONCLUSIONS

Louisiana ports appear to be competitive in handling/output rates for general cargo commodities
such as bagged agricultural products, paper products, steel related commodities, and containers.
When compared to the major competitor- Port Houston, all inclusive costs in New Orleans are
higher due to additional steaming time. If this additional cost is excluded, operation in New
Orleans will cost less than in Houston. Cost of operation in Gulfport and Miami is lower than in
both New Orleans or Houston. However, New Orleans cost of cargo handling is in between the
two ports, about 10VOlower in comparison with Houston and about 10% higher than Gulfport or
Miami. Of more concern for long term competitive advantage for cargos such as containers is
the port’s geographic location, draft limitations of 35’-38’along the MRGO that prevent larger
ships from calling, environmental and well known weather constraints (i.e. excessive and
cyclical fogging conditions), and a smaller population base to provide likelihood of increased
localized general cargo opportunities for steamship operators. New Orleans is in a difficult
competitive position to expand current container volumes with the close proximity of modem
high volume container facilities at both Houston and Miami.

New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Lake Charles seem well positioned to concentrate on general
cargos such as steel, bagged cargos, paper and paper related products, and lumber products. The
introduction of new point-to-point services such as the “Gulf trailer ferry”, suggested as an
emerging general cargo NAFTA opportunity with Mexico, may help Louisiana’s ports to enjoy
an increasing market share of containerizedhmiletized North/South cargo movements between
the U.S. and Latin America. The Gulf region gateway position could also improve for New
Orleans or other ports in the state that solicit cargos going to and from the U.S. and the
Caribbean Basin, Puerto Rico, Central America, and the rest of Latin America.
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Figure VIII.8
Cost/Move Comparison of Ports (Small Vessels -300 TEU Size)
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VIII-12

I



$60

$50

1$20

$10

$0

1) NEW ORLEANS n 2)HOUSTON 3) MIAMI 4)JACKSONVILLE
D
-. 5) GULFPORT
::::::::::.W.:.

Figure VIII.1O
Cost/Move Comparison of Ports (Large Vessels -2400 TEU Size)
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IX. STRATEGIC OUTLOOK FOR LOUISIANA’S COMPETITIVE POSITION

IX.A COAL TRANSPORT AND HANDLING

Coal is the second largest commodity handled within the Louisiana transportation networlq next
only to agricultural grains. As more than 90 percent of the coal supply originated out of state
and 62 percent was in transit to foreign or out of state markets in 1990, transportation and
handling remains the mainstay of the industry. The major objective of this section is to analyze
the structural characteristics of the industry, and to assess long term developments in coal
transport and handling in the state.

IX.A.1 STRUCTURALCHARACTERISTICS

IX.A.l.a. Coal Supply

l%oductioninLouisiana Louisiana produced 3.2 million tons of lignite in 1990 in two mines
(Table IX.1 and Figure IX. 1). The Dolet Hills mine located in DeSoto parish supplied about 2.7
million tons under long-term contracts (25 years) to two electric utilities, namely, Central
Louisiana Electric Company, Inc. (CLECO) and Southwestern Electric Company (SWEPCO).
The lignite is loaded onto trucks capable of carrying 85 tons and taken to a central site where it

Table IX.1
Coal Supply and Disposition in Louisiana, 1990

Supply/Disposition Total Share of Total
Volume

~000 tons) (percent~

SUPPLY
Productionin-state 3,186 9.4

inbound movements 30.546 ~

Total Supply 33,732 100

DISPOSITION
IndustrialUses 799

Use by EleetricUtilities 11.748

Totsl in-stateConsumption 12,547 37.2

Exports 13,017 38.6

Outboundtransfers* 8,168 24.2

Total t)is~osition 33,732 100

● transfersto Floridathroughthe Gulf IntracoaatalWaterway
Sources: Coal& Lignitein Louisiana,byTroy,AlanA., LA DepaRmantof Natural

Resources,Msy 1993 andTtaneeerohDatabase
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begins a seven-mile ride on a conveyor belt to the
power plant. The Oxbow mine located in Red River
parish produced 440,000 tons under long-term
contract (ending in 2005) to CLECO. The crushed
lignite from this mine is hauled 19 miles to the power
plant in specially designed tractor trailers with a 30
ton capacity.

InboundMovementsfrom OtherStales.More than
90 percent of the coal supply totalling 33.7 million
tons was inbound to the state from other producing
regions. The interior coal supply region accounted
for 56 percent of the supply with Kentucky and
Illinois contributing for the bulk of this amount
(Table IX.2). The Northern and Southern
Appalachia regions supplied 32 percent of the total
with major contributions from West Virginia and
Pennsylvania. Wyoming, located in the North Great

outbound

Figure IX.1
Coal Disposition in Louisiana

Plains-Supply Re~o~ s~pplied about 4 million tons of coal by rail to Louisiana. As Wyoming on
the average supplies about 10 million tons of coal to Louisiana for domestic consumption (see
State Coal Profiles 1994, U.S. Energy Information Administration), the rest came as multi-modal
railhrge movements. The bulk of these movements is transported by rail to St. Louis and
transferred to barges consigned to the Big Cajun Electric Utility in Point Coupee parish.

Barge movements dominate coal inbound to the state, accounting for 85.7 percent (26 million
tons) of the total supply. Five states, Ohio, West Virgini~ Illinois, Indhna and Kentuclq are
responsible for more than 25 million tons of the annual barge traiiic. The rail movements from
Wyoming are largely destined to the Gulf State Utilities (GSU) plant in Calcasieu parish (2.05
million tons) and the CLECO plant in Rapides parish (1.7 million tons). A relatively small amount
of 400,000 tons is transported by rail to New Orleans area. The trucking tonnage of 440,000 is
intra-state movements of lignite from the mine to electric utility plant.

IX.A.l.b Coal Disposition

In-StateConsumption.In 1990,37.2 percent (12.5 million tons) of the total coal supply was
consumed in-state. Coal-fired electric generating plants in the state used more than 93 percent of
this coal. Six coal-fired electric generating units are operating in the state, providing more than
20 percent of the total utility generating capability. The two types of coal used in Louisiana
electric utiMies are: low sufir sub-bituminous coal supplied from the Powder River Basin in
Wyoming and locally supplied lignite. In 1990,799,000 tons of coal were used for industrial
purposes. The bulk of this coal was used by two industrial plants to cogenerate electricity and
steam to power their facilities. The Dow coal gasification plant in Plaquemine uses over 90
percent of this coal and the International Paper Company’s paper mill in Mansfield uses sub-
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Table IX.2
Inbound and Outbound Coal Movements and Transportation. Modes, huisiana 1990

Origin/Deethating Mo:des of Transport (’000 tons) State Share
State Barge Rail Truck of Totsl(%)

SUPPLY REGION/STATE
NorthernAppalachia
Ohio

Pennsylvania
SouthernAppalachia

Alabama
West Virginia●

Interior
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana**

Oklahoma
Texas

Nodh Great Plains
Wyoming

Other
INBOUND TOTAL
Modal shares(%)

2,967
911

202
5,766

6,478
1,196
8,659

0
123

0

0
101

26,423
85.7

0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0

275

3,689
6

3,970
12.9

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

440
0
0

0
0

440
1.4

9.6
3.0

0.7
18.8

21.0
3.9

28.1
1.4
0.4
0.9

12.0
0.3

100.0
100.0

DESTINATION STATE
Florida 8,054 0 0 99.2

Other 68 0 0 0.8

OUTBOUND TOTAL 8,122 0 0 100.0
Modal Shares(”A) 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

●Weat Virginia(North) ia a part of No~ern Appalachia region.
w intra-statemovements
Source: Transearch Database

bituminous coal from Kentucky to substitute their prinmy fbel, which is bark. The lignite
produced in the state is mainly used at the CLECO plant in DeSoto parish. In additio~ an
industrial &m is prospecting the manufacture of charcoal briquettes from lignite. This plant is
expected to be in operation in the Red River parish in 1994/95 with an annual output of 240,000
tons of lignite.
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Before the energy shortages in the 1970s natural gas was the fuel of choice for Louisiana electric
utilities and industrial plants. Use of coal started in 1981, and the consumption was rather stable
during the 1986-92 period with an annual tonnage of 10 to 12 million tons. Coal was used as the
fiel to generate about 35 percent of total electricity requirements in the state during this period.

OutboundCoalMovements The Electro-Coal Transfer Terminal (TECO) located at mile 55
AHP and the International Marine Terminal located across from TECO on the Lower Mississippi
River acts as the transfer point for outbound mal to Florida. In 1990, a total of 8.1 million tons
of coal was transferred from Louisiana almost exclusively to electric utility plants in Florida.

C’OUZ12xportk The Lower Mississippi export coal terminals are the ports of choice for export of
U.S. steam coal. In 1990 these terminals exported 13 million tons amounting to 38.6 percent of
the total supply to the state. Almost all coal exports were supplied from Appalachia and the
interior regions by barges.

U.S. coal exports and the relative market shares for various export regions are shown in Table
IX.3. During the period 1988 to 1992, the Lower Mississippi coal terminaIs consistently handIed
25 to 28 percent of total U.S. steam coal exports. However, the Lower Mississippi’s share of
the metallurgical coal export msrket was rather small, accounting for about 3 percent.

Table IX.3
U.S. Coal Exports and the Market Shares by Exporting Region

Expd Ragion 1988 1969 lSW 1991 1$92

Millii Mkt.Sh Million Mkt.Sh Millii Mkt.Sh Millii Mkt.Sh MillIon Mkt.Sh

MatallurgioalCoal

Saltimofa 4.4 7.8 4,9 8.3 2.8 4.9 2.5 4.3 2.3 4.3

HamptonRoada 35.7 63.2 37.5 63.8 40.4 70.1 42.1 71.8 39.3 72.8

Mobila 6.9 12.2 7.6 12.9 6.5 11.3 6.3 10.8 5.2 9.6

LowarMiaaiaaiPpi 1.3 2.3 2.0 3.4 2.5 4.3 2.9 4.9 2.3 4.3

WLong Baaoh 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Othar 8.0 14.2 6.8 11.6 5.4 9.4 4.8 8.2 4.9 9.1

TotalMatallurgioal 56.5 100.0 58.6 100.0 57.6 100.0 58.6 100.0 54.0 100.0
StaamCoal

Baltimora 2.6 8.8 3.5 10.7 4.0 10.6 6.2 15.6 6.i 15.8

HamptonRoada 4.7 15.9 6.9 21.1 9.1 24.1 10.5 26.4 8.0 23.1

Mobila 0.8 2.7 0.3 0.9 0.3 0.8 1.4 3.5 1.0 2.6

LowarMiiaaippi 7.2 24.3 8.2 25.1 9.3 24.7 11.2 28.1 9.9 25.7

WLong Baach 0.6 2.7 2.2 6.7 1.8 4.8 2.6 6.5 2.5 6.5

13.5 45.6 11.6 35.5 13.2 35.0 7.9 19.8 10.1 26.2

Total Staam 29.6 100.0 32.7 100.0 37.7 1N.O 39.8 100.0 3s.5 100.0

TotalCoal [Mat. and S&m) 86.1 91.5 95.3 9s.4 92.5
SOUH NationalCoalAaaociation
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CoaZEcportTerm”n& The major structural characteristics of Louisiana coal export terminals
are shown in Table IX.4. Normally, a wide variety of bulk products are handled at these
terminals. Some of the major bulk products handled are alumin~ bauxite, ores, coke, cement,
fertilizers and minerals.

Table IX.4
Selected Characteristics of Louisiana Coal Terminals, 1992

Po#Terminai Existing Future
Controlling Vessel Project Vessel

Depth Sie(OOO) Depth Size(OOO) Serving
(Feet] (DWT) (Feet) (DMf17 Railroads

MississippiRiverTerminals
Electro-Coal 45 70+ 55 130+
InternationalMarine 45 70+ 55 130+
South Pass ● 60 150+
Burnside 45 70+ 55 130+ IllinoisCentral

MississippiR~er - Midstream
IMT Coal Monitor 45 70+ 55 130+

Cooper/T. Smith 45 70+ 55 130+

At-Sea Operation NA NA NA NA

Lake Charles BulkTerminal** 40 50+ 45 70+ KCS: SP: UP
Sourw USDOT, Existingand PotantiilUS Coal ExportLoadingTatminala,MARAD, January1992 and paraonalcommunication

withtarminaiOparatom.

Term”naZsw“thshoresidefacilities.The Electro-Coal Transfer Terminal originally built to
service the needs of its parent utility in Florid% greatly expanded its export handling capacity in
the 1980’s. During those years of expansio~ TECO built three ocean-going, barge mounted
“topping-off cranes for the purpose of filly loading vessels outside the main ship channel which
had drafi restrictions. These cranes are sparsely used, though they remain able to be recalled into
service if needed. Electro-Coal’s primarily soil-based cement ground storage is the largest on the
river, estimated to be in excess of 4.5 million tons. Equipped with two shiploaders, the fkcility
can also perform direct barge-to-ship operations.

The International Marine Terminals (MT) is also a subsidiary of another Florida-based utility.
Therefore, in addition to exports a part of its annual throughput is dedicated to domestic
movements to satis~ the requirements of one or more of its owners. IMT has ground storage of
about 1.5 million tons.
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Burnside Bulk Marine Terminal is a multi-purpose terminal owned by the Greater Baton Rouge
Port Commissio~ and leased and operated by Ormet. It is the only coal terminal on the Lower
Mississippi with rail connections and serves as a transfer station between ocean-going vessels,
barges, railcars and trucks. Major equipment at the site are two rail-mounted gan~ cranes each
rated at 1,000 tons per hour and a traveling shiphrge loader of 1,500 todhour capacity. Trans-
shipment of bulk materials to railcars can be made directly from vessel or from concrete ground
storage. Rail facilities include a 100-car double traclq 3800 horsepower diesel yard locomotive, a
300,000 pound capacity track scale and a 100-ton truck scale.

Petroleum coke and other bulk materials are the major items handled at the Lake Charles Bulk
Terminal owned and operated by the Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District.

Mid-StreamTerw”nuk The IMT Coal Monitor is a floating mid-stream rig. The rig can blend
coal, test for elevated coal temperatures and, if found, can run the coals through a belt-system for
cooling. It also has an automatic sampliig system. Cooper/T. Smith operates about six floating
derricks with barge mounted cranes and clam buckets at Darrow, Louisiana. The other mid-
stream operators include Ryan Wals~ Shoreside, St. James Stevedore, and River Marine.

IX.A.2. STRATEGICOUTLOOK

Three major sectors in Louisiana utilize the bulk of the state’s coal supply: exports (39%); out-of-
state transfers (37Yo);and consumption within the state (24’%0). As91 percent of the total
tonnage is inbound from other states and 9 percent is locally produced as lignite, an efficient
transportation and handling system is vital to maintain Louisiana’s competitive advantage in the
industry. The transportation chain involves inland transportation from the mines, transfers at
intermodal terminals, and shipping overseas in the case of exports. Future coal volumes handled
in Louisiana will be conditioned by developments in the domestic economy as well as trends in
international coal trade. Major domestic variables affecting coal use will be the relative prices of
other energy substitutes and the rate of U.S. economic growth. Most estimates conclude that
economic growth is more important than the price of energy substitutes in the medium term.
Similarly, exports will depend on the economic growth rate of the world economy and
international competitiveness of the U. S. coal industry. Overall, transportation costs comprise a
large part of delivered cost of coal; however, for Louisiaq competitive costs in inland
transportation terminal transfer costs and ocean fleight rates are crucial to maintain its fiture
market share. The purpose of this section is to analyze several strategic challenges heed by the
industry. The analysis is based on structural characteristics described earlier, and the most likely
fhture developments.

lX.A.2.a Coal Supply Trends

According to the U.S. Department of Energy/Energy Information Administration (DOE/EIA),
U.S. coal production is forecast to increase by 2 to 3 percent per year in the 1990’s and 1.8 to 2.9
percent annually during the period 2000-2010. In terms of availability of reserves and other
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factors of productio~ all supply regions are, essentially, expected to maintain their respective
production shares through 2010. Therefore, from a supply standpoint the competitive advantage
of Louisiana coal suppliers may remain more or less stable. Future productivity improvements
associated with technological developments in the industry are gradual, and may remain neutral
without any regional bias. These trends lead us to conclude that the present coal supply patterns
to the state are unlikely to change signiilcantly.

The lignite mines in the state are located near utility plants incurring minimal transportation costs
and industry sources do not indicate any significant change. CLECO maintains that lignite is the
cheapest source of fiel for electricity generatio~ but technological and institutional factors will
limit fbture use of lignite to modest proportions.

IX.A.2.b Modes of Transport and Costs

As indicated earlier, a major determinant in coal distribution is transport cost. From the analysis,
it is evident that inland barge transportation is the mode of choice for coal in Louis@ wherever
feasible. In 1990, 85.7 percent of the coal tonnage inbound to the state was handled by barges
and the rest by rail. However, a more significant fact is that out of the 4 million tons of coal that
moved by rail, 97 percent (3.7 million tons) was to destinations which did not have any inland
waterway access. Therefore, as it currently stands, there seems to be practically no competition
for coal movements in the state between barge and rail transportation modes. The mainstay for
coal transport by rail to Louisiana is the 10 million tons supplied flom the mines in Wyoming. In
1990,4 million tons of this coal came by rail to destinations where inland waterways were not
available, and the rest was multi-mode. The largest multi-mode railhrge operation (4.5 million
tons in 1990) was to the Big Cajun Plant in Point Coupee ptish. This coal moved 1,100 miles by
rail to St. Louis and then 850 miles by barge to the plant. This operation fiuther illustrates the
preference for barge transportatio~ when feasible.

Inland transportation costs including transloading costs at intermodal terminals for eastern U.S.
coal indicate relatively low costs for barge transportatio~ especially from the northern and central
Appalachia regions to Louisiana (Table IX. 5). Note that the average distances and transportation
costs indicated may be deceptive, as the actual tariff quotations vary within a certain range
essentially based on the nature of the contract. Therefore, even if a particular mode is not price
competitive on the average on a certain route, tariffs negotiated at the lower range may be
competitive. For example, barge contract rates offered from the Illinois Basin to Baton Rouge/
New Orleans area range from $8.90 to $13.75 while rail rates to Mobile from the Illinois Basin
range from $9.50 to $11.30 per ton. Although on the average Mobile enjoys a price advantage by
rail, barge contracts negotiated at the lower range to Baton Rouge/New Orleans are cost
competitive. Further, the tariff structure has only a weak relationship to the haulage distance in
both modes of transport, indicating contractual concession arrangements for variables such as
volumes hauled, time length of contracts, availabiMy of backhauls, and other factors. These
tendencies tend to favor Louisiana coal terminals which essentially handle large volumes on an
extensive inland waterway network with diverse cargo.
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Table IX.5
Relative Coal Transportation Rates to Baton Rouge/New OrleansT1992.

Origin/Destination Average Transpoti Rates (Won) B.RJN.O.
Area DBtsnce Rail Barge Price

(miles) Advantaae ●

N. Appalachia (Pa.,N.W.Va)
Baltimore 340 14.56 — —

B.RJN.O. 1921 . 14.08 0.49

Central Appalachia (E. Ky.,
S.W.Va.,Va.)
Baltimore 705 18.13 — —

Hampton Roads 484 16.5 — —

Charleston 734 22.2
B.RJN.O. 1648 — 15.08 1.43

SouthernAppalachia (Ala.)
Mobile 280 14.18 7.03 —

IllinoisBasin (Ill., W. Ky.)
Mobile 599 10.28 — —

B.R. /N.O. 839 — 10.89 -0.61
“Adwmtagerelatktotheleas tcostaitemtk , negathmnumbemdenoted~.
SourcwSasedon estimatesfram Fieldson1993U.S. Coal Expt ManuaL

In terms of competition among dif%erentmodes for coal transport, it is likely that the productivity
enhancing technological trends will remain neutral. The historical trends do not suggest any
significant inroads by one mode on the other’s market share. In the long-rq pricing measures
and other market responses by barge and rail operators seem to absorb the short-run vagaries
keeping the modal competition and market shares at an even keel.

One of the key variables sfFecting the coal industry in the state and modal competition is tied up
with possible increases in inland waterway fiel tax. At present, the inland waterway taxis 17
cents a gallon and it will rise to 20 cents per gallon in 1995. Estimates made by the Federal
government indicate that the tax has to be increased to as much as $1/gsllon to recover estimated
Federal annual shallow-draft navigational expenditures related to inland waterway operation and
maintenance. Barge operators and other industry sources have argued that such a tax will
seriously affect their business. This level of Federal taxes on the barge industry will continue to
be a key issue.
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IX.A.3 COALDISPOSITION

IX.A.3.a Domestic Market Trends

The total in-state coal consumption in 1990 was 12.5 million tons, with 11.7 million tons used by
electric utilities and 0.8 million tons for industrial purposes. The enactment of Powerpkmt and
Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 and the concern to conserve oil and gas at that time encouraged
the use of coal as a fbel in Louisiana. The annual tonnages have stabilized at 10 to 12 million tons
generating about 35 percent of the total electricity supplied during the last five years (Table IX.
6). The increase in coal consumption by electric utilities responding to fkvorable prices and
government regulations signals the ability and willingness of the indust~ to use more coal under
suitable economic incentives. However, a significant change in the use of coal is not expected in
the near Mure. Ironically, gas is again the fhel of choice in Louisian~ and its use is now being
promoted as more fkiendlyto the environment than other fossil fbels. In additio~ it is an
abundant resource in the state, and the price is very competitive with other fiels used for
electricity generation. Similar variables will affect coal use for industrial purposes in the state,
indicating no significant change in the short-run.

Table IX.6
Coal & Natural Gas Consumption Patters in Louisiana and Florida

LOUISANA FLORIDA
Coal Natural Gas Avg. Growth Coal Natural Gas Avg. Growth

in Coal Use in Coal Use
Year (1,000 tons) (bil. cu. ft.) (annual ‘A)” 0,000 tons) (bil. cu. ft.) (annual ‘A)”

1975 0 1,789 5,779 280

1980 111 1,794 9,543 317 10.6

1985 9,217 1,386 142.0 19,305 290 15.1

1986 10,459 1,439 13.5 18,699 289 -3.1

1987 10,391 1,501 -0.7 23,644 300 26.4

1988 12,848 1,446 23.6 24,595 293 4.0

1989 12,471 1,538 -2.9 25,447 324 3.5

1990 12.547 1,571 0.6 25,233 328 -0.8
●197S-19S5 ara five-yawavaragaannualgrowthratea.
Sour- Baaedon datafromStata EnargyData Repatt,Conaum@onEatimataa19S0-1990, DOE/EIA, 1992.

The outbound transfers of coal constitute 24.2 percent of the total supply, and these are in transit
to utiMy plants in Florida (Table IX. 1). Louisiana terminals are responsible for supplying about
33 percent of the total coal tonnage consumed in Florida in 1990. In 1992, Kentucky and Illinois
supplied 22 million tons (more than 90 percent of the total coal consumed) to Florid% making
Louisiana an important transit state for coal movements. Electric utilities in Florida have been
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using substantial quantities of coal for electricity generation for a longer period than Louisiana.
However, coal use trends in both states exhibit similar growth patterns (see Table IX.6).

Several factors indicate that coal consumption in Louisiana and Florida may increase in the long-
run. According to DOE/EIA estimates, variations in electricity demand in the 1990’s are expected
to be met primarily by variations in gas-tied generation. Between 2000 and 2010, however, coal
is expected to become the “first fhel choice” for new power generation. This will be especially
true for Florida which has limited natural gas supplies. Further, coal prices are projected to rise
less than other prices during the period, making coal the dominant energy source for electricity
generation throughout the 1990 to 2010 period. Therefore, long-run coal consumption estimates
for Louisiana are expected to follow the national trends (one percent per year during the 1990’s
and 1.8 to 2.9 percent per year in the 2000 to 2010 period). Florid% with higher forecasts in
population growth and economic activities may exceed the forecasted national average growth in
coal use.

lX.A.3.b Competitive Environment for Coal Exports

U.S. coal exports are expected to be the fiistest growing segment of the industry in the next two
decades. This growth is driven by three fiwtors: (1) declining coal production in Europe, as
subsidies and trade restrictions are reduced; (2) growing electricity demand in Asi% and (3)
limited capacities of other countries to increase their exports after the year 2000. Although
environmental laws of the European Community fiivor the low-suhr coals of South Americ~
South Afiic% and Indonesi~ these exporters are expected to be near the upper limits of their
capacity by 2000. U.S. coal exports are projected to range from 185 to 289 million tons in 2010,
depending on the rate of world economic growth. Compared to 106 million tons exported in
1990, the average annual growth rate for the period is between 2.8 to 5.1 percent. Coal exports
will represent between 14 and 19 percent of U.S. production in 2010, compared to 10 percent in
1990. Most of the projected growth in U.S. exports will occur after 2000, when the United
States and Australia are the only countries still able to expand their export capabilities significantly
(see AnnualEner~ Outlook with Projections to 2010, U.S. Department of Energy/ Energy
Iniiormation Administratio~ 1992. p. 51).

Within Louisian& with the fbture instate coal consumption and transfers to Florida indicating a
moderate growth rate, more rapid developments are likely to occur in the export sector. In 1990
Louisiana exported 13 million tons of coal or 38.6 percent of its total supply. More than 80
percent of this tonnage was steam coal making Louisiana terminals responsible for about 25
percent of U.S. steam coal exports (see Table IX. 3). Other major competitors with Louisiana for
U.S. coal exports are Baltimore, Hampton Roads and Mobile. The ports on the east coast
dominate metallurgical coal exports. As metallurgical coal exports are projected to decline in the
fbture, these ports will face stiffer competition to maintain their market share and capacity
utiliition levels. These ports will gradually shift to steam coal exports. It is not very likely that
they can compete and sway a share of the Louisiana market because the industry is largely
stabilized from transportation costs (see Table IX. 5 for 1992 inland transportation costs).
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According to the DOIM31A estimates, coal transportation costs will remain rather stable,
increasing by only 6.2 percent between 1987 and 2010. However, as the share of steam coal
exports increase and exports become more homogeneous, coal importers will have a wider choice
in selecting U.S. export terminals leading to tighter competition among U.S. ports.

The coal terminal in Mobile has recently increased its capacity and has undertaken a vigorous
campaign to expand its market share. Apart from its proximity, several other factors make
Mobile a strong competitor to Louisiana coal terminal business. In terms of exports, in 1992
Mobile handled 9.6 million tons of metallurgical coal and 2.6 million tons of steam coal. With
declining metallurgical coal exports in the Mure, it will shift to steam coal in direct competition
with Louisiana terminals. Further, Mobile is strategically located to compete with Louisiana in
supplying coal to Florida. Because of the extensive waterway network the coal terminals in the
Lower Mississippi have market access to handle a greater variety of bulk materials than the
Mobile terminals. This is especially true in the case of mid-stream terminals. The availability of
many types of bulk cargo will result in greater economies of scale in terms of capital equipment
and greater market power for Louisiana terminal operators. Further, vertical integration of IMT
and TECO coal terminals ownership by Florida based utility companies will also enter into the
decision making process favoring Louisiana terminals. Therefore, all indications are that
Louisiana terminals will most likely retain or improve their comparative advantage vis-a-vis
Mobile.

Expanding coal production in the North Great Plains Region (primarily in Wyoming) and the
construction of new coal terminal facilities on the Pacific coast is another strategic challenge to
Louisiana coal exports. In terms of ocean fleight and distances, these ports may have a cost
advantage in shipping, especially to Japan and other Far Eastern markets. Thirty percent of
Louisiana exports in 1992 was destined to this regioq and the share is projected to increase to 46
percent in 2010 (Table IX.7). According to the DOE/EIA estimates, in 1990 the western states
exported 4 million tons (4 percent of total U.S. coal exports) andin2010 this is projected to
increase to 13 million tons (5 percent of total U. S. exports), virtually maintaining the same market
share.

In 1992, the port of Los Angeles and Long Beach exported 7.4 million tons of coal (Table IX. 3).
Major concerns regarding competition from the PacMc coast ports were raised when a
consortium of investors consisting of coal producers, railroads, shipping companies, ports,
exporters and importers invested in the construction of a 20 million ton capacity (estimated cost
$180 million) coal export terminal in the Port of Los Angeles. Recently, after reevaluation of
market demand and experiencing large cost overruns, the project has been downsized to 10
million tons. Overall, as market shares for coal exports fi-omstates west and east of the
Mississippi are projected to remain stable, Pacific Coast Ports are unlikely to make a significant
dent in Louisiana coal export trends.
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Table IX.7
Coal Exports form Lower Mksissippi by Destination, 1988-1992 (actual) and

Projections to 2010 ~000 tons)

Destination Year &tual) Grwth Proiaotiona●

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 7olq

Matallurgkalcoal
s. Amarica
EEC

OtharEuropa
other Mad.
Japan
OtharFar Eaat

Total (Mat Coal)

Steam Coal

s. Amarica

EEC

OtharEuropa

OtharMad.
Japan
OtharFar Eaat

Total(St. Coal)

o 68

82 281

174 170

0 0

1,050 1,45s

o 0
5 0

1,311 1,975

51 82S

2,807 4,226

123 71

0 0

1,086 211

3,000 2,512

7 54
7,055 7,903

509
448

228
0

1,267

21

0
2,470

70

8,112

32

6s
257

2,752
847

10,136

1,017
585

297
36

921
0
0

2,856

74

7,16s

187

0
545

3,192
46

11,213

69s
475

0

0
898

0
0

2,272

118

6,772

62

42
538

2,315
52

9,897

5W 509

1s4

o
1,431

24
0

2,544

63

9,657

50
107
521

5,567
7m

16,745

181
0

1,520
25

0
2,593

60

11,918

62
133

788
6,450

730
22,141

509

333
168

0
1,621

27
0

2,657

55

15,2S0
60

170
1,12s

12,111
687

29,491

●Mat Coalb bawd on an annualgrowthrataof -1.6% for Europa,1.2% forAsia,and O%for OthW and forsteamooal4.9%, 7.7%,
raqdkaly.
SourowSu@ement to tha AnnualEnargyOutbo&1994, EIA, U.S. Dept.of Enargy,pp.209-210.

In 1990, steam coal accounted for only 40 percent of total U.S. coal exports. The 1990 to 2010
export projections made by the U.S. Department of Energy ideate an average annual growth
rate of 4.4 percent for steam coal and an annual decline of 0.7 percent for metallurgical coal,
leading to a significant change in the composition of U.S. cord exports. Accord~ to the U.S.
Department of Energy estimates, the share of steam coal will increase to 64 percent in 2010. This
will bean advantage to Louisiana terminals which specialize in steam coal exports.

Coal exports from the Lower Mississippi terminals by destination region and by coal type are
shown in Table IX. 7. In 1992, about half of the exports was destined to the EEC and 30 percent
to Japan and the Far East. The Lower Mississippi coal exports through 2010 are projected based
on rates of growth for U. S. coal exports (DOIYEIA 1994 estimates). Results indicate total export
tonnage increasing fkom 12 million in 1992 to 31.5 million in 2010. According to these estimates,
the Lower Mississippi cord export share increases from 12 to 21 percent during the 1992 to 2010
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period. This increase is based on the assumption that traditional coal importers from Louisiana
will maintain their share of imports without shifting to other U.S. ports.

IX.A.3.C Top-Off Terminal for Coal

Draft restrictions currently do not allow the Lower Mississippi coal terminals to accommodate
deep-draft ships greater than 45 feet. For several years, industry sources and transportation
planners have considered the feasibility of establishing cost-effective coal top-off semices at the
mouth of the Mississippi River. Such a fhcility will enable large Cape-size vessels carrying more
than 100,000 tons to carry fill consignments generating economies of scale. Some estimates
indicate a cost dfierential of $3/ton savings on a 135,000 ton lot size carried on a Cape-size
vessel from New Orleans to Rotterdq compared to a 58,500 ton lot-size carried on a Panamax
size vessel. Currently, coal rates to North Europe from New Orleans are around $12/ton. These
are substantial savings and if realized, can tiect the competitive position of coal terminals in the
state.

The proponents of a topping-off facility indicate three major factors in supporting it: first, the
cost savings and economies of scale associated with larger lot sizes are substantial; second,
competing terminals at Hampton Roads and Long Beach with deeper drafts place Louisiana
terminals at a competitive disadvantage; and third, coal from the Gulf ports has to be carried
relatively longer ocean distances to its major customers such as North Europe and Japan (for
example, compared to distances between Hampton Roads and North Europe and between Long
Beach and Japan). Therefore, it is imperative to make this transportation segment cost effkctive.
The skeptics of the top-off proposal base their reasoning on the following: first, as Cape-size and
Panamax vessels operate in differentiated markets, it is wrong to assume cost savings from Cape-
size vessel lot sizes; second, under-utilization of the existing topping-off fbcility owned by TECO
indicates that there is insufficient demand for such services; third, an analysis of lot-size
distribution of coal liftings indicates that Cape-size consignments comprise a small proportion of
total coal exported even from ports which have deeper drafts, indicating various other constraints
to larger lot-sizes. The proposal has not evoked much interest from the industry, perhaps,
because of recent export downturns and excessive terminal capacities experienced at this time.
However, the topping-off option needs to be evaluated more carefi.dlytaking into consideration
the long-term requirements of the coal industry as well as economics of dry bulk carrier industry.
lX.A.3.d coal Imports

During the past few years, the world demand for coal was weak due to recessionary conditions,
especially in the EEC countries and in Jap~ adversely a&@ing U. S. coal exports. Further,
spurred by weak markets for coal exports elsewhere, some South American countries have
started exporting coal to U.S. markets. Recently, the Port of Mobile contracted to handle 7
million tons of imported coal from Venezuela within the next 3 to 4 years. The imported cord is
blended with local coal at the port before delivery to electric utilities based in Florida. Similarly,
limited quantities of imported Colombian coal were handled at Louisiana terminals in the past.
With improvements in production and export infhmtructure, it is very likely that more South
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American coal will enter the U.S. market. Louisiana terminals are strategically located to handle
these shipments. In the short-rum Florida based utilities may use the existing out of state Mlities
for imports and blending with domestic coal. However, in the long-run if large scale imports
become routine, it maybe more efficient for Florida based utilities to import through in-state coal
terminals established for this purpose. Several other electric utilities located on the inland
transportation network with competitive barge access may be good prospects for imported coal.
If this trend develops, Louisiana coal terminals will be able to fidly utilize the more efficient,
large scale coal handling systems and the under-utilized barge backhaul capacity. According to
industry sources, these amounts can be handled with marginal adjustments to the existing
itiastructure.

IX.A.4 suhmiRY ANDCONCLUSIONS

The long-run demand for domestic coal consumption remains rather stable. However, more
significant changes are likely to be confined to the export sector in the state. Coal export
operations in the state are based on a well integrated inland barge transportation network and a
very efficient coal transfer and handling system at the export terminals. Historically, the coal
export market share for the Lower Mississippi terminals has consistently remained stable,
indicating their ability to compete with other ports for exports. Although the short-run demand
for U.S. coal exhibits cyclical tendencies, annual average growth in long-run export demand is
projected to be 3 to 4 percent for the period 1990 to 2010. All market forecasts indicate even
higher continued gro~ particularly in steam coal. Therefore, demand for coal exports from
Lower Mississippi terminals is expected to increase, and the comparative advantage the terminals
have will lead to improvements in market share.

Coal imports, particularly fkom South American suppliers and blending them with domestic
supplies for use in electric utilities, remain a viable option for Louisiana coal terminals. With
filler utilization of existing handling facilities and barge bacW, Louisiana terminals are
strategically placed to captureet this new market opportunity.

IX.B GRAIN TRANSPORT AND HANDLING

Farm products is the largest dry-bulk commodky group handled within the Louisiana
transportation network. This broad commodity catego~ includes all varieties of agricultural
grains and oil seeds, mainly comprising cmq wheat, Sorghw rice, oats, and soybeans. Corq
soybeans, and wheat constitute more than 90 percent of the total tonnage handled. Essentially, all
movements are interstate shipments of agricultural grains inbound to Louisiana export terminals
from the Mid-Western states. The export terminals serve as intermodal handling points in the
transportation cha@ transferring grain to ocean going vessels from rail and barges. Additionally,
a series of product transformation services, such as grain assembly and storage, cleaning, mixing
and drying, are also petiormed at the terminals. Therefore, an overall strategic assessment of
export grain terminals must examine long-term developments in three broad areas: (1) U. S. grain
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supply and demand conditions, particularly for exports; (2) transportation and handling activities
in the domestic as well as ocean transport segments; and (3) strategic challenges posed by
competing U.S. ports.

IX.B.1 VARIABLESAFFECTINGPRODUCTIONANDEXPORTS

The United States is a major producer and
an exporter of agricultural grains and
oilseeds. U.S. share of world production
of corn for the period 1990 to 1992 was
more than 40 and 50 percent,
respectively. (Table IX. 8; Figure IX.2).

In terms of exports, the U.S. dominance
in international grain markets is even
more evident. During the same period,
U.S. market share in international trade in
corn and soybeans was more than 65

m
u.a
❑
Wotld

d
Whul COm -S R~

Fan Products

percent. In-addition the U.S. was an
important supplier of wheat and rice Figure IX.2
exports. These large market shares U.S. Export Shares in World Trade Selected
indicate the U.S. competitive advantage in Crops (1992)
the international market as an agricultural
producer and exporter. In additio~ the dominant market role played by the U.S. enhances its
ability to influence outcomes in various world commodity markets from a position of strength.

GovernmentPolicitm U.S. agricultural production and exports are influenced by a series of
government policies targeted at domestic supply controls, price supports, and exports
enhancement. U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) has resorted to acreage restrictions and
set aside programs for along period in order to limit grain production and attempted to maintain
farm prices at higher levels. Similarly, grain price subsidy programs have been undertaken to
stabiliie crop prices. The U. S. actively uses export subsidies to promote sales of variety of
agricultural crops. Programs include PL-480 food aid, export credits (GSM 100), export credit
guarantees (GSM 102 and 103), and the Export Enhancement Program (EEP). Under the EEP,
policy makers have directed that the sales be targeted to countries where the U.S. has lost market
share because of export subsidies of competitors, especially the European Economic Community
(EEC).
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Table IX.8
U.S. and World Production and Exports of Selected Farm Pro@cts, 1990-1992

Farm Product unitedstates E?!?.rM Us. Marketshare
1990 1991 1992 1990 1991 1992 1990 1991 1992

Production

Wheat

Corn

Soybeana

Rice

Exports

Wheat

Corn

soybeans

Rice

(Ooo,ooometric tona)

74 54 67 588 542

202 190 237 477 485
52 54 59 140 106
5 5 5 351 348

28 35 37 94 108
45 41 43 59 62
15 19 20 25 28
3 2 2 12 13

555 12.6 10.0 12.1

520 42.3 39.2 45.6

112 50.0 51.0 52.7

351 1.5 1.4 1.5

101 30.0 32.4 36.0

61 75.7 66.0 69.7

30 60.6 66.2 66.3

15 19.7 19.7 13.9

Source: U.S. Statistical Abstracts 1993

The general trend in recent times has been for the government to reduce agricultural subsidies in
order to open up domestic agricultural markets, and to negotiate for liberalized international trade
by eliminating all agricultural export subsidies by the year 2000. The recent approval of the
GATT negotiations is an important trend in agricultural trade liberalization. In fax attempts to
retrieve traditional market shares under the EEP are based on the premise that negotiating with
other grain exporting countries from a position of market strength enhances prospects for an
agreement favorable to U.S. interests. Overall, several general conclusions can be made
concerning U.S. government policies toward agriculture: (1) U.S. agriculture will improve its
productivity and competitive advantage overtime, leading fiture grain exports and market shares
to steadily increase; (2) government policies will continue to be a major determinant exerting a
si@cant influence on grain movements for exports; and (3) more ‘open market’ conditions can
be expected in the fbture in domestic markets as well as in international agricultural trade.

InternaZi”onalCornp*”tion-Exporters U.S. agricultural exports face stiff competition from
other exporters, mainly from developed nations; EEC, Canad~ and Australia. International trade
policies of these countries and their domestic agricultural policies will tiect fbture U.S. exports.
Less developed countries, such as Argentin~ Brazil, Chin% and Thailand, are also competitors
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with the U.S. for grain exports. However, the past experience and perceived fiture changes
indicate that the U.S. will continue to be a strong competitor in world grain markets.

Foreign I’ra&- Importens Several factors are likely to tiect the willingness and capability of
foreign countries to buy U.S. grain products: (1) the rate of economic growt~ and the
consequent growth in purchasing power in developing countries and newly emerging independent
countries in Eastern Europe; (2) the rate of growth in domestic agricultural production and the
degree of self sufficiency in importing countries; and (3) the dietary preferences in importing
countries, particularly the increasing share of animal protein in daily diets.

IX.B.2 GRAINTRANSPORTATIONANDHANDLING

Tonnages of U.S. grains
transported by type of crop
and by type of movement
from 1978 to 1989 are
shown in Table IX. 9 and
Figure IX.3. Corq wheat,
and soybeans constitute
more than 75 percent of the
total grains movements. In
1989, 164 million tons were
transported for domestic use
and 130 million tons for
exports. An analysis of
trends in terms of total
movements, including
domestic and export
components for the same
period, indicates an
increasing share of exports
in U. S. grain production.

60 I , , ‘ , , , , , , , , ,

1978 1880 1882 1984 1888 1888
Year

+
Total
+

Export
+

DOnlestic

Figure IX.3
U.S. Grain Movements (Total, Domestic and for Exports)

In recent years, it is observed that the rate of growth of grains transported for domestic use is
fiwter than for exports. This is mainly because increasing grain consumption for feed-use is taking
place away from fms closer to iinal points of consumption. The increasing trend in ton-miles
transported is likely to generate economies of scale for barge and rail transportation.In recent
years Louisiana has handled roughly 50 percent of total U.S. grain exports (Table IX. 10 and
Figure IX.4). The state’s share of the nation’s total grain exports has increased since 1978 from
approximately from 40 to 50 percent. World recessionary conditions in the mid 1980s (1985 to
1988) dampened demand for U.S. grain exports, reaching a low in 1986. Changes in world
demand for U.S. grain seem to affect export trends through Louisiana in two main ways:
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Table IX.9
Tonnage of U.S. Grains Transported by ~pe of Crop and Type Of Movement, 1978-1989

Yew &type of Corn -t Soybeans Sorghum 8arley& 0at8 All grairm
Rye

Tdak
1978
1979
1960
1s61
1s82
1963
1s64
1s65
1986
1s87
1s86
1s88

-
1978
197s
1s60
1s61
1962
1983
1s84
1985
1s88
1987
1s86
1s8s

1978
1979
1880
1961
1982
1s83
1s64
1s85
1986
1s67
1966

102,1s8
122,470
142,86S
114,028
116,188
122,200
125,6FA
133,187
124,388
185,230
177,003
142,112

55,182
85*233
6s,4s2
80,347
53,780
52,391
53,847
46,559
29,7S5
44,993
51,211
82,213

47,036
57,237
73,377
53,881
82,408
8s,80s
71,907
64,828
94,573

120,237
125,7s2

61,471
58,213
82,725
72,829
70,ml
72*855

2F7
80,078
87,6S4
75,6s8
87,977

37,584
36,7s9
3s,407

2Z
42,401
46,566
27,342
27,152
33,772
44,840
40,237

23,887
22,414
23,318
24,420
25,747
30,254
33,15s
31,358
32,S26
33,s23
31,056

53,878
58,408
5s,452
58,88s
61,177
58,787
52,732
52,050
58,33s
61,503
58,316
50,212

22,822
23,027
24,006
24,064
28,081
25,027
21,476
18,617
23,588
23,427
19,674
16,582

31,057
33,361
35,448
32,825
33,098
33,740
31,258
33,433
34,773
36,076
36,844

(’oooton8)

13,281
13,391
11,808
10,611
13,276
13,037
17,637
18,S06
17,153
16,715
22,054
21,448

2,880
6,524
8,813
8,818
6,830
5,821
7,467
7,333
4,558
5,496
7,140
9,212

10,801
6,887
2,9s5
1,793
6,848
7,216

10,350
11,575
12,5s4
11,219
14,914

7,185
7,878
8,4S3
8,314
7,914

10,461
11,118
10,245
12,177
12,406
11,304
9,427

7i8

1,7s6
2,350
1,522
1,703
2,187

779

;;
2,405
1,964

6,44S
7,016
6,695
5,964
6,3S2
8,758
8,929
9,488

10,374
9,062
8,699

3,813
4,419
4,158
3,47s
2,170
3,805
3,s30
3,693
4,142
3,s48
3,76s
2,s50

2LM

1$
140
42
23
16
13
34
17
14
13

3,807
4,370
4,051
3,339
2,128
3,5S2
3,914

:E
3,929
3,775

241,807
263,77s
28s,505
288,150
271,426
280,725
291,184
276,S80
276,257
327,484
348,188
2S4,126

119,170
132,4S4
143,823
144,128
135,00s
127,388
131,679
102,843
88,906

111,04s
125,084
130,241

122,637
131,285
14!%82

122,022
136;417
153,35s
15s,515
174,338
16s,348
216,448
221,062

1989 79;699 27;740 33;830 12,236 7,443 2,936 163,884
kulm: Tmlspofwiiinm. Qfdw, A ModdSlmw~% U.$.~~ ~N~ culture,1222

first, exports through the state closely correspond to national trends; and, second, when U.S.
exports go through downward cycles Louisiana exhibits a higher export share, indicating
relatively more stable export performance compared to competing areas of the nation.
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Table IX.1O
Louisiana Share of U.S. Grain Exports, 1976 to 1989

Year Exports Total U.S LA Share
From Exports ‘(peroent)

Louisiana (WOOtons)

1978 48,709 119,170 40.9
1979 52,477 132,494 38.9
1980 58,242 143,623 40.6
1981 61,773 144,128 42.9
1982 66,660 135,009 49.4
1983 64,272 127,366 50.5
1984 58,418 131,679 44.4
1985 50,781 102,643 49.5
1986 45,862 86,908 52.8
1987 58,727 111,049 52.9
1988 60,965 125,084 48.7
1989 67,029 130,241 51.5

I
8
Yaar

Bsa8878 1!

m
U shara

TotalU.s

D

Figure IX.4
Louisiana Share of U.S. Grain Exports 1978-1989
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IX.B.2.a Louisiana Grain Exports - Structural Characteristics

Total grain exports horn Louisiana from 1978 to 1992 by major crops are shown in Table IX. 11
and Figure IX.5. More than 95 percent of the grain tonnage exported is corq soybeans, and
wheat.

Table IX. 11
Farm Products Tonnage Exported from Louisiana, 1978-1992

(IN 1000TONS)
1978 28293 14,722 4J52 o ’784 458 48.709
1979 31,284 14,422 4,567 0 770 434 5~477
1980 33,283 16,474 6,986 0 841 658 58,242

1981 33307 16281 9,816 1,155 1,034 180 61,773
1982 34J98 19,786 9,944 1,528 878 126 66,660
1983 34326 19,656 8,000 1,320 872 98 64,272

1984 29,575 15300 9,453 3,021 856 213 58,418

1985 28,268 13,622 4,732 3,262 765 92 50,781

1986 19*722 17,520 4,707 2$04 l= 87 45,862

1987 30,957 18990 5@0 2,285 1,034 171 58,727

1988 333$4 15,797 7$60 2,893 847 124 60,%5

1989 39,009 12015 11,642 24454 1,561 348 67,029

1990 39,715 12j708 8,889 ~807 1,097 280 65,572

1991 36,212 15216 9,192 ~338 1,038 234 64,230

1992 36,837 16,685 11,746 3,079 656 262 69,265
.sOlmlX wda401m~ OfuEunitadshtw.u.s.AmnyCapCOfsngbMm,VSriOlm

k

Grain export sales and service activities vary considerably from their domestic counterparts.
Coordwting the assembly, inland transportation storage, and overseas transportation of grain
with sale to buyers at U. S. port elevators or at foreign ports is a specialized job requiring great
skill and experience. The process becomes even more dficult because long-term sales contracts
are not common in the international grain trade.

Generally, ingrain exports economies of scale
are significant and favor vertically integrated
larger firms. The following advantages are
associated with large-scale export operations
typically conducted through Louisiana
terminals: (1) low average fixed costs per
unit of volume handled; (2) high degree of
operating flexibility; (3) significant bargaining
power in vessel chartering and inland
transpofi, and (4) improved services through
a worldwide marketing system. Figure IX.5

Major Farm Product Export Share From
Louisiana 1978-1992
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Origin-Destinti”onPaiternsandModizl
W&es Inbound transportation patterns
to Louisiana indicate that 78 million tons
of agricultural grains moved to the state
in 1990, with 74 percent of this tonnage
from four states: Illinois; Iow~
Minnesot~ and Missouri (Table IX. 12
and Figure IX.6). Barge transportation
was responsible for 95.4 percent of the
movements (74.5 million tons), with rail
constituting 3.4 percent (2.7 million
tons). All states which ship at least 2

I(41.m)

percent of the total tonnage to Louisiana
are located on the inland waterway Figure IX.6
network. In additio~ more than 60 Four Largest Suppliers of Grain to Louisiana 1990

Table IX.12
Inbound Grain Movements to Louisiana by State and Mode, 1990

Mode of Tramp Ortation state share

Oritzin/ Destination Barge Rail Truck of Total

(Oootons) (%) (%) (%)

Arkansas 2,846 57 2 3.7

Illinois 31,581 1,031 1 41.8

Indiana 3,165 3 0 4.1

Iowa 10,OOO 349 74 13.3

Kentucky 2,148 16 0 2.8

Louisiana 1,389 21 369 2.3

Minnesota 7,876 0 4 10.1

Mississippi 1,848 21 69 2.5

Missouri 6,834 2% 1 9.1

Tennessee 3,125 0 2 4.0

Others 3,678 893 377 6.3

Inbound Toti 74,489 2,686 899 78,074.2

Modal Shares (%) 95.4 3.4 1.2 100.0

Source: Tranaearch Databaae

percent of the rail movements of grain to Louisiana also originate in Illiiois, IOWZand Missouri
indicating the residual, but complementary role that rail plays to barge transportation in this
sector.
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Commodity Types and
Markets. COW soybeans,
and wheat accounted for 94
percent of the grain exports
in the period 1989 to 1992
(Table IX. 13 and Figure
IX.7). Corn accounted for
more than 50 percent of the
tonnage each year. The
export shares of these crops
remained relatively stable
over the last 15 years.
Although transportation
and handling characteristics
for these commodities are
relatively similar, export
supply and demand

-Corn(57.30%)

Figure IX.7
Farm Products Exports From Louisiana 1989-1992 (Average)

condhions are substantially dfierent in the domestic and international markets. For example, in
recent years the rate of domestic consumption for corn has outstripped production leaving less
corn available for export markets. The demand for com from industrial, foo~ and feed sectors
has risen while production has been constan$ exhibiting little growth in recent years, partly due to
government set-aside programs. Most of the increase in domestic demand is due to projected
increases in ethanol production for the gasoline additive market. This trend is expected to
continue into the foreseeable fbture. According to USDA estimates, U.S. com exports as a
percentage of production have fden from over 30 percent during 1989/1990 marketing year to a
projected 15 percent for the 1994/95 marketing year.

Table IX.13
Farm Products Exports From Louisiana, 1989-1992

CommodityType 1989 1990 1991 1992 1989-1992 Average

ON’000 TONS) (%0

Corn 39,009 39,715 36,212 36,837 37,943 57.0

Rice 1,561 1,097 1,038 656 1,088 1.6

Sorghum 2,454 2,807 2,338 3,079 2,670 4.0

Wheat 11,643 8,889 9,192 11,746 10,368 15.6

Soybeans 12,015 12,708 15,216 16,685 14,156 21.3

All others 348 280 234 262 281

Total 67,030 65,572 64230 69.265 66,524 ;00.0
SourcaWatarbmw Cornnwrceof tha UnitadStataa,U.S. ArmyCorpsof Enginaara,VariouaIaauaa
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Widely varying international market conditions also prevail for difFerentgrains. For example,
traditional export markets for U.S. corn are Japiq Taiwq South Kor~ and Russia. China and
South Mica are the main competitors for exports. For wheat, Russi~ other East European
countries, and North Atlican countries remain the major importers, while Australia and Canada
compete with the U.S. for exports. For U.S. soybeans, Japan and countries in the Far East are the
main export markets, and Argentina and Brazil are the primary competitors in the export market.

BargeandRail TransportationandTan~fRates. An extensive barge transportation network
through the Mississippi River System provides low cost transportation access to Louisiana grain
terminals. No other competing port area in the nation has such a strategic advantage for bulk
grain exports. Barge transportation is particularly suitable for grain exports because of large lot-
sizes and long distances involved compared to other bulk commodhies. For example in 1989,
more than 85 percent of a total of 67 million tons of grain transported by barge for export in the
U.S. was handled at terminals on the Lower Mississippi. A substantial part of the fleet of covered
barges is dedicated primarily for grain transport. Grain barge tarHrates are unregulated and
largely determined by supply and demand conditions. Additions to the nation’s barge fleet have
been slow in recent years because of a reduction in U.S. exports in the 1980’s and over investment
in this sector in the 1970’s. As a result about 50 percent of the total barge fleet is more than 15
years old (Table IX. 14). Tighter barge supply conditions associated with relatively tied, aging

fleet together with annual variations in demand for grain transport can lead to wide cyclical

variations in short-run barge rates.

Table IX.14
U.S. Barge Fleet by ~pe and Age+ 1993

Barge Type Number Age-Years
<5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 >25

Dry covered 10,538 636 460 5,390 2,795 718 533

m- 8,135 1,439 738 2,204 1,683 1,015 1,048

other Dry* 5,297 960 410 829 1,881 362 757

Deck 3,011 189 175 691 337 380 1,158

Liquid 3,864 2% 121 902 740 677 1,123

Total 30,845 3,520 1,904 10,016 7,436 3,152 4,619

Total(%) 100 11 6 33 24 10 15

* Includes smws and vessels that maybe open or covered.
Source: The U.S. Waterway System-FACTS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, January 1994.
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Barge short-run (spot) rates exhibit
seasonal variations based on supply and
demand conditions. However, annual
average spot prices have decreased in
nominal terms by about 50 percent
during the period 1979 to 1993 (Table
IX. 15). The lowest levels in spot rates
in 1984 to 1986 corresponded to low
export volumes during the period,
consequent with worldwide economic
recession and adverse competitive
conditions for U, S. exports in the world
market (primarily as a result of
appreciation of the U.S. dollar against
foreign currencies). In the barge
industry as a whole, revenue per ton-
mile has steaddy decreased from $.0085
in 1981 to $.0076 in 1992.1 Faced with
a relatively a stagnant market aggravated
by cyclical downturn in demand and
significant oversupply of equipment, the
barge industry was able to survive by
adopting measures to reduce costs.
These measures included a significant
rationalization of the industry structure,
leading to reduced number of barge
firms.

Table IX.15
Grain Barge Rates to Baton Rouge/New Orleans:

Average Annual Percent of Tariff

Year ORIGIN*
(average) Twin Cities Middle St.Lmia Illinois

Miaaiaaiuui River

(pereent of tar@**

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

311

251

178

148

175

157

127

130

174

198

163

156

177

158

291

233

163

136

147

137

117

120

159

182

143

136

154

142

219 264

197 228

141 159

117 136

123 147

116 138

109 124

103 114

127 148

161 176

131 155

114 131

127 142

124 137

1993 156 136 114 130
*origbaarckxlxawIfm TwinCitkqKd.llSbur&ILfbfMid
Misskii, St I..ouii MOfbr SLLouii@Lackp@ ILfbr IUinoisRiver.
•*=~~1976~X.
~ SparlaCmnp8nit!qInc.

Empirical studies on grain transportation suggest that competition by waterways has significant
effects on lowering rail tariff rates. For example, for similar line-haul distances, wheat shippers
500 miles from water competition paid rates 36 percent greater than shippers 100 miles away.
Corn shippers who were 200 miles away from water competition paid rates 6.2 percent greater
than shippers 75 miles away from water competition. 2 Further, time series analysis of barge and
rail rates indicate strong contemporaneous effects on rail rates in the Mid-West. One-dollar per
ton reduction in barge rates was associated with on average, a 50-cent per ton reduction in rail
rates. Away from the rivers, in central Indlan~ barge rate changes of one dollar per ton led to 30-

lTran~ortation in America. 1994 12th Edition, p.49, Eno Transportation Foundation, Inc.

21bid.p.32.
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cent per ton price change in rail.3 All these factors indicate the strong economic impacts of barge
transportation on the Lower Mississippi grain export terminals.

Grm”nExportTern”nuk All grainfor export was handled in two major port areas in the state:
(1) the river terminals along the Lower Mississippi, stretching from Baton Rouge to the Gulf
handled 99.3 percent of the total export shipments; and (2) the Port of Lake Charles handled 0.7
percent. Major public port districts in the Lower Mississippi are the Port of Greater Baton
Rouge, Port of South Louisi~ and the Port of New Orleans. The majority of the grain exports
from the Lower Mississippi area was handled at ten grain elevators (Table IX 16). Year to year
variations flom 1989 to 1993 indicate a 13.3 percent decline in 1993. The market share of Lower
Mississippi area grain exports of the largest four terminals was about 65 percent during the
period.

Grain export activities are typically managed by vertically integrated large merchandisers, who
purchase and store at their own elevators. The list in Table IX 16 includes the largest multi-
national firms involved in international grain trade. Most of the exporting firms own river
terminals in producing states and transport to export elevators in the Louisiana Gulf are% moving
one step fbrther in an integrated transportation network. & barge and rail transportation services
for grain are necessarily for large volumes on long term contracts, grain exporters

Table IX.16
Grain Exports from Louisiana Elevators, 1989-1993

IOeathnl 196s 19s0 1ss1 1992 1SS3.
( Millionbushais)

Zan -NW Convant 461.6 521.1 460.1 507.2 3s2.0
CentinantauWaatwago 434.3 425.5 3s2.2 433.5 392.0
AdnV&Omwarldhatrahan 360.4 372.2 366.2 371.0 351.6
CargilllRaaarva 406.6 357.7 363.3 3s5.2 340.6
St.Charlad Daatr&an 205.1 227.6 215.5 213.4 237.6

LauiaDrayfua/Ra8awa 226.7 217.7 226.0 235.6 191.5

M.F.PI -dim 153.5 129.1 161.4 145.7 126.0

6ungal Oaahhan 124.1 150.2 91.4 154.6 95.7

FarruzzUMartylaGrova 41.2 56.0 161.4 145.7 126.0

CargiiuPortMarl 26.5 54.1 17.9 2S.5 26.9

TcAal 2,444 2,511 2,467 2,630 2,2s0

Annual VariabilityinTotal(%) 4.7 -1.6 6.6 -13.3

r~ 64.9

SUUH Cornpiiadfrom data eoliactad by tha LSU Natiii PortsandWatarwayaInstiiuta.

3Fuller, Stephen W., et al. “Effectof Deregulation on Export Grain Rail Rates in the Plains and Corn Belt,”
Journal of the Transuortation Research Forum. 28(1987): 160-167.
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have been successfid in negotiating very preferential rates from transport providers.

Grain export activities involve several distinct operations creating relatively large economic
impacts in the state. Inland transport is provided by a large fleet of covered hopper barges and
railcars especially utilized for grain shipments. Inmost cases, transfer activities from domestic
modes of transport is first to an export elevator for storage and mixing of grain to meet the
necessary quality requirements for export. Before the grain is transferred to ocean going vessels
for export it is examined by the U.S. Grain Inspection Service. In addition to these semices, grain
exports support the barge building and repair industry in the state, barge fleeting activities, ship
chartering rail transport and many other ancillary transportation services.

IX.B.3 COMPE~IVE ENVIRONMENTANDS~TEGIC CHALLENGES

The competitive environment for grain transport and handling in the state is related to general
developments in two broad areas: (1) competitiveness of U.S. agriculture in international trade
and; (2) modal competitiveness and economics of barge transportation. The vital role that
exports and barge transportation plays in the indust~ was analyzed in an earlier section on
indus~ structure. The U.S. is the lead% supplier of agricultural grains, controlling a substantial
world market share in cm-q whea~ and soybeans exports. This trend is expected to strengthen
and continue, primarily under three likely scenarios: fir% the competitive advantage of U. S.
agriculture, which is based on a strong research progrq technological innovatio~ and efficient
management of resources, will be maintained; second, sustained world economic grov@
increasing populatio~ and trade liberalization wiUlead to international trade expansio~ and third,
under increased demand for exports, the U.S. will be able to ease current supply controls on
agriculture and expand grain production.

Dit%erentport areas in the U.S. compete for grain exports. In 1985, ports in the Gulf area handled
80 percent of total U.S. exports of soybeans, 54 percent of wheat, and 63 percent of com exports
(Table IX. 17). The Gulf market share remained relatively stable over the period 1977 to 1985.
Major markets for U.S. grain exports during the period shifted to East Askn countries on the
Pacific R@ Soviet Union and East European countries. Export market shares for U.S. Pacific
ports increased during the period, perhaps, reflecting the effects of more exports to East Aian
countries such as Jap~ Taiwaq and South Korea. However, Gulf ports maintained their market
shares. Major grain importers from Louisiana terminals continue to be countries on the Pacific
Rim and Russi& indicating inland transportation and handling cost advantages can outweigh
longer ocean transport costs.
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Table IX.17
U.S. Grain Export Market Shares by Port Region, 1977 and 1985

Export Region Soybeans Wheat Com

1977 1985 1977 1985 1977 1985

(percent)

Atlantic 10 6 12 5 9 6

Great Lakes 11 10 4 6 23 14

Gulf 77 80 53 54 67 63

Pacific 2 4 31 35 1 17

Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100
so~ Cumnt Issues in U.S. GrainMark@ KcntuokyA&riculturalExpcrim@ 8tatioq ~ hotu~, 1989. k Movements

in the UnitedStates,AgriculturalExperimentt%ati~ university of IUinoii at Urbaoa-Cbampai~ 1990.

Louisiana grain terminals accounted for 92 percent of total soybean exports from the Gulf and 94
percent of corn exports (Table IX. 19). More than 90 percent of the soybeans and corn exported
through the Gdfports was transported by barge. All barge cargo was to the Louisiana Gulf,
except for about 2 to 3 percent handled in Mobile. In the case of wheat exports, Texas Gulf ports
handle 63 percent, and more than 99 percent of wheat exported through Texas ports are rail
shipments. Above numbers indicate the heavy dependence of the state’s grain industry on barge
transportation and the dependence of other ports on the Gulf on rail.
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Interstate grain shipments by mode of transport for 1977 and 1985 are shown in Table IX. 18. As
numerous interrelated ktors tiect choice,ofmodes and transport decisions, it is diflicult
generalize any clear trends from the aggregated data for two years. For example, the increases in
trucking modal shares for all crops in 1985 over 1977 maybe due to record low levels of grain
exports in that year, compared to average domestic consumption levels (see Table IX. 9).
Generally, increased domestic consumption favors rail and truck transport as it requires shipments
to many destinations, and movements for export fhvor barge transport.

Table IX.18
Interstate Grain Shipment Modal Shares, 1977 and 1985

Type of Grain 1977 Modal Shares (%) 1985 Modal Shares (%)

Truck Rail Barge Total Truck Rail Barge Total

Corn 16.3 49.0 34.7 100 21.1 46.8 32.1 100
Soybeans 25.1 29.2 45.7 100 32.0 25.2 42.8 100
Sorghum 13.9 82.8 3.3 100 32.6 47.6 19.8 100
Wheat 17.0 58.6 24.4 100 17.3 64.8 17.9 100
SOWWXCurrent Issues m U.S. Gain Marketing Kentucky AgrioutturalExperimentStaticWLcxing@

=1989. ~~m btie u- States,AsrioulturdE.wrimcntStatiouUniversityof
~19S0. So@uunMovunentsinthe Unitcd_A@dtumlEx#mcnt

Station Universityof IllilloisatUrbana-aampaiglu1990.

Table IX.19
Gulf Port Region - Grain EXDOrtMarket Shares. 1985

Port Regions Soybeans Corn Wheat*
Volume Share(%) Volume Share(%) Volume Share(%)

(’000 bushels)
Eastern Gulf 29,970 6 44,197 4 3,730 1
Louisiana Gulf 462,404 92 1,013,832 94 255,784 37
Texas Gulf 9,766 2 19,457 2 433,546 63

Total 502,140 100 1,077,486 100 685,987 100
*Wheatexportsarcfor 1983.
NotG EasternGulfporix Pascagouh M!$ Mobd%AL LouisianaOulfport.wM=isippi Rivw, LakeCharles. Texas Oulf

porw Bcaurm@ Pm ArthucHou.stoqOalvcstoWBrownsville Caps Chris@all in Tew.
sour= Currenthues in U.S. Gain Marketin.gjKdllC@ Agricultural ExperimentStat@ Lcxin@w Kcntuoky,1989.

CornMovementsin theUnitedS- AgricuiturdExperimentStat@ Universityof Illiaois u Urbana-(hmpaigq
1990. Sor@umMovementsinthc UnitedSta@ AgriculturalExperiment8tdiOlL Universityof IllinoisatUrbana-
chalnpaigQ 1990.
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Access to an extensive barge transportation network providing cheaper and efficient movement of
bulk grain provides a competitive advantage to Louisiana export terminals. Recent proposals
aimed at fill recovery of inland navigation operation and maintenance costs from the operators of
vessels using the inland waterway system through a fuel tax will significantly increase
transportation costs for Louisiana exports. According to the provisions of the Inland Waterways
Revenue Act of 1978 vessel operators have been paying a gradually escalating fiel tax since
1980. The currently authorized fiel tax peaked at 20 cents a gallon in 1995. It is estimated that
to filly recover Federal shallow-draft navigation operation and maintenance costs the fiel tax has
to be increased by about one dollar per gallon.

Several empirical studies have been undertaken to assess the economic impact of waterway user
charges on localities, states and regions.4 The studies covered states which are major grain
suppliers to Louisiana. For example, Illinois study concluded that: (1) increased transportation
costs will lead to increased prices for U. S. gra@ resulting in reduced sales and increased costs
that cannot be passed to foreign buyers; (2) increased transportation costs to Gulf ports as a result
of higher barge rates would lessen the advantage of the Gulf relative to East Coast and Great
Lakes ports; (3) investments in facilities and growth in capacity will eventually be affected both at
river-loading points and at export elevators; and (4) higher fbel costs in the short-run will create
relatively greater financial hardships to small bargelines and may in fact reduce their numbers.
The Minnesota study concluded that the state has to bear relatively higher costs because of longer
transport distances involved. The grain movement analysis for Missouri identified a larger grain
market share for rail and a possible rate increase in both modes. Therefore, the fiture levels of
inland waterway fhel taxes will be a crucial factor for Louisiana grain exports.

Increases in inland waterway fuel taxes and consequent barge rate increases will result in market
share shifts to rail transportation. Major beneficiaries of such a shift will be rail dependent port
areas, particularly on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts. As barge rates increase, rail will be able to
offer more attractive rates to grain shippers who are in the marginal areas with barge access. In
the W, all ports will improve their competitive positions vis-a-vis Louisiana ports.

In recent years, the rail industry has made significant improvements in grain transportatio~
especially in the areas of rate structure, cost savings through technological innovations and labor
savings. Although these improvements will contribute to increased productivity, increased rail
competition can adversely affect the competitive advantage of Louisiana terminals which are
heavily barge dependent. In 1989, farm products was the largest commodity group for rail,
generating 154.4 million tons.5 Since deregulation in the 1980’s the rail industry has initiated
aggressive marketing initiatives to be competitive with barge transportation. Inflation-adjusted
average rail rates declined about 25 percent in the 10 years following deregulation and average

‘See The Economic Impact of Waterway User Charges on Localities, States and Regions, National

Waterways Conference, Inc., Washington D.C., 1982.

‘Railroada and Productivity-A Matter of Sumival, Aaacciation of Americau Railroada, Waahi.ngtonjD.C.,
1991, p.lo.
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revenue per ton mile declined by an inflation-adjusted 37 percent.G However, these trends do not
indicate a significant shift in market shares for grain exports horn the Lower Mississippi ports as it
maintained a market share of about 50 percent in the latter 1980’s (see Table IX 10). The
decline in rail tad% is mainly associated with increased competition in deregulated markets and
productivity improvements with tighter cost controls and technological innovations. The rate
structure previous to deregulation which ofien had no discount for size of shipment, was replaced
by lower multiple-car and unit train rates. It is estimated that tarifF rates on 14 Kansas-Gulf
routes declined by over 30 percent between 1981 and 1986.7

Deepening of the Mississippi River from Donaldsville to Baton Rouge from the existing 40 foot
depth to 45 feet has been completed to allow unimpeded access by larger ships. Some industry
sources believe that deeper draft is vital for larger bulk ships that carry oil, gra@ and coal. With
the previous 40 foot depth it was possible to handle ships carrying 50,000 to 60,000 tons. As
grain lot sizes carried in international trade rarely exceed these tonnages, it is doubtful whether
this will substantially tiect the competitive position of state grain terminals in the near Mure.

IX.B.4 s UMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Transportatio~ including inland movements, handling at export terminals, and ocean transport, is
an important cost component in export prices. Louisiana grain export terminals are strategically
located and integrated with the sources of supply in the Mid-West by an efficient transportation
network and concurrent vertical linkages in the grain marketing chain. All ten large grain export
terminals have developed grain assembly networks in the U.S. and international marketing
atliliations allowing great flexibility in operations and cost controls in different segments of the
transportation chain. Various iktors have contributed to a substantial rate reduction in barge and
rail rates for grain exports in recent years. In essence, railroad deregulation strong intra-mode
and intermodal competitio~ and relatively low and stable fbel prices have facilitated better access
for U.S. grains to foreign markets. Compared to some other competitors, such as Canada and
Argentin~ the U.S. enjoys a relative advantage in its inland transportation.

In conclusion indications are that demand for food grains in world markets will continue to grow
in a consistent manner. Further, it is safe to assume that the U. S. will be a strong competitor in
international commodhy markets and maintain its export market share. Louisiana’s dominant
market position in handling the nation’s grain exports is linked to low cost barge transportation. If
recent proposals aimed at fill recovery of inland navigation operation and maintenance costs from
the operators of vessels through a fbel tax are implemented, it will increase inland transportation
costs of grain exports through the state. This remains a major challenge to the industry.

‘Op cit., p.14.

‘Effects of Railroad Deremdation on Grain Tranmortation. James M. MacDonalcLU.S. Department of
Agriculture, EccmomicResearch Service, Technical Bulletin Number 1759, June 1989, p.25.
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Ixoc STRATEGIC ISSUES IN CONTAINERIZED TRADE

Ix.c.l MAIN WE COMPONENTS

Louisiana’s ports currently serve 3 primary trade routes: Puerto Rico, North Europe and
South/Central America. In additio~ they serve several secondaxy trade routes, including the
Mediterrane~ Middle East, Aflica and others. This section focuses on the 3 primary trade
routes (hereafter called com~nents) since they encompass about 85-90°A of the containerized
trade. For each component the discussion will review the main characteristics of the trading
partners, participating shipping lines, rival regional ports, and global trends that may affect fhture
prospects.

IX.C.2 IWERTO IUco -E

The trade with Puerto Rico, with about 60-65% of the total Louisiana throughput is by fm the
most important component of Louisiana’s containerized trade. Puerto Rico is totally dependent
on the mainland for receiving/shipping its raw materials and finished goods. Therefore, despite its
small size, its ocean trade is large, with about 1.7 million TEUs/year. Recent forecasts for Puerto
Rico suggest modest growth although somewhat lower than that experienced in the past. This
slowdown is mainly the result of the NAFTA agreement that is expected to hurt investments in
the Island’s industries. Long-term growth is expected to fluctuate in the range of 0- 5V0 per year.

Louisiana is one of the three mainland gateways for Puerto Rico. The largest gateway is Florid%
especially the ports of Jacksonville and Evergladea/Miami. The second gateway is in the
Northeast, mainly the ports of Philadelphia and New York. Puerto Rico’s main carriers include
American Transport (Crowley), Sea-Land Services, Navieras (Puerto Rico Marine Management),
SeaBarge and Trailer Bridge. The first three are the largest and all call at the three gateways.
The rest call only in Florida. Recently, Trailer Bridge announced plans to construct two 1,068-
trailer barges. These new buildings are expected to call at the Jacksonville terminal, increasing the
line’spresent capacity five fold.

IX.C.2.a Sea-Land and Navieras

Sea-Land and Navieras have almost duplicate services; they operate the same vessels, the Lancer
type, with about 1,1OO-TEUcapacity, on a weekly basis, calling at the same mainland ports. In
New Orleans, the two lines call at neighboring terminals in France Road. The lines’ terminals
seem to be adequate and the operations efficient with reported productivity at about 35
moves/hour.

The lines reportedly enjoy fill vessels. However, since Puerto Rico is covered under the Jones
Act, any fleet expansion of these two lines requires new building of U.S. flag vessels, a very costly
undertaking. H, however, the lines decide to pursue new construction the new vessel will
probably be much larger than the present ones, in the 2,500 TEU range and with higher sailing
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speed, about 24 knots. It can be expected that the larger vessels will be deployed on the heavier
trade route, calling at Florida ports. It is logical to assume that Louisiana will continue to be
served by the smaller and older vessels. Assigning larger new build~s to New Orleans may fhce
an obstacle if the new vessels draw more than 36 feet of water.

Altogether, it seems that Florid% Louisiana’s main competitor for the Puerto Rican trade, will
fhther enhance its advantage in the fbture. This may also lead to some changes in the market
share allocation fiworing Florida.

IX.C.2.b Crowley

Crowley sewes the Puerto Rican trade from a specially designed terminal in Lake Charles. The
line operates deck barges, with a capacity of 360 trailers (equivalent to 720 TEUs) with service
frequency of about 7-8 days. The line’s largest barges, with a capacity for512 trailers, are
deployed on the Jacksonville-to-Puerto Rico route.

Crowley services to Puerto Rico are dtierent than that provided by Sea-Land and Navieras.
Crowley barges carry only domestic trailers and have a low semice speed of about 10 knots (vs.
22 knots for ships). Also, Lake Charles is much closer to the Texas cargo (143 miles to Houston)
than to New Orleans’s (210 miles). Presumably, Crowley has established its own niche in the
trade, somewhat unaffected by competition from other lines and ports. Consequently, a likely
fbture scenario for Crowley is to grow with the trade, retainhg its market share. This may
change, however, if a Texas service to Puerto Rico is established in the fbture. The growth in
Lake Charles will probably take place by introducing larger barges, perhaps through jumboization
of current equipment.

IX.C.2.C Cargo Base and Regional Competition

The cargo base for Puerto Rico can be divided into four categories of origiddestination: local
Louisian~ Texas, West Coast and Midwest. It is estimated that only about 20-30% of the cargo
is local Louisian~ mainly forest products and chemicals. The rest of the cargo is equally divided
between the other categories.

Texas trade with Puerto Rico is currently served by Louisiana ports since presently Texas, with its
large port in Houstoq does not have a Puerto Rico service. Texas local cargo is either equal to
or even larger than Louisiana’s local cargo (see above). There is a high probability that such a
service will be established in the fiture. In this case it is logical to assume that a Texas service
will also attract the West Coast cargo and perhaps some Mexican cargo as well. Any dwect call in
Texas may come at the expense of Louisiana.

A Texas service maybe provided by a new line looking to create its own niche. But, it could also
be provided by existing carriers looking to diversi& and enhance their presence in the Gulf. More
daunting is the possibility of a line substituting its current Louisiana call with a Texas one. There
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are, however, some powerfid arguments against a Texas service: the Puerto Rico trade is very
competitive with lines attempting to cut costs by load-centering. Louisiana’s overall location vis-
a-vis the trade is more advantageous: it has better land connections to the Midwest and it is closer
(via sea) to Puerto Rico.

IX.C.2.d Summary: Stability or Small Growth

The positive factors a&ecting this trade component are:
● Puerto Rican trade is stable and will experience modest growth;
● trade is well-entrenched in Louisian~ with an efficient terminal system and land

connections to a wide hinterlan~ and
● changes to services are diflicult because of U.S.-flag requirements.

The negative futors are:
● introduction of a Texas service to cater to local cargos along with West Coast

cargos; and
● possible line consolidation resulting in a new ship building program that will fkvor

Florida’s ports.

On the whole, it is reasonable to expect either a continuation of the present level of activity
(stabilization) or even a modest growth.

IX.C.3 NORTHEUROPETRADE

The trade with North Europe accounts for about 10VOof Louisiana’s containerized trade. The
overall trans-Atlantic trade is considered the second largest in the world in terms of volume
(T13Us/year). Though it is a well-developed trade, it is still showing signs of growth following the
recent flurry of trade liberalization agreements. The Gulf segment of this trade is much smaller
than the North and South Atlantic segments. The main services are provided by large, multi-line
consorti~ the most prominent headed by Sea-Land, with a fleet of 3,400 TEU vessels. Most lines
are organized in a rate-setting cartel, the Trans-Atkmtic Conference (TACA). In parallel to the
conference lines there are several non-conf’ence lines, the so-called independents. These lines
usually operate smaller ships with lower semice levels and rates.

IX.C.3.a European Consortia

Louisiana is presently served by three consortia: (1) Hapag Lloyd/Atlantic Container
Line/Mexican Lines/Tecomeq (2) Mediterranean Shipping/Polish Ocean Lines; and (3) Lykes
Lines/Deppe. The first two call at France Road and the third one at Jourdan Road. All carriers
seem to enjoy uncontested terminals and highly productive operations. Sea-Land’s consortium
does not directly call New Orleans but limits its Gulf Coast calls to Housto~ fi-omwhich the lines
barge their European boxes to New Orleans.
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lX.C.3.b Cargo Base and Regional Competition

The cargo base for the European trade is very similar to that of Puerto Rico wit& perhaps, more
emphasis on local cargo and lesson West Coast and Texas. Both are mainly seined through
Houston. The more important difference between the European and Puerto Rican trade relates to
the Midwest and West Coast cargo that in the case of the European trade can take advantage of
the double-stack rail system and move through the North and South Atlantic ports. Louisiana
ports fhce competition on the European cargo from two fronts: the Texas ports on the west and
the North/South Atlantic ports on the east.

IX.C.3.C Lines Consolidation and Load Centering Trends

Louisiana’s connections to Europe are somewhat limited relative to other Gulf and Atlantic ports.
For example, a recent survey of the trans-Atlantic services from Gulf and South Atlantic ports
irdcate that while New Orleans has 3 weekly calls, Charleston has the equivalent of 7.5 weekly
calls and Houston 4.* New Orleans’s limited services are the result of a continuing trend of
consolidation (or rationalization) among lines. The mnsolidated setices operate larger and more
cost-effective vessels that call at a smaller number of ports, called load-centers. Consolidation
also allows the participating lines, through vessel sharing agreements, to provide more frequent
services to a broader selection of ports that are beyond the capability of a single carrier. The
selected load-center that serves the larger vessels require greater volumes of cargo. New Orleans
has a limited local cargo base, which may not justify a direct call by the larger consortia in the
fbture.

Charleston and Miami on the South Atlantic and Houston in the GuM,together with their close
hinterlands, generate enough cargo to sustain a consortium call. Houstoq especially, constitutes
a threat for New Orleans ifa consortium decides to have only one duect call in the Gulf This
was demonstrated in the case of the Sea-Land consortium which left New Orleans several years
ago and now transfers its local boxes to New Orleans by barge from Houston.

lX.C.3.d MRGO Channel

A major obstacle for fhture development of New Orleans’s European trade is the Mississippi River
Gulf Outlet (MRGO) depth. The channel draft of 36 feet limits vessel capacity to about 2,000-
2,500 TEUS, which is the size of the vessels presently calling there. In hct, the present vessels
operated by the Hapag-Lloyd and Lykes-led consortiums are able to navigate the MRGO only
because they come light-loaded. For example, the Lykes’ Oceanus, with carrying capacity of
2,441 TEUS, has a nominal draft of 37’7”, but because New Orleans is a “middle-of-way” port,
the vessel has to draw only about 30 feet of water upon arrival. It is logical to assume that fiture
new buildings will involve vessels in the 3,000-3,500 TEUS range, with a draft of about 40 feet.

8See: Bomey, J., “Shared Vessels”, American Sh@pers, December 1994, pp. 30-31.
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The present Sea-Land Atlantic-series ships, with 3,500 TEUS, are already too large to efficiently
access New Orleans’s France Road terminal via the MRGO.

IX.Co3.e France Road vs. River Terminal

A container terminal with sufficient channel depth to accumulate increasingly larger container
ships is one of the major strategic issues fkcing Louisiana with regard to this trade. Such a
terminal may be located at one of the present Mississippi River terminals in upto~ where the
channel depth is 45 fez sufficient to accommodate all known containerships.g However, the
present (and fbture) River terminals are designed as multi-purpose with large transit sheds facing
the docks that occupy much of the yard area. Also, the terminals in their current layout do not
have gantry cranes and lack a multi-lane container gate with a queuing area as well as convenient
access to 1-10. But, even if gantry cranes and gates are constructed on the River, the overall
configuration of the terminals is not suitable for high volume container operations. Moreover,
the yard acreage available behind the dock is limited and expansion is difiicuk.

Another possible river site is at St. Bernard, south of New Orleans. This site was mentioned in
the New Orleans Strategic Plan (1986) as a possibility for fiture expansion. It has the advantage
of size and is closer to the ocean. It has the disadvantage of the levee and dficult rail access.
Further investigation is required, however, before fbrther evaluation can be made.

Ixoco3.f Summary: Stability or Decline

The only positive factor @ecting Louisiana’s situation regarding the European trade is an overall
growth for the trans-Atlantic trade. The negative factors are: (1) a continuing trend toward
consolidation and load-centering; and (2) limited availability of deep-water terminals.

It seems that the threats are stronger than the opportunities in this trade component. These
threats, however, are not expected to come to flukion in the near future, allowing time to devise
counter measures. Also, even if one of the consortiums decides to leave Louisi~ smaller lines
may come into fill the gap. These lines may operate smaller, low-cost vessels and offer
independent (non-conference) service, geared mainly for local, non-intexmodal cargo. Altogether,
the prospects of this trade are for stability or decline. The latter is expected especially if actions
are not undertaken in the near fhture to develop a deeper-draft container terminal.

IX.C.4 !!$OUTHANDCE~ AMERICANWE

Latin America is the third component of Louisiana’s containerized trade. The trade as a whole is
poised for accelerated growth following NAFTA and possible fiture free-trade agreements (e.g.
Chile). Further growth is expected in the long-term fhture following the opening of Cuba for U.S.
trade. However, since presently this trade only accounts for about 15’%of Louisiana’s

9A alternative not discussed here is to use an expanded Industrial Canal lock.
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containerized volume, the healthy growth prospects will not amount to large growth in absolute
terms (e.g. number of containers).

The number of lines seining this trade is still limited and the level of service offered by them is
lacking, especi~y with regard to Mexico where the competition is land transport. For =ple,
the only present seMce from Louisiana to Mexico is by two consortiums, one headed by Lykes
and the other by Hapag-Lloyd. The primary concern of both consortiums is the European trade
to the U.S. Gulf and Mexico and not the U.S. GuWMexican trade. As a result, the semice offered
between Louisiana and Mexico is only in one direction (inbound, horn Mexico).

lX.C.4.a Direct Services and Regional Feeders

The lines serving the trade between South/Central America and Louisiana are divided into direct
services and regional feeders. The direct services, the largest of them provided by Sea-Land and
Pan Americaq call Louisiana (along with other Gulf ports) from which they directly proceed to
their destination ports in South/Central America. The f~ers proceed born Louisiana to their
regional hubs, where they tranship the cargo to mainline vessels headed to the major South/
Central American ports. This pattern is well illustrated in the case of Maersk and Zim feeders,
with Maersk and Zim operation through regional hubs in Miami and Kingsto~ respectively. Both
services employ small geared vessels, with capacity of about 500 TEUs.

Most of the regional and feeder services call at France Road/Jourdan Road complex. Since the
vessels on these services are relatively small, the lines do not experience any terminal limitations.
Crowley operates a barge service to Central America from Lake Charles. The service uses the
same terminal as the barge service to Puerto Rico.

lX.C.4.b Cargo Base and Regional Competition

Most of the lines that call at New Orleans also call at Housto~ as is the case with the European
trade and unlike the Puerto Rican one. Local Texas and the West Coast cargos are handled in
Houston.

The main competition is for Midwest cargo, especially for the portion that is generated/
terminated at the northern tier of the Midwest (Chicago/St. Louis). For this cargo, Louisiana’s
ports compete mainly against the North Atlantic ports (New York/Baltimore/Nofiolk), as was the
case with the European trade. The North Atlantic ports have the advantage on the
Brazil/Argentine trade, where they offer faster and more frequent services. Another source of
competition is Florida’s ports, mainly for the southern tier of the Midwest. Florida’s advantage is
in the wider variety of services available there; its disadvantage are the longer and less convenient
land connections. Finally, since most of the services operate geared vessels and cater to local
cargo, some of them prefer calling at smaller, non-Louisiana regional ports, closer to the sources
of cargo (Gu@ort). Altogether, Louisiana faces 4-pronged competition on the South/Central
American trade by: HoustoZ smaller Gulf ports, North Atlantic and South Atlantic ports. The
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result is that Louisiana’s cargo base is somewhat limited to the immediate vicinity and adjacent
regions of the Gulf and Midwest (Memphis).

IX.C.40C Summary: Growth

The prhwy positive fkctor afilecting this trade component is overall, large growth in the
South/Central trade. The negative factor is the possibility of establishing non-Louisiana regional
ports.

The overall assessment is that continued growth will surpass any diversion of cargo to regional
ports. Therefore, the prospect for this trade component is for significant growth. It should be
remembered, however, that while the relative growth (in percentage) may be substantial, the
absolute growth (in TEUS) maybe moderate because of the current small base.

The trade will be characterized by small and mid-size containerships, some of which will be
redeployed from the major trans-Atlantic and trans-Pacific trade routes where post-Panamax
containerships have recently taken the lead. Another possibility is for some of the trade to be
served by shallow-draft coasters and river/ocean vessels, especially on the shorter trade routes to
Mexico. It is reasonable to expect that these vessels may call at Louisiana ports that are presently
not involved in the trade, such as Lake Charles, Baton Rouge, and perhaps even at ports on the
GIWW.

IX.C.5 CROSS-GULF‘llWLER ~nY

The trade with Mexico has the most promising growth potential. Currently, most of this trade is
served byroad and rail, through the land crossing in Texas, mainly at Laredo. A recent study by
the LSU National Ports& Waterways Institute indicated that a tit (22-24 knots) trailer ferry has
a good chance of diverting cargo from the land to the water mode. The ferry service should focus
on seining hinterlands in the U.S. east of the Mississippi, and south of the Federal District in
Mexico. New Orleans is located on the southeast “tip” of the U.S. hinterland and seems to be the
most suitable port of call for such a service. Also, New Orleans has superior rail connections to
the Midwest and Atlantic.

At this point, however, no line has announced its intentions to develop such a service. The only
reported initiative is by CSX railroad, but it has been oriented mainly for moving railcars using
deck barges.

IX.C.6 sUMMARY

Louisiana’s containerized trade has three main components: the Puerto Rico, Europeq and
South/Central America. The Puerto Rican component is poised for stability with perhaps, small
growth. This may offset the expected decline that looms over the European components, since
the Puerto Rican component is much larger. The “balance” between the first two components
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leaves Louisiana with the growth expected in the third component, South/Central America.
Therefore, the overall, long-term prospects of Louisiana’s containerized trade are for stabtity with
modest growth. The containerized trade with South/Central America through Louisiana’s ports,
the main source of fiture growth will be handled by mid-size containerships. The trade can be
accommodated in the existing terminals on the Industrial Canal. Therefore, this trade does not
require deep-draft and large terminals equipped with post-Panamax cranes and on-dock
intermodal yards, like those currently contemplated for the major West and East Coast ports. A
deep-drafl River terminal is necessary only iflkuisiana decides to retain its position with the
European trade in the absence of efficient deployment of vessels through MRGO.

The modest prospects for growth in Louisiana’s containerized trade, as presented above, may
change dramatically upward ifa high-volume trailer feny to Mexico is successfidly developed.
dramatic downturn may occur, however, if one (or more) of the consortiums serving the
European trade decides to terminate duect calls at Louisiana because of lack of deeper-draft
terminal availability.

IX.D STRATEGIC ISSUES IN INTERMODAL ACTIVITIES

IX.D.1 MAINAc’rm COMPONENTS

A

The main activity of intermodal yards is the transfer of containers and trailers between trains and
trucks. The yards link two lurid modes of transportatio~ rail and road, and have no direct
connection to the water mode. Therefore, the categorization of activities and markets served by
intermodal yards is quite dHerent from the categorization employed for marine terminals in the
previous sections. There are two criteria used here to categorize the intermodal activity in
Louisiana: the primary is cargo type and the secondary is hinterland re~”on.

lX.D.l.a Domestic and International Boxes

The prhwy categorization is according to the type of cargo stored insia%the “boxes”lo handled
at yards. Accordingly, the intermodal activity can be divided into three segments (the activity is
presented below in the inbound duection - outbound moves would follow similarly):

● Domestic Trailers and Containers -- trailers and domestic containers carrying
inter-ci~ cargo that originatesherminates in the vicinity of New Orleans.11

“The term“box” is used hereto denote both trailers and eontainera.

%nee domestic containers are still only a small fraction, and fbr brevity of discussion, the following will refer
to trailers aud domestic containers as trailers.
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● Import Containers -- containers carrying international cargo thatis destined for
consignees in the vicinity of New Orleans. The containers are discharged from
ships at non-Louisianaports, for example Long Beach.

● Expo@ “Bridge” Containers -- containers carrying inte-”onul cargo that is
originated by hinterland shippers, moved on rail to Louisiana’s yard and loaded on
ships at a Louisiana port (New Orleans).

The intermodal trains that are handled (loaded/unloaded) at the yards may have a mixture of the
three types of boxes. Ideally, the various types of boxes should be blocked (grouped together) to
allow for easy separation. In reality, however, the boxes maybe scattered all along the train.

No statistics with regard to the relative importance of the three categories of boxes are currently
available. A rough estimate, based on interview with operators, is that about 60’%of the
intermodal activity is in containers, of which 45°/0accounts for bridge containers and 15°/0for
locally-destined container the rest, about 40Y0,accounts for trailers. Figure IX.8 presents a
schematic flow chart of the three types of boxes. Figure IX.9 presents the schematic flow of the
bridge and export containers with local cargo as related to both the intermodal yard and marine
terminal. Note, agaiq that figures IX.8 and IX.9, as well as all discussions in this sectioq only
refer to the inbound duection -- though it is equally relevant for the other d~ection.

lX.D.l.b Uniform Handling System

Domestic trailers, local containers, and bridge containers share in the same yard using the same
handling systems. That is, the train may consist of TOFC, COFC and double-stack cars, and all
will be switched on to the same working trackage (ramp) and off loaded by the same crane or
packer. Most of the yards use an all-wheel system (chassis). Since most of containers are kept on
chassis while in the yard, there is almost no distinction between them and trailers in terms of
actual terminal facilities and the operating system. The only dfierences between international and
domestic cargos may be in gate procedures in the case of in-bond containers.

IX.D.1.C Hinterlands and Railroads

The second criteria for categorization of the activities of Louisiana rail intermodal yards is
according to the 3 general hinterland regions that they serve via rail routes: the Midwest, West
Coast and East Coast. Currently, the hinterlands are each served by two Class I railroads: the
Midwest by the IC and KCS; the West by SP and UP; and the East by CSX and NS. This dhision
does not always hold since both the CSX and NS have Midwest connections, although their
routing is circuitous.

Almost all of Louisiana’s intermodal activity is concentrated in New Orleans. Shreveport yards
have a limited level of activity presently and almost exclusively serve local cargo. Therefore, the
following discussion will mainly focus on the New Orleans yards.
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IX.D.2 COMPETITIVESETTING

lX.D.2.a Domestic Trailers and Locally-Destined Containers

The number of trailers that use rail for inter-city transport to/from New Orleans along with the
local intermodal yards is directly related to the local economic activity. The prospects for fimther
developments of the trailer component in New Orleans’s intermodal yards are therefore linked to
the fbture prospects for the area’s economic growth. This interrnodal activity component, for
obvious reasons, is not threatened by diversion to other, non-Louisiana yards.

The same also holds for the containers with local cargo. These containers are discharged from
ships at non-Louisiana ports, but contain cargo that originatesherminates in Louisiana. For
example, a container with Far East imported cargo is discharged in Long Beach and comes to
New Orleans via rail. The train is “stripped” at a New Orleans yard, and the container is trucked
to a local receiver. Louisiana’s businesses are impartial with regard to the port that serves as a
“bridge” point for New Orleans’s containers. The exception here is that some of this cargo may
come on ships directly to New Orleans, substituting the rail routing with an all-water one. This
option is relevant mainly for containers using the South Atlantic ports and, especially, Houston.
Regaining these containers may require re-deployment of ships and changing lines’ itineraries,
however. This is in contrast to the overall trend that favors intennodal bridging and feedering
over drect calls and all-water routings (see discussion in Section IX.C on North Europe Trade).

IX.D.2.b Bridge Containers

The situation with bridge containers is dfierent than that for local trailers and containers. While
local trailers and containers are not threatened by external competitio~ bridge containers are at
the center of competition between Louisiana and non-Louisiana operators. Bridge containers
currently using New Orleans yards and marine terminals have several alternative routings. For
example, a Midwest container with export cargo to South America currently routed via the IC
railroad through a New Orleans yard and marine terminal maybe routed via the NS to an East
Coast port, at Norfolk VA (see a parallel analysis in Section IX. C). The competition can be in
both dmections. That is, a South-America box currently using NS through Nofiolk maybe shifted
to New Orleans. Consequently, this intermodal activity component is very volatile; it is under
threat but also has opportunities. Bridge containers are the main subject of the following analysis
of possible improvements to the intermodal setting in New Orleans.

It should be noted that the significance of bridge containers to New Orleans is because of the
yard activity and more importantly the port activity they generate. Since most of Louisiana’s
international cargo is in effect bridge containers, they are the primary consideration for a line’s
decision to call at a Louisiana port. Therefore, bridge containers are critical for the fiture of the
intennodal yards and the container terminals of New Orleans; both are part of the same
interrno&d chain of transportation.
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IX.D.2.C Intermodal Transport Chain

The elements that constitute the intermodal chain and are critical for selecting New Orleans for
bridge containers are: (a) the rail route itse~ (b) the local intemnodal yards; (c) the connection
between the yards and the marine terminals; (d) the marine terminals; and (e) the water routes.
The above listing is in the outbound duectio~ which will be used in the following for convenience
of discussion.

The intermodal rail routes to Louisiaq the first linlq are generally considered as superior. New
Orleans is the only port in the country which has dueot service by six Class I railroads. Especially
important is the fhct that New Orleans is the only intermodal port for the two Midwest railroads.
The State role here in terms of improvements is limited since most of the rail routings are outside
Louisiana. Still the state can assist in solving East Bridge Junction bottleneck (see section
VII.A.3). Likewise, the State has a limited influence on the water routes available at New
Orleans, the last link. The marine terminals were discussed in the previous section.
Consequently, the remainder of this section is devoted to discussion of possible improvements of
the two other links, the yards and their connections to the marine terminals. The focus of these
improvements, as stated in the previous sectioq is on bridge containers.

IX.D.3 CAPACm ANDLOCATIONOFYARDS

IX.D.3.a Long-Term Capacity

The comparisons of demand vs. capacity of Louisiana yards are included in Chapter V. The
results there indicate that except for the CSX yard in New Orleans, all other New Orleans and
Shreveport yards are operating far below their estimated capacities. The CSX yard is currently
under an expansion program to increase capacity by about 50°/0. Once CSX plans are
implemented, New Orleans will have sufficient intermodal yard capacity for at least the next 10-15
years. Yard capacity, therefore, is not an area that is in need of improvement at this stage.

IX.D.3.b Location of Yards Relative to Marine Terminals

The connection between intermodal yards and marine terminals, the remaining ~ is the primary
area to be considered for improvements. The overall thrust here is to close the “gap” between
ship and rail, or simply to bring the intermodal traiq with bridge containers, as close as possible
to the ship for the continuing water leg.

The 6 intermodal yards in the New Orleans area are concentrated in 3 diiTerent locations. UP and
SP are on the west side of the River, IC and KCS in uptowq and NS and CSX are near the
Industrial Canal. This wide distribution of yards is not a deficiency for trailers and containers with
local cargo, since shippers and receivers are in various parts of the surrounding area. However,
bridge containers, which constitute 45’%0of the yards’ throughput, are almost all destined or
originated to/from the France Road and Jourdan Road container terminals. The CSX and NS
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yards are within close drayage distance from the marine terminals; drayage to other yards,
especially those on the west side, is expensive and time consuming. Frequently-quoted figures for
drayage are $50 for the CSX/NS, $70 for the IC/KCS, and $90 for the UP/SP. The thrust of
possible improvements is to reduce the drayage or even eliminate it entirely.

IX.D.3.C Improvement Options

Since the location of New Orleans marine container terminals is fixed, the improvement options
are basically to relocate the intermodal yards closer to them. There are two generic options,
called intermodhl con$gurations, to achieve a closer interaction

● On-Dock Yards
c Near-Dock Yards

The following is a brief discussion of the general considerations involved in the above options and
their application to the New Orleans area.

lX.D.3.d On-Dock Yard Arrangements

The drayage can be eliminated entirely if the rail-to-ship transfer is performed in the port area or
“on-dock”. The intermodal yard in an on-dock arrangement may have two general locations
relative to the marine terminal:

● On-Terminal -- the yard is located within the marine terminal boundaries, or
insia%the terminal gate.

● Off-Terminal -- the yard is located outsiak the gate, but adjacent to it and within
the general area of the port.

There could also be many in-between variations. For example, in some options the gate fimctions
are divided into two (or more) stages, an outer one serving only for security and an inner one for
equipment interchange. In this case the yard can be inside the security gate but outside the
equipment gate. Usually, on-dock yards handle only bridge containers with some also handling
containers with local cargo, but not trailers. Therefore, in addition to these on-dockyards, the
local railroads continue to operate their own intermodal yards.

There is a growing trend among U.S. ports to construct on-dockyards. The trend is notable
especially on the West Coast, where between 40 and 70°/0of the activity is for bridge containers.
For example, Long Beach has 4 on-dockyards, Los Angeles 2, Tacoma 2, Seattle 2, and Portland
1.12The larger on-dock yards of these ports have working tracks for 3 unit-trains along with run-

lTortland, OR was the first port in the country to introduce in 1982 a “true”on-terminal yard with tracks
integrated with the yard storage stack. Currently, the Portland yard has 44 car apots (for double-stack) with 1994 lifting
volumes at 55,000 moves.
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around and storage tracks. The Atlantic Coast ports are not far behind, including Miami, a New
Orleans competitor for Central and South American trades. More important though is the fact
that Housto~ New Orleans’s chief competitor, has an on-dock yard adjacent to its main container
terminal at Barbours Cut.

lX.D.3.e Advantages of On Dock Yards

The main advantage of having the marine terminal and intermodal yards in close proximity is the
elhninatio~ or at least drastic shortening of drayage (for bridge containers). Other commonly
quoted advantages are the use of marine terminal equipment for drayage (yard tractors and
chassis) and, most importantly, the reduction or even elimination of gate processing (in on-
terminal).

IX.D.3.f Pre-Conditions for On-Dock Yards

There are three necessary conditions to ensure an efficient on dock arrangement:

(a) The yard should have convenient access to major trunkline railroads.
(b) The port should have a sufficient volume of bridge containers to just~ investments in

facilities and provide for efficient operations.
(c) The port should have sufficient reserves of watefiont land so that the yard will not

obstruct fbture marine terminal expansion.

The first conditio~ convenient multi-rail access, maybe dficuh to fidfill in New Orleans with its
6 railroads scattered over the two sides of the River (see more in the following section on Joint
Intermodal Corridor). It maybe achievable, thoug~ in France Road using the NS tracks through
Alvar Street. The second is a direct fimction of the fist, since volume customarily depends on the
number of participating railroads. The third condhion depends on the overall layout arrangement
of the watefiont land. The site that seems most appropriate for such a yard in New Orleans is the
Public Belt yard at France Road. However, this area is also the main back-up area for the France
Road marine terminals. Short of a careful analysis of Iiture needs of the marine terminals,
including a master plan of the entire France Road are% no observation could be made here.

Another, long-range factor to be considered with regard to an on-dock yard in France Road is the
possible construction of a major container terminal on the River (see Chapter IX.C on North
Europe Trade). Such a terminal may take away considerable volume from France Road, including
bridge containers. This may leave France Road with insufficient volume to justfi an on-dock
yard.

Altogether, the prospect of an on-dock yard program in France Road seems remote at this time.
There are still major uncertainties regarding rail connections, volumes, land reserves, and marine
terminal layout that need to be resolved first.
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IX.D.4 Jomr, NEJUZ-DOCKYARD

IX.D.4.a Near-Dock Yard in Almonaster

The CSX yard in Ahnonaster is outside the France Road area -- but it is sufficiently close to it to
be considered as near-dock. It is already the largest yard in New Orleans both in terms of
facilities and throughput. The yard is also undergoing a large expansion program. Even after
completion of the expansion the Almonaster area will have enough room for additional
expansions.

To take advantage of the existing asset, and instead of constructing an additional on-dockyard,
New Orleans may be better off using an existing yard, located about 1 mile away flom France
Road.D While yard facilities should be based on the present CSX yard in Almonaster, its
operations should be managed by a third party on the basis of a common-use fhcility. The yard
should offer equal access and services to all regional railroads. This is not dficult to achieve
since already many intermodal yards are operated by independent contractors. To enhance
efficiency, the yard operator should also control the rail access to the yard.

Near-dock yards are considered by some ports as an intermediate stage on the way to on-doclq
others see them as a permanent substitute for on-dockyards, especially where there is a shortage
in waterfront area or when the rail access to it is dficult. The best known example is the ICTF in
Los Angeles, the largest container port in the U.S. This near-doclq 250-acre intermodal yard is
located 4 miles away from the port. The yard was originally planned to serve all three regional
railroads, including SP, UP and SF. But, because of railroad competition SP is its only user.
Another more recent example is the initiative toward a “Joint Intermodal Rail Terminal” in
Oakland. Oakland’s yard will serve three railroads at a location about 2 miles away from the port
that used to be a Navy base. The consolidated yard will be managed by a third party. A third,
non-port but relevant example is the new IC yard in Memphis that also handles CSX’Sintermodal
trains. It should be mentioned, however, that in most cases the joint yards are constructed to
overcome problems of inadequate or unavailable yards. This is not the case in New Orleans,
however, where existing yards are only partially utilized. The objective here is to provide all
railroads a yard in proximity to the marine terminals.

IX.D.4.b Dedicated or General Yard

There are two operational options for a joint yard in New Orleans:

● A yard dedicated to port-related, bridge containers;
● A yard for all intermodal boxes, including trailers and containers with local cargo.

13Athird possibility to construct an additional port-owned, near-dockyard in Almonaster, on port-owned land.
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In the first optio~ some or all of the existing yards will continue to serve non-port containers and
trailers. In this case, the activity of these yards will decline substantially. The bridge containers
would be arranged in dedicated blocks, switched to the joint yard, de-ramped, and drayed to the
port. In the second optio~ some or all of the local intermodal yards will be closed and all the
intermodal activity will be shifted to the joint yard in Almonaster. The volume handled at
Almonaster in the first option would increase by about 50%; in the second by about 100%.

An in-depth discussion of each main near-dock optio~ and the many more sub-options that may
be defined, is beyond the scope of the analysis in this section. However, there are certain
advantages and disadvantages for the general joint yard conflguratio~ regardless of cargo
compositio~ these are addressed below.

IX.D.4.C Advantages and Disadvantages

The advantages of a joint (multi-use) yard located close to the port are:

(a) Scale economies of operation and higher utilization of facilities (space, cranes,
trackage);

(b) Shorter drayage for port-destined containers; and
(c) Abetter marketing “appeal” for New Orleans, having unified and efficient rail

connections for 6 railroads covering almost the entire U. S.

The disadvantages of a joint (multi-use) yard located close to the port are:

(a) Extra switching for the non-CSX trains and the associated longer time and higher
cost;

(b) Additional drayage cost for trailers and containers with local cargo
originatedherminated in proximity to the present yards; and

(c) Defined competition between railroads due to the lack of “product differentiation”.

Other problems that may arise in any joint operation are: service priority (whose train is served
first), labor cotilcts (mainly unionized, administrative labor), and dfierent operational
procedures.

IX.D.4.d Steel vs. Rubber Connection

The critical trade off in the decision to have a joint intermodal yard is between switching and
drayage (“steel” or “rubber” connection). This trade-off is especially difficult to assess in the New
Orleans situation because the present rail connection between the east and west bank trunklines is
through the so-called Back Belt. The Back Belt is a short stretch (about seven miles) of railroad
owned by NS that serves as the main connection between Western, Midwestern and Eastern
railroads, The Belt is grade separated and double tracked except for about a one mile segment,
where it is single track and burdened with several roadway grade crossings. The Back Belt is
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already heavily utilized, and, because of the impacts on users of the roadway grade crossings, any
significant increase in traffic following a joint CSX intermodal yard may generate resistance by
local residents and businesses. Consequently, improvements to the Back Belt will mandate
considerable investments in both the facilities themselves and mitigation. Another problem in
using the Back Belt relates to its west-side entry trackage through a busy intersection known as
East Bridge Junction (see discussio~ pp. VII-4 - 5).

Presently, because of the dficulty in access, it may take up to a full day for a Western railroad to
come over the Huey P. Long Bridge, cross the Back Belt, and reach Almonaster.14 This journey
is almost as diflicult for the Midwestern railroads because of its trackage layout. The assessment
of switch vs. dray is therefore heavily dependent on the situation of the Back Belt. A preliminary
assessment is that setting a separate train and running it to Ahnonaster would make sense only for
blocks of about 20 cars (40 FEUS) and longer. Currently, such blocks are only available on the
Western railroads, mainly the SP.

Until now the discussion did not relate to the other major Eastern railroad, the NS. The NS yard
is also close to the port. &o, the yard itself was recently rehabilitated. Therefore, there is no
apparent advantage for the NS to use the joint yard into Alrnonaster.

IX.D.4.e Limited Consolidation at CSX Yard

It appears that any form of joint yard operation in Almonaster may be viable only in the long term
when (and ii) the volumes of bridge containers on the Midwestern railroads are significantly
greater. Meanwhile, a less comprehensive consolidation can take place in the existing CSX yard,
along the same lines as is presently performed. The yard is reportedly handling most of the SP
and UP containerized cargo, especially the portion that belongs to its sister company Sea-Land
and Sea-Land’s partners in the various consortiums calliig New Orleans. Similar arrangements
can be worked out for other railroads for their blocks of bridge containers. If such an
arrangement is considered advantageous, it should be discussed with CSX so that they can
consider it while planning for yard expansion. Table IX.20 summarizes the intermodal options for
New Orleans.

14TheWestern railroads have the option to tie the port-blocks to the run-through trains of the SPKJP, which
interchange with the CSX in Almonaster.
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Table IX.20
Intermodal O~tions for New Orleans.

I On Dock Bridge Containers France Road
I I

Near-Dock AUIntel-modalcargo Almonaster
All Trailers, Looal & Bridge

containers

I Near-Dock Bridge Containers Ahnonaster
Port

Near-Dock Bridge Containers Alxnonaster
Existing (Only Lorge Blooks)

AIX.D.4.f Joint Intermodal Corridor

The Back Belt was already mentioned as a constraint for consolidation of intermodal activity in
Almonaster. In fact, the Back Belt and its west side access through East Bridge Junction is
already a bottleneck for the present rail traflic (iitermodal and non-intermodal), resulting in
frequent delays. It seems that major improvements of the East Bridge Junction and the Metairie
segment of the Back Belt are required to improve east-west access between NS/CSX (and the
France Rd./Jourdan Rd. port facilities) and IC/.KCS/SP/UP, respectively. A program to improve
the Back Belt is beyond the ability of any single railroad. It would require active involvement by
all railroads, the Port, the City, and the State.

Several other U.S. ports are currently involved in developing similar joint corridors, most notable
of which is the Alameda Corridor serving the Los Angeles/Long Beach complex. This 20-rnile
corridor is being developed by a special Joint Power Authority representing 15 regional
municipalities and agencies with the two regional ports at its center. About 40°/0of the traffic of
the two regional ports consists of bridge containers. This traflic is presently served by 15
traidday, but is expected to reach 95 trairdday in the year 2020. The investment is $1.8 billio~
including $600 million generated by user fees of $15 per TEU, $650 million expected from
Federal and State contributions, and the rest by the local ports.

IX.D.5 s UMMARY:-ATS ANDOPPoRTuNrrms

The major strategic asset of Louisiana is its rail connection to six Class I railroads, providing the
State and its major port in New Orleans with direct rail access to almost the entire U.S. The main
strategic deficiency is the connection between these six railroads and the marine terminals. While
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this connection is irrelevant to the containers and trailers with local cargo, it is essential for bridge
containers. These containers are responsible for about 60% of the Port’s present throughput.
Moreover, they are critical for the Port’s long-term prospects in a marketplace dominated by
consortiums that prefer load-center ports with close ship-to-rail linkage to handle massive
movement of bridge containers.

At this time, the areas for State intervention to improve intermodal connections in New Orleans
are limited. The State may take immediate initiatives to stimulate improvements to the Back Belt
corridor and enhance the joint usage of the CSX intermodal yard in Alrnonaster. More initiatives
will be needed in the fbture, as the intermodal activity grows, including the development of a
near-dock or even an on-dock interrnodal yard.

In summary, the intermodal setting in Louisiana holds both opportunity and threats. The
opportunities stem from the generally favorable rail situation. The threats arise because of the
unfavorable ship-to-rail connection and because of global, adverse market trends. The State’s
commitment to facilitate improvements in the ship-to-rail connection is a necessary input for the
opportunities to be realized and threats to be thwarted.

IX.E STRATEGIC ISSUES IN NON-CONTAINERIZED GENERAL CARGO
WE

IX.E.1 MAIN-E COMPONENTS

The general cargo handled by Louisiana’s ports consists mainly of raw and semi-finish materials.
The trade patterns of these cargos change occasionally according to availability and world
markets. Therefore, the trade is mainly served by tramp or semi-liner services. This is in contrast
to containerized cargo which is almost solely served by liner shipping operating on a well-defined
trade route.

Therefore, the division of the trade into components in this section is not according to trade
routes as was done in containerized cargo, but primarily according to cargo types. The% for each
cargo type the discussion will be organized by trade dkection (iportlexport) and, finally, when
relevant, by trade route (countries of origin and destination).

Louisiana’s top five primary general cargos (in terms of volumes) are: steel products, forest
products, bagged grain and products, coffee, and rubber. The following is a brief review of these
cargos.

IX.E.2 STEELPRODUCTS

Steel is the most important general cargo handled in Louisian~ representing over 50% of the total
state-wide general cargo tonnage. Recently, Louisiana has been experiencing a surge in this

IX-50



cargo, especially in the vicinity New Orleans, where most of it is handled. Baton Rouge and Lake
Charles also handle small volumes of steel.

Steel products can be roughly divided into finished and semi-finished. Finished steel mainly
includes plates, coils, bars and pipes. Semi-finished (or raw) steel primarily includes slabs. The
steel trade is ahnost 100VOinbound (imported).

Steel is brought in by charter ships, with fill shiploads of about 30,000 tons. Semi-finished steel
is mostly transferred duect t?om ship to barges. The transfer is performed either by midstream
terminals, or overboard while the ship is berthed at a shore terminal. Ftished steel moves in
roughly the same proportion to barges overboard ship and to the terminal. The on-terminal
storage is either in the storage shed or in an open area. The stored steel is ship to domestic
destinations by rail, trucks, and sometimes by barges.

IX.E.2.a Advantages of Direct Transfer

As mentioned above, the direct, ship-to-barge loading is the salient characteristic of steel
handliig. Direct transfer to barges is very cost effective compared to indwect transfer (through a
shore terminal). It saves: (a) one out of the two moves needed in indirect handling (ship-to-barge
vs. ship-to-shore and shore-to-rail); (b) the use of a shore terminal and the related investments;
and (c) most of the transfer time. The combination of duect transfer and barge transportation
creates an efficient transportation chain that is only available on the Mississippi River. Barge
transportation is generally less expensive than rail transportation. In the case of inbound steel, it
has a firther advantage since the northbound dwection is the backhaul direction (most of the
barge cargos are in the southbound, export direction).

In addition to being low cost, duect transfer also allows for greater operational flexibility. This is
because the direct ship-to-barge discharge does not require shore terminals and therefore is not
limited by their availability and capacity. In contrast, the number of floating cranes that can be
deployed on the River is practically unlimited. Some of the cranes can be diverted from floating
terminals that are involved in handling non-steel cargos ifjustified by demand. Other floating
cranes can be assembled simply by taking shore-based cranes and mounting them on barges.

The potential capacity for mid-stream is very large and, most importantly, responsive to surges in
demand. This flexibility is not available at any other Gulf port since all operate only shore
terminals. The advantage of this flexibility was demonstrated in the first part of 1994, when steel
handliig almost doubled relative to the volume in the same period during 1993. Most of this
cargo was semi-iinished steel transferred from vessels d~ectly to barges.

IX.E.2.b Cargo Base and Regional Competition

The semi-finished steel is destined mainly to mills, many of them located on the inland waterway
system in the upper Midwest (Chicago area). The recent surge in steel imports is in response to
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increased demand of domestic mills for plates that cannot be locally supplied. Finished steel is
distributed to smaller consignees with a wide distribution using rail and truck (for short
distances).

Steel is considered as the most lucrative cargo in the general cargo trade because of its large
tonnage and because charges in the industry are mainly based on tonnage. Steel is therefore a
very competitive cargo with almost all Gulf ports involved in handling it. Semi-finished steel, as
indicated above, is destined mainly to waterfront steel mills. Louisian% with its unique mid-
streaming capacity and related barge transport, seems to enjoy a substantial edge over its regional
competitors in this cargo segment.

The main competition to Louisiana’s ports are from the Texas ports, especially Housto~ Port
Arthur, and Beaumont, for finished steel. Finished steel has two sub-components, the first is
destined to regional consumption and the second to non-regional (sometimes called intermodal)
consumption. Regional steel is usually handled at regional ports (e.g. the steel for Texas
consumption is handled at Texan ports). This is because land transportation of steel, with its large
and heavy cargo units, is expensive. The non-regional steel can be handled in many ports,
especially where rail transport is available. Since Louisiana has a relatively (to Texas) small
regional cargo market, its volume of local steel is much smaller than non-regional steel.
Shipments of non-regional steel benefits from New Orleans’s good rail connectio~ especially to
the Midwest. Another advantage for Louisiana is where ships carry a mixture of barge-bound
steel with rail-bound cargo; because of the barge-bound portio~ these ships tend to discharge all
their cargos in Louisiana.

IX.E.2.C Summary: Growth

Louisiana has two natural advantages: (a) the availability of deep and protected water that allows
duect transfer; (’b)the availability of barge transportation in the backhaul direction.
Consequently, Louisiana specializes in handling semi-finished steel that is dmectly transferred to
barges. In this trade component, Louisiana is unchallenged by any other Gulf ports. Louisiana
faces competition on non-local finished steel that moves inland by rail, mainly by other Gulf ports.
Altogether, steel seems to be a “natural” cargo for Louisiana and a main source for fiture growth.
In this respect, it should be mentioned that the impact of fhture growth in steel handling on
terminal requirements and related investments is limited, since most of the steel is expected to be
directly transferred to barge.

IX.E.3 FORESTPRODUCTS

Forest products, including logs, lumber, plywood, linerboard, woodpulp and paper, is second in
importance to steel. It is much smaller, however, with about 10’%of total volume of general
cargo, or 1/5 of steel. About 70°Aof the cargo is export (primarily woodpulp). The rest is
import and includes mainly plywood and veneer. A recent trend is the import of construction
materials unavailable locally, following the surge in new construction.
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Forest products are handled at all the three deep-water ports of Louisian~ with the largest
concentration in Baton Rouge and New Orleans. The facilities handling these cargos are
generally in good condition and, as shown in Chapter V, have sufficient capacity.

IX.E.3.a Cargo Base and Regional Competition

The export cargo originates mostly from regional mills. The cargo is mostly trucked to the ports
of expo~ with some being railed from more remote sources. The competition between ports is
thus limited to the non-regional cargos. For example, most Baton Rouge pulp is generated by a
mill in Port Hudsoq a short distance away from the port. The competition for this cargo ilom
non-Louisiana ports is limited because it requires substantially longer land transport.15 Baton
Rouge also serves non-regional pulp markets, for which it faces competition from other ports.
For example, the woodpulp brought in by rail from Vicksburg, MS may be railed to other Gulf
ports such as Mobile, AL. The situation is different in Lake Charles, which is only 60 miles away
from Beaumont, TX and therefore competes with it for local exports. The situation for imports is
somewhat similar with most of the cargo being consumed locally.

lX.E.3.b Summary: Modest Growth

Louisiana’s forest product cargos seem to be immune from competitive threats largely due to fact
that this cargo is mostly locally oriented (non-intermodal). The prospects of Louisiana’s terminals
in this trade component coincide with the prospects of locally-originated exports. While there
was some decline in U. S. forest products exports in recent years it seems that the trend has
bottomed out in 1994, suggesting likely growth in the coming years. It is logically to expect that
Louisiana’s ports will retain their market share in this trade and experience, therefore, a growth
rate similar to the overall market growth.

On the import side the picture of the trade is unclear. Most of the imports are for high-grade
plywood and veneer. Both are expected to continue growing, especially following fbture trade
agreements with more South American nations, the primary sources of this cargo. However, the
recent swell in import of construction material may subside following a slow down in the
economy. Altogether, forest product imports are not expected to experience large changes in the
fiture and can be assumed stable with small growth.

IX.E.4 BAGGEDGRAINS/PRODUCTS

Bagged grains mainly include exports of rice, flour, milk powder and other foods in loose bags.
The cargo is the result of several federal government programs with about 1/3 under the PL 480
Title I &II programs and 2/3 handled through the Export Enhancement Program. Currently, this
cargo, which amounts to about 5°Aof total general cargo, is handled in Louisiana primarily at

150ceanfreight is usually quoted for a region that includes a range of ports.
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Lake Charles. however, both New Orleans and Baton Rouge have handled these cargos in the
past.

This cargo group has two dominant commodities: rice and flour. Most of the rice originates in
Louisianrq the flour originates in the Midwest. Louisiana thus enjoys an advantage with regard to
rice, but is exposed to competition for flour. Another advantage is the specialization of Lake
Charles in this labor intensive work.

IX.E.4.a Cargo Base and Regional Competition

Louisiana’s main competitors are other east Gulf ports including Beaumont, Houston and
Galveston. Of particular concern are the automated terminals: (a) the reactivated and modtied
Omniport in Housto~ with its automated loader and non-union laboq and (b) a similarly-designed
terminal planned for Galveston. A more general concern is for an overall decline in this cargo
following a iiture reduction in export enhancement and foreign aid programs. A third concern is
that of fbture containerization of some of the bagged cargos, especially Title II.

lX.E.4.b Summary: Decline

Despite sttiregional competitio~ Louisiana ports are expected to maintain their market share in
this cargo. However, the overall long-term trend in this cargo is for decline. Threfore, it is
reasonable to assume that Louisiana ports also will see somewhat lower demand.

IX.E.5 COFFEE

Coffee accounts for less than 5% of Louisiana’s general cargo. Coffee is an import cargo, brought
in horn South/Central America and East Mica. Some of the coffee is packaged in bags and thus
is considered general cargo. The rest is brought in bags inside containers or in lined containers.

IX.E.5.a Summary: Growth

New Orleans is the largest coffee handling port in the U.S. Its main advantage is the large, local
roaster that is the destination of a large portion of this cargo. New Orleans market position has
been recently firther enhanced following the inauguration of a unique on-dock bulk storage and
blending facility. New Orleans is also an approved “Exchange” port where the coffee is kept for
the purpose of fiture trade. Therefore, currently, Louisiana does not face any strong regional
competition for coffee.

It seems logical to assume that Louisiana will retain its market share in the fhture. However, the
fhture prospects of the growth of coffee trade are unclear due to both demand and suplly factors.
Nevertheless, the longer term prospects are for stability with small growth.
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IX.E.6 RUBBER

Rubber, like coffee, is a traditional New Orleans cargo, though for a while it was handled in other
regional ports. The rubber, in bales, is imported from Malaysia and Indonesi~ and destined to tire
manufacturers that are not in the vicinity of New Orleans. Therefore, the rubber can be served by
other, non-Louisiana ports, such as Mobile. The cargo is attracted to Louisiana mainly because of
the availability of cost-effective storage facilities and productive labor. Also, New Orleans offers
specialized sampling, weighing, and packaging services.

IX.E.6.a Summary: Growth

In absence of any specific known competitive threats, it can be assumed that the fhture prospects
are for stability with small growth following the growth in the auto industry.

IX.E.7 sUMMARY

The overall prospects of Louisiana ports in the general cargo trade is for growth. This is mainly
due to expected growth in the largest cargo (steel), especially the midstream portion of it. The
general trend in the rest of the cargos, with the exception of bagged food, is for stability with
small growth. These cargos, for most cases, are regional and not subject to diversion threats from
non-Louisiana ports. An interesting fiture possibility is for handling fresh produce imports,
especially bananas and grapes. The prospects of such cargos, however, are unclear at this stage.
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X. CONCLUSIONS

X.A MARKET DEMAND

Relatively modest growth rates used for projections of major cargoes handled at Louisiana marine
and rail-highway intermodal terminals indicate substantial increases in volume can be expected to
occur. The forecasts indicate that tonnages of major commodity groups handled through
Louisiana ports will increase as follows:

Commodity 1990 tons 2000 tons 2010 tons 2020 tons
(000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (000,000)

coal 21.2 28.2 33.7 40.4
Grain 70.1 84.8 98.7 114.9
Gen Cargo 5.7 7.2 8.6 10.3

Containers, measured in twenty-foot equivalent units (TIXJ), will increase from 458,000 in 1990
to 583,000 in 2000 to 697,000 in 2010 and 833,000 by 2030.

X.B CAPACITY

The commodky projections when compared with the throughput capacities of major marine
terminals indicate that expansion will be necessary. The grain sector, which is already operating
at high levels of capacity utilizatio~ will require expansion near 2000. Expanded capacity in grain
terminals will probably take the form of improvements to existing facilities, particularly in vessel
unloading and loading. The coal transshipment sector appears to have sufEcient capacity until the
very latter part of the forecast near 2020. Aga@ it appears that if new capacity is warranted that
it will take place at existing terminals.

General cargo facilities overall have sufficient capacity throughout the thirty year forecast.
However, some bottlenecks develop at smaller facilities at Baton Rouge and Lake Charles as early
as 2000. The state has ample marine container handling capacity through 2000. Expansion will
be required about 2010.

Rail-highway intermodal terminals, primarily in New Orleans, operate at relatively low levels of
utilization. Expansion may vary based on individual carriers and markets served. Overall, total
capacity is sufficient until nearly 2010.

X*C ACCESSIBILITY

Highway access to the state’s major public marine and rail-highway transfer terminals suffers from
congestion in major metropolitan areas (New Orleans) and incomplete or insufficiently maintained
local roads at more rural or smaller urban locations. Unless new road capacity is forthcoming,
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access to the Port of New Orleans facilities via 1-10, particularly to the Mississippi River Terminal
Compl~ will deteriorate as traflic congestion worsens. A program for prioritization and shared
fimdmg for access improvements, particularly maintenance, is needed.

Rail access to public marine fwilities is normally limited to one carrier with attendant concerns
about service quality and efficiency. The smaller deep draft ports, Lake Charles and Baton
Rouge, have experienced rail access problems that reflect local markets and institutional changes.
In both cases the qualityof rail access appearsto have diminished,primarilydue to fhctors beyond
the control of the ports.

Rail access in New Orleans for containers is via drayage from several “near dock rail intermodal
terminals. Sufficient volume and operational incentives do not exist for consolidation of
seemingly redundant facilities. Until sufficient intermodal interchange between individual
railroads and port facilities occurs to facilitate “run through” inter-terminal services, no major
changes will occur. Breakbulk rail access will continue to be provided by the city owned New
Orleans Public Belt Railroad which will encounter increased cash flow diiliculties without major
organizational changes tantamount to restructuring of the public belt railroad access concept.

X.D INFRASTRUCTURE, INSTITUTIONAL AND POLICY ISSUES

X.D.1

The private rail sector requires relatively minor assistance with regard to public investment
requirements. However, significantly increased state tiding is recommended to facilitate
improved grade crossing safety. Other minor rail fimdmg is recommended for intermodal
demonstration programs and light density line rehabilitation. Concerns about efficient east-west
bank rail access via East Bridge Junction (New Orleans) and perceived inefficiencies in rail access
that may have detrimental impacts on economic development are issues recommended for fhrther
study.

X.D.2 MARINE- INImwrRucruRE

The marine sector (ports) will continue to require state investment to rehabilitate, expand and
capture new market opportunities. The mixture of investment priorities varies by poti,
commodity and forecast scenario (low, trend and high) and the magnitude and timing of market
threats and opportunities. Under all scenarios the existing port priority progrq currently fimded
at $15 million annually, should be maintained with an emphasis on maintenance and rehabilitation
of existing facilities. The trend level of projections will require an increase in the port priority
program to $16.5 million per year and $8 million annually for the Port of New Orleans. The high
growth scenario together with realization of new market opportunities will require annual fimdmg
of $25 million for the port priority program and $20 million for the Port of New Orleans. Total
annual investments from all sources in public ports will average approximately between $40
million for a low growth scenario (current level of investments without the $20 million for the
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Port of New Orleans from the TIME Program), to $50 million for the trend scenario to $72
million for the high growth scenario.

X.D.3 MMtn$m- INSTITUTIONALANDPOLICY

State assistance for enhanced port marketing is recommended by fimdmg several programs
designed to attract more cargoes through Louisiana. Programs recommended to improve the
utilization of Louisiana ports include: (1) development of northhouth trade opportunities; (2)
regional public port marketing programs; (3) port intermodal services directory (4) “ship
Louisiana” campaign follow up; (5) establishment of potiintermodal transportation specialist
position in one of the state agencie~ (6) joint marketing mission trips; and (7) cargo pooling.

State participation will also be required in several important federal studies that may significantly
impact the marine sector relative to the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO), possible
replacement of the deep draft ship lock at the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, and potential for
deepening the Lower Mississippi River to 55 feet. It is also recommended that the state develop a
methodology and criteria to provide for shared finding of “intermodal” projects pertaining to
access. The criteria would allow for intermodal projects that relate to dfikrent fbndmg sources to
be evaluated and financed jointly according to multiple categories of beneficiaries and existing
investment mechanisms. This is particularly important for maintenance and rehabilitation of
existing port access road infhstructure which otherwise might not receive sufficient attention
relative to scarcity of resources.

X.E PRODUCTIWTY AND COST ANALYSIS

Analyses of Louisiana port costs and cargo handling productivities indicate that the terminals are
generally competitive for similarly sized facilities. The major disadvantages compared to other
ports are relative to location with respect to port access time and associated vessel costs between
the sea buoy and berths and weather interference.

X.F COMPETITIVE AND STRATEGIC OUTLOOK FOR MARKET SHARE

Competitive analyses and strategic assessments of opportunities and threats for the state’s marine
sector were performed for major commodity groups of coal, graiq containers and general cargo.
The findings are as follows:

X.F.1 COAL

Coal exports via the Lower Mississippi River will continue to reflect cyclical growth largely
untiected by opportunities (deepening) and threats (iicreased barge user fees). Emerging new
import markets may provide significant new opportunities to blend and/or backhaul coal via
barge.
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X.F.2 Gm

Grain exports via the Lower Mississippi will exhibit continued relatively steady growth with no
major threats. The U.S. major world competitive position is expected to be maintained, possibly
enhanced, with the result that Louisiana will be favorably impacted.

X.F.3 CONTAINERS

Containers via the Lower Mississippi and Lake Charles will reflect overall modest growth but
possible decreases or increases occurring in particular years or periods of the forecast based on
interaction of different developments on major trade routes: (1) Northern Europe - threats of
diversion of vessels and/or cargoes to load center ports; (2) Puerto Rico - slow growth of trade
with threat of diversion if new larger vessels are deployed in this trade that exceed MRGO
capabilities or if new port services arise that can more efficiently accommodate mini-bridge and
macro-bridge cargoes that dominate this trade relative to small Louisiana hinterland; (3)
Central/South America - smallest and fastest growing market with significant expansion but small
absolute overall impact unless new services are demanded relative to niche cargoes and vessels
ideally suited for Louisiana ports such as river/ocean vessels, cross Gulf ferries and mini-
container/combination ships serving shallow draft ports.

X.F.4 GENERALCARGO

General cargo imports and exports through the Louisiana ports will reflect continued steady
growth characterized by cyclical increases and decreases in steel and key cargoes that are niches
at particular ports such as bagged goods at Lake Charles and paper products at Baton Rouge.
The Lower Mississippi River will continue to dominate U.S. steel imports to augment domestic
production shortages via low cost direct transfkr (mid-streaming) between vessels and barges.
The Lower River will remain an important transshipment point for lumber product exports, rubber
imports and coffee.
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APPENDIx 1

LOUISIANA CI.&$S I RAILROAD OPERA’HONS IN NEW ORLEANS AND
SHREVEPORT

CSX (see Table 1.1) runs six long distance trains each way each day, plus a locai turn to Bay St.
Louis, Mississippi, and Amtrak’s tri-weekly Sunset Limited. Only two of the inbound road trains
terminate at Gentilly Yard. Road crews deliver two trains to the SP and two to the UP; however,
none of these are true run-through trains. At least six foreign line trains are delivered to the CSX
each day: SP’SLBCXT, HOCXF, and HOCW, UP’s AVNOCX and FWNOCX, and KCS #53.
On Thursday and Saturday, SP also delivers a BCNOT. Of these, only UP FWNOCX is a true
run-through traiq continuing on to Florida as CSX Q-606.

Illinois Central (see Table 1.2) has two routes into New Orleans: the mainline from Chicago and
the riverfront (Y&MV) line from Baton Rouge. The mainline sees four scheduled freight trains
each way and Amtrak’s City of New Orleuns. Service on the Baton Rouge line is provided by
three turns. IC also operates a large number of grain trains, which come down the mainline and
head up the Y&MV line to elevators along the River.

Kansas City Southern (see Table 1.3) has three pairs of daily road trains, plus a Monday-Saturday
turn to Baton Rouge. Inbound, trains #9 and #139 terminate at West Yard, while #53 goes to the
CSX (via the NS) and #55 goes to the NS.

Norfolk Southern (see Table 1.4) runs five trains each way each day, plus Amtrak’s Crescent.
Two inbound trains are delivered to the UP, and one to the SP. In addition to these, stack cars
arriving on #221 are delivered to the SP. Number 369 terminates in Oliver Yard, but it includes a
KCS block which is delivered to the KCS as their train #56. Five foreign line trains are delivered
to the NS: KCS #55, SP HOSOM and LBAVT, and UP HONOSZ and HONONS. SP HOSOM
and UP HONONS are true run-through trains; they depart on the NS as #394 and#314
respectively. SP LBAVT usually runs right throu~ but it always changes locomotives at Oliver
Yard. The NS runs the LBAVT connectio~ a dedicated stack trai~ as #294, #296 or #298,
depending on its destination. UP HONOSZ becomes NS #238, but it does not run right through.
At Oliver Yard, it sets out its non-intermodal cars and picks up all of the local NS interrnodal
traflic. Most of the cars that come in on KCS #55 go out on #368.

Southern Pacific (see Table 1.5) usually runs six trains each way each day, plus Amtrak’s tri-
weekly Sunset Limited. An additional eastbound tra@ BCNOT, runs on Thursday and Saturday.
Only the HOAVM (sometimes run as an LFAVM) terminates at Avondale Yard. Two trains go
to the NS; four go to the CSX. Only the HOSOM finctions as a true run-through train,
becoming NS #394. LBAVT usually runs through onto the NS except for its motive power.
None of the trains to the CSX run through. SP receives three trains from connecting lines: CSX
R-101, CSX Q-601, and NS ##393,plus the stack cars off of NS #221; but none of these run
through.



Union Pacific (see Table 1.6) runs six inbound and five outbound, plus two local turns, daily,
Road crews deliver three trains to other railroads: HONOSZ, HONONS and FWNOCX become
NS ##238,NS#314 and CSX Q-606, respectively. HONOCX terminates at Avondale Yard and
its CSX cars go to the CSX on the AVNOCX transfer run. Four foreign line trains go to the UP:
CSX Q-579 and Q-605, and NS #237 and #3 15. None of these fimction as true run-through
trains, although most of NS #237 goes out on NOHONS after a few hours at Avondale.

Available information on train movements at Shreveport, for Southern Pacific and Kansas City
Southe~ is presented in Tables 1.7 and 1.8, respectively. These two lines represent the majority
of train movements through Shrevepofi, Union Pacific movements here are limited.
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Table 1.7
Southern Pacific Train Movements Departing Shrevepo@ June, 1993

ASBTQ 00:45 East St. Louis/Beaumont,TX -

ASHOQ 05:00 East St. Louis/HoustoLTX -

ASSRQ 12:30 East St. Louis/Strang,TX -

SPTXM 18:30 Sbreveport,LA/Tenah~TX Interchange/ATSF

Northbound Trains

TXESQ 01:00 Tenah~TX/.East St. Louis SPTXM Turn

LFASQ 20:15 Lafayette,LNEast St.
Louis

HOCHF 20:35 Housto~TWChicago,IL -

SWSQ 21:00 StrangTTUEa.st St. Louis& -
Chicago

DYASQ 21:30 Dayto~TX/East St. Louis -
& Chicago

HOPBM nonscheduled Housto~TX/Pine Blu~LA -
I,M?l

0414L2 01:00-08:00 Shreveport,LMLuilc@TX 218 Loczd

R349L2 13:00 Millville,AR “Millville turn”

Source Louisiana Railroad Quarterly



Table 1.8
Kansas City Southern Tra~c at Shrevepo@ January, 1995

Southbound Trains
,.,,,.,.,.:.,,:,fi,::,:,:,:,:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:,,,:,:.:.,.:.:.,.,.:,,,:,:.:.:.,.,..................

.....................................

,,,.:,,,,,...::,,,,,::,...:,,.:,,,.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.;p,:~.,,.,.,,,,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,,,., ...,,...,.,,,.,.,.,.,,,.,.,.,.,.,.,,,,.,.,.,.,..,.,,,,,.,...................,.,.,.,...,.,.,.,,,.,,,,....,,,.,,,,,.,,

5 Anytime Kansas City/Shreveport -
(Multiple
Section)

7 08:00-09:00 Dallas/Shreveport/Meridian/ Intermodal:conne
Atlanta CtS with NS #220-

9 15:00-20:00 Kansas Intermodal plus
City/Shreveport/New mixed fleight
Orleans

21 Varies Shreveport/Pt. Arthur

27 Night Shreveport/Meridian

29 Morning Shreveport/Meridian

41 03:00 Shreveport/Beaumont

53 16:00 Dallas/Shreveport/New to Csx
(Arrives about Orleans
10:00)

55 17:00 Dallas/Shreveport/New to NS
(Arrives about Orleans
11:00

73 Shreveport/Mossville(Lake
Charles)

81 Not Every Day Kansas City/Shreveport

91 Anytime Kansas City/Blanchard/ SWEPCO cord
Welc~TX train

97 Anytime Kansas City/Shreveport/ GSU cord train
Mossville(Lake Charles)

r ..m .,, fi _., __,
source: ~ouwma w~oaa ~uarcerly



Table 1.8
Kansas City Southern Traffic at Shreveport, January, 1995

Northbound Trains
... .............................. .,.,.,,.:.,,,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,,.,............................................................................ ................... ..........................’....,,,,,.,.:.,.,.:,:,:,:,,,,.,,..,.,.,,,,

,.:.:.:.,.,.:.,.:.n.x,...................................................................
.......... .......................,., .:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.,.,.,.,...,,:,:,..:.:.:.:.:.,.,.,.,,..w

2 03:00 Beaumont/Shreveport/Kansas -
(Arrives about 14:00) City

6 06:00 Shrevport/KansasCity

8 Night Atlanta/Meridian/Shreveport/ Intermodal:connects
Dallas w/NS #219

10 10:00 New Orleans/Shreveport/ Intermodal plus
(Arrives about 06:00) Kansas City mixed freight

22 Beaumont/Shreveport

28 Night Meridian/Shreveport

30 Morning Meridian/Shreveport

54 17:00 New Orleans/Shreveport/ from CSX
(Arrives about 10:00) Dallas

56 Night New Orleans/Shreveport/ from NS
(Arrives about 17:00) Dallas

72 Night Mossville(Lake Charles)/ -
(Arrives about 15:00) Shreveport

82 Anytime Shreveport/Kansas City -

92 Anytime Welc&TX/Blanchard/Kansas SWEPCO coal train
City

98 ~ Anytime Mossville(Lake Charles)/ GSU COdtrain
Shreveport/Kansas City

Source: Louisiana Railroad Quarterly



APPENDIX 2

LOUISIANA WATERWAY CARGO VOLUMES (1984 - 1993) AND MAJOR PORT
FACILITIES

Table 2.1
M~sissippi River Comparative Statement of Traflic (000 tons)

Year Sego 1 Seg. 2 Seg. 3 Seg. 4 Seg. 5 Seg. 6 Seg. 7
1984 158123 233736 269697 0 156582 386568 397346

1985 150806 223880 256963 0 149874 378852 383964

1986 155399 234372 272475 0 156194 402802 399944

1987 170108 255973 289381 0 167759 414176 425005

1988 179647 266707 305874 0 169016 423025 441546

1989 195049 281225 331655 0 181802 431463 462736

1990 201694 288829 337241 412648 188544 457497 475276

1991 201644 289672 341284 411396 188981 445149 471741

1992 208246 301955 351567 426342 198687 467296 491004

1993 208934 296487 340785 416149 183843 451731 475112

Segment 1:

Segment 2:

Segment 3:

Segment 4:

Segment 5:

Segment 6:

Segment 7:

Passes of the Mississippi River (South Pass, 14.2 miles; Southwest Pass, 21.2
miles; Controlling Depth: South Pass 13 feet; Southwest Pass, 45 feet. Project
Deptlx Southwest Pass, 45 feet. South Pass not currently being maintained.).

New Orleans to Mouth of Passes (New Orleans, LA to Mouth of Passe%
Lower Mississippi River from mile 106 to mile OAHP; South Pass 14.2 miles;
Southwest Pass, 21.2 miles. Controlling Depth: 45 feet.).

Baton Rouge to New Orleans (Baton Rouge, LA to New Orleans, L~ Lower
Mississippi River ilom mile 236 to mile 106. Controlling depth: 40 feet from
mile 236 to mile 181; 45 feet from mile 181 to 106. Project Depth: 40 feet from
mile 236 to mile 181; 45 feet from mile 181 to mile 106.). Note: 45 Foot
Channel Complete to Baton Rouge in December 1994.

Baton Rouge to Mouth of Passes (Baton Rouge, LA to the mouth of passes;
lower Mississippi River from mile 236 to mile OAHP; South Pass, 14.2 miles;
Southwest Pass, 21.2 miles. Controlling Depth: 45 feet.). Note: Not Compiled
Prior to 1990.

Mouth of Ohio River to Baton Rouge (Mouth of Ohio River to Baton Rouge,
LA Lower Mississippi River from mile 954 to mile 236. Controlling Depth: not
less than 9 feet maintained during low water and commensurably greater depths
available during high water season. Project depth: 12 feet.).

Mississippi River System (Main Channels and all Tributaries of the Mississippi,
Illinois, Missouri, and Ohio Rivers.).

Minneapolis to Mouth of Passes (Minneapolis, MN, to Mouth of Passes.).
Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 2
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Table 2.2
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and Tributaries Comparative Statement of Traffic (000 tons)

Segment 1:

Segment 2:

Segment 3:

Segment 4:

Segment 5:

Year Seg. 1 Seg. 2 Seg. 3 Seg. 4 Seg. 5
1984 55840 20413 93439 5043 21325

1985 63093 21578 102464 6851 23150

1986 64472 23589 106961 7263 25181

1987 63968 24070 107032 12600 19683

1988 69292 27268 117712 8496 27073

1989 66416 25973 112739 11052 27264

1990 67801 25707 115386 10230 29292

1991 65981 23441 110988 9725 24533

1992 66220 23756 112188 12141 23688

I 1993 I 65346I 25734I 114944I 10279I 27097

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Mississippi River to Sabine River (From Harvey
and Algiers Locks at New Orleans to Sabine River, TX, 266 miles. Controlling
Depth (mean low Gulf): Harvey and Algiers Locks to Sabine River, TX, 12
feet, except 10 feet intermittently between New Orleans and Sabine River, TX.

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Mobile to New Orleans (Mobile Bay, Al, via the
Mississippi Sound and New Orleans-Rigolets Cut to the Innerharbor
Navigation Canal at New Orleans, LA, 134 miles. Project depth: Mobile Bay,
Al, to New Orleans, LA, 12 feet.

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Apalachee Bay, Florida to the Mexican Border
(Consolidated Report) (St. Marks River, Fl, to Brownsville, TX, 1108.9 miles.

Atchafalaya River (Old River lock at Mississippi River through Old River to
Three Rivers then via Atchafhlaya River to Morgan City, LA, 121 miles.
Controlling Depth (NGVD): 14 feet. Project Depth: 12 feet.

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Morgan City-Port Allen Route (64.1 miles;
Morgan City, LA, to Port Allen, LA, via the East Atchafalaya Basin Protection
Levee Borrow Pit, Bayou Sorrel Lock, Lower Grand River and Bayou
Plaquemine to Indian Village, thence via Bayou Grosse Tete and Land Cut to
the Mississippi River through lock in levee at Port Allen opposite Baton Rouge,
LA. Controlling Depth (mean low gulf): 10 feet. Project Depth: 12 feet.

Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 2



Table 2.3
Mississippi River Gulf Outlet and Inner Harbor Navigation Canal Comparative Statement

of Traffic (000 tons)

Year MRGO IHNC

1984 8035 24159

1985 6916 23630

1986 8145 27600

1987 7703 27869

1988 7687 29576

1989 7289 29319

1990 6960 26063

1991 6095 23810

1992 5937 24068

1993 7160 24785

MRGO : Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (From New Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico via
Land Cut 36 feet by 500 feet to the 38-foot contour in the Gulf of Mexico, 75.4
miles. Controlling Depth (mean low gulf): Mile 66 to mile O,35 feefi to mile -
9.38,38 feet. Project Depth: 36 feet and 38 feet.

IHNC : Inner Harbor Navigation Canal (From Mississippi River to Lake Pontchartrain,
5.5 miles. Controlling Depth (mean low gulf): Lock to mile 2.1,30 feet; to
Seabrook Bridge, 30 feet; to Seabrook Light, 15 feet. Project depth 32 feet to
mile 2.1.

Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 2
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Table 2.4
Lower Mississippi River Deep Draft Ports - Baton Rouge; South Louisiana; New Orleans;

Plaquemine: Comparative Statement of Traffic (000 tons)

Year Baton South New Plaquemine TOTAL
Rouge Louisiana Orleans

1984 66199 0 154220 0 220419

1985 70716 0 146678 0 217394

1986 77184 0 149082 0 226266

1987 73401 0 167918 0 241319

1988 78857 0 175501 0 254358

1989 82400 0 177523 0 259923

1990 78132 194190 62740 56598 391660

1991 87630 198654 60898 53782 400964

1992 84699 199665 66441 58473 409278

1993 85079 193796 67037 53110 399022

*port definition for the ports along the deep draft stretch of the Mississippi River were
changed in 1990 to cotiorm with the Louisiana State Constitution.

Port of Baton Rouge: (Both banks of Mississippi River ilom mile 168.5 A.H.P. through
mile 253 A.H.P.; including the Baton Rouge Barge Canal from a
point on the Mississippi River at mile 234.5 A.H.P., for a distance of
5 miles.)

Port of South Louisiana (Both banks of Mississippi River from mile 114.9 A.H.P. through
mile 168.5 A.H.P.)

Port of New Orleans: (Both banks of the Mississippi River from mile 81.2 A.H.P. through
mile 114.9 A.H.P.; Irmerharbor Navigation Canal, 5.5 miles;
Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet from its junction with the Innerharbor
Navigation Canal toBayou Bienvenue, 7 miles; and Harvey Canal,
5.5 miles.)

Port of Plaquemine: (Both banks of Mississippi River from mile OA.H.P. through mile
81.2 A.H.P.)

Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 2
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Table 2.5
Lake Charles and Calcasieu River Comparative Statement of Trafflc(OOOtons)

Year Lake Charles Calcasieu River
1984 36074 27239

1985 35359 25494

1986 39813 30921

1987 38844 31731

1988 43110 37312

1989 43066 40814

1990 42852 40883

1991 40184 41237

1992 39815 44039

1993 39071 45436

Lake Charles Deep
Water Channel : (Calcasieu River to Sabine River, following the

Calcasieu-Sabine section of the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway, 24.9 miles. Controlling Depth (mean low
gulf): 12 feet. Project Depth: 30 feet (maintained to Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway depth of 12 feet.)

Calcasieu River: (Phillips Bluff, LA, to the 42-foot contour in Gulf of Mexico, 109.5
miles. Controlling Depth (mean low gulf): Bar channel, 39 feet; jetty
channel, 42 feet to Lake Charles, 41 fee~ to mile 50, 10 feet; to mile
60,9 feet. Project Depth: Phillips Bluff to mile 36.2, none specified; 35
feet between miles 36 and 34.1 above Lake Charles wharves; 40 feet
from Lake Charles wharves to Gulf of Mexico, with 40 feet in Clooney
Loop; 12 feet in Cameron Loop; 40 feet in Devil’s Elbow Industrial
Canal; and 42 feet in bar channel.)

Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 2
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Table 2.6
Major Port Facilities

I. Port of New Orleans

L1 Mississippi River

Henry Clay Avenue Wharf- 842 feet water frontage, 62-foot wide front apro~ 95,020 square
foot transit shed, 170,858 square foot open wharf area, and 154,125 square foot open area on
land side;
Nashville Avenue Wharf -2,759 feet water frontage, 62-foot wide apro~ 756,000 squarefoot
transitshed, 110,000 squarefoot open wharfare~ and463,000 squarefoot open area on land
side;
Nashville Avenue “B” Terminal -1,786 feet water frontage, 100-foot wide front apro~
141,000 squarefoot transitshed, 360,000 squarefoot open wharf area, and 487,243 squarefoot
open area on land side;
Napoleon Avenue “A” & Napoleon “A” Open Wharves -1,099 feet water frontage, 48-foot
wide apro~ 144,867 squarefoot transitshed, 129,766 foot open wharf are%and 97,844 square
foot open area on land side;
Napoleon Avenue “B” Wharf’- 762 feet water frontage, 108-foot wide front apro~ 100,381
squarefoot transitshed, 36,521 foot open wharfare~ and 57,991 squarefoot open area on land
side;
Napoleon Avenue “C” Wharf- 1,000 feet water frontage, 48-foot wide front apro~ 199,859
squarefoot transitshed, 28,313 squarefoot open wharf are%and 22,903 foot open area on land
side;
Napoleon Avenue “C” Lower Open Wharf -375 feet water frontage, 118,420 squarefoot
open are%and 36,300 squarefoot paved area on land side;
Milan Street Wharf- 1,263 feet water frontage, 31.5-foot wide front apro~ 107,081 square
foot transitshed, and 65,000 squarefoot paved open area on land side (NOTE: draftlimited
to 12 feet);
Louisiana Avenue E & F Wharves -1,590 feet water ffontage, 150-foot wide open wharf area
(for E), 178,360 square foot open area (E& F), 138,240 square foot transit shed and 1,221,243
square feet open area on land side;
Harmony Street Wharf -1,289 feet water frontage, 49-foot wide front aproq 135,653 square
foot transit shed, and 114,380 square foot open are~
Seventh Street Wharf -1,196 feet water frontage, 50-foot wide front apro~ 119,280 square
foot transit shed, and 134,911 square foot open area;
First Street Wharf -1,275 feet water frontage, 50-foot wide front apron 140,655 square foot
transit
Gov. Nicholls Street Wharf-1,210 feet water frontage, 30-foot wide apron, 156,617 square
foot transitshed, and 37,694 foot open wharf are%
Poland Avenue Wharf Berths 4 & 5-932 feet water frontage, 35-foot wide front apro~
84,328 squarefoot transitshed, and 96,257 foot open area;



Alabo Street Wharf- 1,313 feet water frontage, 8l-foot wide front aproq and 182,821 square
foot open area.

L2 Industrial Canal

France Road Container Terminal Berth 1-830 feet water frontage, 147-foot wide wharf,
67,019 squarefoot transit shed, 2.6 million squarefoot ma.rshahg are%160 reeferjacks, and two
containercranes: one 30-ton and one 33.5-ton (owned by Sea-Land);
France Road Container Terminal Berth 4-700 feet water frontage, 120-foot wide whti,
1.3 million squarefoot marshalingare%84 reeferjacks, and three container cranes: one 30-ton
and two 40-ton;
France Road Container Terminal - Berths 5 & 6- Public Container Terminal -1,700 feet
water frontage, 131,200 squarefeet in two consolidation sheds, 2.1 million squarefoot
marshalingare%60 reeferjacks, RO/RO (roll OL roll ofi!)ramp at Berth 6 for Class A & B ships,
and three container cranes: one 30-ton and two 40-ton.

L3 Mksissippi River-Gulf Outlet:

Jourdan Road Terminal -1,400 feet water frontage, 70-foot wide front apro~ 142,400 square
foot transitshed, 157,413 squarefoot open areas,435,600 squarefoot marshalingyard,RO/RO
rampfor stem-loading vessels, and a 30-ton containercrane (owned by Ceres G@;
New Orleans Public Bulk Terminal (closed as of 6/30/94) -1,800 feet water frontage,
750,000-ton open storage pad and 30,000-ton covered storage facility..

IL Port of Baton Rouge

General Cargo Docks No. 1 and No. 2-3,000 feet water frontage, 40 to 60-foot wide aprons,
462,000 square feet of covered transit sheds, 50,000 square feet of open shipside storage on the
whd,
Grain Elevator and Dock (currently leased to Cargill, Inc.) -7.5 million bushel grain storage
capacity, handling capacity in excess of three fllon tons annually, flour mill (operated by
Cargill);
Liquid Bulk Terminals - molasses terminal (leased to Westway Trading Company) with storage
capacity in excess of 15 million gallons, petroleum terminal (leased to Petroleum Fuel and
Chemical Company) with a capacity of 1.215 million barrels (handles No. 2 through No. 6 fiel
oils) and steam boilers for heating products operated at dockside;
Barge Terminal - finger-pier wharf 985 feet long and 90 feet wide, 250,000 square foot public
warehouse adjacent, three storage tanks for liquid bulk commodities with a total capacity of
945,000 gallons, packaging operation (for bags, boxes, and supersacks), large paved area for
outside storage, terminal handles as much as 200,000 tons of cargo each year;
Burnside Terminal (currently leased to Ormet, Inc.) -877 feet water frontage, over 12,000
feet of barge fleeting are% two rail-mounted gantry cranes (each with a 12-ton lifthg capacity and
rated at 1,000 tons per hour), a traveling ship/barge loader (1,500 tons per hour capacity), over 5
million tons.



Midstream Facilities - Port-owned mooring buoys (only port authority on lower Mississippi to
have such a fhcility), load bagged goods (pre-slung in barges at inland terminals) at upwards of
200 tons per gang hour, Coal Monitor One (a blending, sampling and transferring facility for
handling export coal duectly between barges and ships with a peak capacity of 1,800 tons per
hour) is the only facility in the world that can provide midstream direct transfer and continuous
mechanical sampling of coal.

t



PORT, WATERWAY AND RAILROAD WEAK LINKS OR BOTTLENECKS

While the intercity linehaul (or “long link”) elements of Louisiana’s network of navigable
waterways and railroads have practically no capacity limitations in the context of existing and
foreseeablelevels of utilization for freight movements, industry sources report a few weak links or
bottlenecks that may require attention by state and local agencies and private carriers in the
fbture. (Waterway weak links or bottlenecks in Louisiana which are solely a federal responsibility
are not included in the listing below.) These are described below (and keyed for location on the
map which follows), along with some of the port access “short W discussed fhlly in Chapter
VI and Appendix 7.

PORT ROADWAY ACCESS

P. 1 Port Roadway Access 1: Highway access to Port Fourchon is said to be deficient because
it is located approximately 50 miles from the nearest four lane federal highway. The
connecting route is a predominately two lane state highway.

P.2 Port Roadway Access 2: At New Orleans, the Tchoupitoulas Corridor roadway (under
construction) will provide adequate capacity connecting the Port’s Uptown Terminal with
the Interstate Highway system in downtown New Orleans. However, the benefits of this
new roadway may be negated by congestion on the urban segments of the Interstate
system.

P.3 Port Roadway Access 3: Improved roadway access linking the eastern (tidewater)
terminals of the Port of New Orleans [on both sides of the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal
(IHNC)] with Interstate 10 or U.S. Highway 90 will be needed in the fiture.

WATERWAY

NOTE: Relief of waterway bottlenecks is a federal responsibility. Accordingly, only those
waterway bottlenecks that may require a state role are identified below.

W. 1 The IHNC Lock at New Orleans, which links the IHNC and the Ch.Wntracoastal
Waterway (GIWW) with the Mississippi River, is proposed to be replaced to reduce
transit time for commercial navigation and to improve roadway crossings of the waterway.
A state contribution maybe required if the new lock is built to accommodate oceangoing
(deep draft) vessels.

W.2 Barge operators have indicated that railroad and highway bridges of the Atchafidaya River
at Krotz Springs, Melville and Simmesport represent impediments to expanded
commercial navigation on the River. The opening of the Red River horn Simmesport to
Shreveport in 1995 may induce new waterborne traffic on this river segment. The



alternate waterway route requires transiting at least two locks and a segment of the
Mississippi River, adding up to 24 hours.

RAILROAD

R. 1

R.2

R.3

R.4

R.5

Mainline tracks of IC, NOPB (which accommodate UP and SP), KCS and Amtrak
(NOUPT) converge at the East Bridge Junction (the eastern foot of the Huey P. Long
Bridge in New Orleans). The current physical configuration and age of traclq signal and
communications infrastructure at the junction handicaps operations, given the volume and
of train movements. In addhio~ the control of train movements across the junction
involve decisions by several railroads. Amtrack passenger trains are also affected, as well
as several high volume roadway grade crossings located nearby.

The L&N Railroad Bridge, owned by the Port of New Orleans, is a 75-year-old
structure and requires continued renewal or replacement. The bridge also experiences a
high level of train congestion resulting from an increase in both through train movements
and nearby yard operations. The Port and the Regional Planning Commission(the local
MPO) will jointly study the feasibility of alternative replacement structures, including and
increase in the number of tracks and roadway lanes provided.

The three 2-mile timber railroad trestles crossing the Bonnet Carre Spillway (owned by IC
and KCS) are about 60 years old. Continued renewal or replacement is required to extend
their usefil lives.

Port Railroad Access 1: Commercial and physical access to/from its principal North-South
trunkline railroad (the KCS) is handicapped at the Port of Lake Charles’ City Docks.
KCS’ loss of a bridge several years ago now requires that its traffic with the Port transit
the lines of two other railroads.

Port Railroad Access 2: Because of a continued decline of online business, long term
financial viability of the New Orleans Public Belt Railroad is uncertain, absent significant
changes in network and operations.
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APPENDIX 4

COMMODITY GROUPS

cOmllO@2Digit Std.T~ “on
Codeand Omupname Conlnlodity Codc&Namc

1

2
3
10

Farm Producb 112
115
119
121
122
129
131
134
842

Chimcamrice?etc 113
oilkemc19&secd8 114

Minaalora 1o11

11 coal
13 crude oil
14 Nonmetal Ora

20 Food prducts

1031
1051
1061
1081
1092
1121
1311
1421

1441
14s1

1471

1491

1492

912
2012
2013
2014

2016

2021
2023

2024

2025

2031
2032
2033

2034

2035

2036

2038
2039

CQttonc?op
Non-oil field seeds
Sugar,pcatoa, mi8c.
citrus iiuits
Deciduous hii
Balia@fceJlut& misc.
BullWJOOtlOrtubcm
Field day ripe vegscak
Bark80rgunlqclude

Gmin!cOm@w*
oilkerncls&8ecdl
Irmaa
Leadorcs
Bauxite & 81uminiuol 01’ea

Manganaeores
Chronium ma
MiilIancous metal Ores

AulypuofCOd&COke
crude pe$fokum
Bmkenaausheddonecu
nplnp
OraVcl or sand
Ccmnic,chy a rcktay
minemk
Cbcmicalorfatilk

-d
MiscclhtWaU QOOmcaW
mincmd$
Waterexc. mbamtedcu
mind
FmhtWvdudcproda
Mat hh-fiuzm
Meat products
Animal by-prOduc&
inedible
Drcssedpoultryof slo811

F
~-
CUldc-i~ ~
liymilk
Iacreanarehtedhzcn

Chcacanpeciddaily

Gmedacured8c8f&
Gnntd apeciah.ieJ
Canned fil~ j-

P-ma-
Dchydmtcd fiuii a vcg a
sOUpmix
Pickled Iiuiiveg., !Ad
kings
Frahaficzenihh
Frozen tiuiiveg a fiuii
juica
Frozen specialties
Mixed loads of canned
hkxcahd a Vcg

Conundlty 2 Digit Std. Trqmktion -

Code and OrOupname COOUIW&tyCode&Name

20

22

Food pmduda 2041
(cOnthu@ 2042

2044
2045
2046
2047
2051
2052

2061
2062
2071

2082
2083
2084

208S

2086

20s7

2091
2092
2093
2094
2095
2096

2099
Misc. MmutMld 1929

1931

1%1

2111
2251
2279
2291
2294
2299
2311
2352
2392
2394
2399
2511
2512
2513
2516

2519

2531

Oraiumillproducb

--f=d
Milledl’icqfluaofmeal
Blended or prepmd flour
wet & syllp
Petfood
Bfadabdcuypfoducb
Bmadarsa
prdzcls
sug8rmill pr0dud8
Sugar*am a beet
Cmdyada
collktiooay producb
Malt liquors

W* brandy a bamdy
spirit$
Dti@ rectified a
blended liquors
Soft drink&c8rbodd a
lninedwatcn
Mist.flmfing extncb,

mm ~
Cdtonwdoil

tio~
Nut orvesdabk Oih

Marinefats a oils
Ronstedainstmtcok

~j~a
table oils
Mii. ftmd prepmtiona
Ammmition or lelatcd

*
FuutmckedcOmLmt
vchiclc+li8
Smas UIIn
mtion<=30nuIl

Cigmtta
Knitfkbria

~aw
Felt sooda
Textile waste
Textile sooda
Men clothiog a unifbnns
Cnpabats
Textile boudimkhhgn
GKWMproducts
Fnbricntedtexlile prod.
Bcncllq chain
Tabl~ deak$
DmmpOr@ sofas
Bcd&dmUemdlestllof
drawers
H~ld a oilice
iimitum
Public building or related
~

I



Commdlty 2 Digit Std. TmmpOrMion
Code and GToupname CommO&ty Code&Name

22 Mi.w. Manufii 2542
Products
(continued) 2599

3011

3041
3061
3071
3072
3141
3161

3831
3841

3842

3861

3941
3943
3949
3991

3992

3993
3999
2411

2421
2429

2431
2432

2439
2491

2499

26 Paper & eardbcad 2611
produeta 2621

2631

2643
2647
2649

2651
2654
2655
2661
2741

2781

24 Rx@& WOOd

produetl

27 Agm- Chemieab 2871
2879

Metal lock- shelving or
offia fixture
FurmhKeorfixlum
Rubbertireaofiuna
tuba
Rubba hose or belting
k. Nbk _

Miae. plastic produti
Miae. plaatio Pmdue4s
Foetwear (lather)
Luggage, hmdbags
(katber)
G@@ imhUmm@ Iema
surgicalormedical

GAmpedic,prodetic or
mugicdaupplia
Photographic equip. or
supplies
GameaoctoyE
Childfenvehicla or palia
sporting or athletic goods
Broom6atmuhaftu
vacuum Cleaaarn
COvel’i0g4 fkeing or
fhxwing
Signdadvatiaii displays

~-
Frimaryfinwtorwood
Tawmataiab
hmberordimenabatock
Mi8e. SaWniU or planing
miupmduet8
Millwork or edktwak
Plywood aveaeua
bum-up wood
StmetlApmducb
Tread wined

pdc@_@

Pulp m pulp mill pmdueb
Paper
Fiti papabad or
pulpbord
Paper bags

---
MiaccllaneOw ecmvelted

m?
Chhmersofboxea

-f~~
FIbcwwdrumqortub-
Building paper or board
MidlaOeOw printed
nmttel
Bl~ Iooac leaf
billdem
Fatilizm
MiseellaleOus

~~

Cannm&ty 2 Digit Std. Tmmpdatioo

Code and Group name conmmdty code& Name

33 primary metMc 3334 Primary aluminilun

@mmdity 2 Digit Std. Tmmpat@ioa
Cade and Group name commodity Code&Name

28 Iod@rial Chemicals 2812
& Plastics

2813
2814

2815
2g16
2818

2g19

2821
2g31
2841
2842
2843
2844
2851
2861
2891
2892
2893
2899

29 Miae petroleum 2911
products

2912
2951
2952
2991

32 NOnmeIaL CIay & 3211
Glaas pmduets 3221

3229
3241
3251
3255

3259
3261

3271
3274
3275
3291
3292
3295

3299

Potalsium or sodium

Indu@Algaaea
CNdepmdeuatfrom eoal,
ga, ofpetmlaum

- pi-
=$Z

ehanieala
Indwtrial *
Ohamioal$
Plastic mteciah
Drugs
Soapordctcrgents
SpeciaHy claniogblcaehes
sulf&x aetiva agenb

~Pf-
Paint& alamek Iaequem
Gumorwoodehemied
Adbaivea&eme@gluea
Exploaivas

p&*

Petrolcumrcfined

=

Aaphaltpavingbloeks

--
Mi8e. aulofpctro.

Flat glan
Gk mntainm
G~ gbware
Hydrauiie ecment
clay bciek
R&dOl’im clay or
Ilon-clay
Miae. drudwml clay prod.
Vitreclw ebina plumbing

Cawlwta products
Limeorlimeplaatac

--
Abfa8ive pmducta
AlbutoapmduOts
NemnrMk earths or
mincmk
Miae. QOnmdhe“mined
Mod.

33 Plimarymctaiie 3311 Blast* produels
pmducl$ 3312

3313

3315
3321
3331

3332

Prim&koI1/&l&lets
Electmmdl
produm
Stcelwim, Mi4spii
IrOn/atacleaaings
Primary mpper ameltcr

Primafy lead smelter
pmdueis

(eontinud) 3339

3351
3352

8meltcrprod.
Mii. primarynonferrous
metal prod.
~bfonzcaeqper
Aluminium WIG ahapea
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35 To04machinery,
electric prOduc@
appliances

3357
3399
3423
3425
3428
3429
3432
3433
3441

3443
3452

3461
3481
3491
3493
3494
3499
3519
3524

3531
3533
3537

3S42
3544
3548
3553
3s59

3566

3582
3585
3589

3599
3611
3612

3621
3631
3632
3634
3639
3642
36S1

Nonferrousmetal

R’&wvtiy*

Had saw =Wbh.des
Builden equipment
Mi8c. bdwrn’e
Plumbingiixtura MtingJ
Hating equipment
FAAted amctuml metal

Fabricated Phtc products
Bolt& Ml@ Samvq rival,

Mod daqings
MiSc.mric&edWifeprod.
MetalShippiogCmiainm
steelSpringJ
valves orpipe fittiqp
Fabricated nmtel pmduc@

Gardentmctor41wn
equipment

~on ~
Oil field machioq
rnduetdtmck&a
treilem
Macbinctoole
speCiddie&too14dia SetS
Mehlmrtiingmdiuay
woodWdc@mdinely
Miec.Specidindumy

~
Medlmicll pouW
tmmmkkm

~ M *P.
Re6ige@nm
Mist.xzviceindluq
mUbiueJ
MiKLmdincryorplrts

E-~ L@P.
Power, distribution
lmmfibrlnen
MOtOmorgencm@X
Household cooking equip.
Houekldrefiif$-tom
Electric thm
w. hmuehold appliances
Li@tingfbdure$
Radio or Tvreccivin8scte

commodity 2 Digit Std. TmnqmWion

Code and (%Olip name commodity CO&&Name

35

37

Took mxhinay, 3661

electric produc@
appliancal 3671

(continued) 3679

3691
3692

vehiclm/parts/ 3711

tmilerdmotorcyclw 3714

IUUstfeetcax 3715
3722
3729
3741

Telephone ortelegmph
equip.

Ekctmnictik
Mifc. electronic

-~
-~”(eof
wet)
Motor vchicb

MotorVCbiCk P9dS

Truck trailem
Aircmflormisaiie+
Miec. airaeftpafts
IAmmOtivca 01 puts

3742 RAlrodoratrcctaom
3751 Motoqck@cycl= a

P@
40 InduSkMscrap 4021 h4ctdScmp,WaSluor

Orwasten -
4022
4024
4025

4026
4Q29

46 Cda&rhd 4111
mixedoacgo 4121

4211

4221

4231

4311
4411
4511
4611
4621
4711

-
Textilewu&oc~
Pqxrwadcorscmp
Cbanid Cfpetroleum
waste
Rubber Orpbtic &Yap
Mile.v&ealmp
Mi8c. fieigbt 8hipmente
special cOmllw@““ea
NOnmvamMnwvemmt af

T- tie
mtumedempty
Reveaucmovementof

l@18ndexprw8tn%ic
fkeigbt focwuderimfllc
shipper 8mci8iiontmfIic
Misc. mixed ehipmenb
Mixed ebipmulte
Small pacbged fieigbt
dlipmcnt9



BUSINESS ECONOMIC AREAS (BEAs)

“Super” BEA BEA
Code’/Name Code/Name

30 NC

34 Sc

40 GA

42 FL

47 AL

6 New Eng 1
2
3
4
5
6

12 NYPANJ 7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

23 MD DC VA 19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

54 TN 52
53
51
54
55

Baogoc, ME
PcnUalld-Lewis@ ME
Burlinglq VT

mm
PrOvidene+wanvidi-Pawtuck* RI
Hart6brd-New Havea-spriogfieu
CT-MA
Albany-Schenechdy- Troy, NY
SYmcuee-utiw NY
ROchmta, NY
BufiMo, NY
Bi@emkm-Eti NY
New Yerlq NY
Scmntea-Wilkd3me, PA
WWL_ PA
Eie, PA
PittsburgtL PA
H_-York- Lwabter, PA
pbiladelphi~ PA

~MD
wedling@ Dc
RmnOkeLynchbq VA
Ricu VA
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport
New,VA
Rocky Mmu&Wileen- Greenville, NC
Wilmingtq NC
Fayettmille, NC
Raleigh-DurhanL NC
GreembolWwilKtm-salenFHighpoi@
NC
Charlotte,NC
Aekvillq NC

~~ SC
Columbia,Sc
11~ Sc
Charleston-NdI cherlestq SC
Augus@ GA
AI* GA
CAmlq GA

_ GA
save GA
Albeny, GA
Jeckeonville, FL
Orlando-Melbeume-Dnytona BeaclL FL
Miami-Foxt LauderWe, FL
Tempe-St. P~ FL
TaMuweee, FL
Pensecoia-Penenle city,FL
Mobilq AL
Montgomery,AL
B~ AL
Huntsville-FlOreneS AL
Jolunon C~KiOgqnt Brie@ TN-VA
Knoxville, TN
clldanOO* TN
Neahville, TN
Memphiq TN

“Super” BEA BEA
Codeilkune Codd%me

58 KY 56 Paducahj KY

63 WV

70 OH

82 IN

83 IL.

74 MNWIMI

101 IA

105 MO

109 AR

112 MS
113 NOrleQI18
114 BhROuge

57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
87
88
84
85
86
71
72
73
74
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114

Louidle, KY
Lexingtq KY

w
Charleetq w
Morgantown-Feirne@ WV
P~ Wv
Wheeling-Steubawille-Wi~ WV-OH

YOU@OWTPWm OH
Cleve~ OH
ColumtnW OH
Cincimm& OH
Dnytcq OH
LiuQ OH
Toledo, OH
South%m
Fat Wqne, IN
Kokemo-MariOq IN
Andemn-Muncie, IN
rodieMpoli$# IN
Evamville, IN
Terre Haute, IN
Llfayeue, m
Chicago, IL
PeOriq IL
Rockfti IL
chMlpeign-u* IL
SpringSeld-Decatur, IL

WW, ~
Detro* MI
sagilUw-Bay city, MI
Graod Rapi* MI
Leneing-KelanezOO, MI
Milwaukee, WI
Madiaeq WI
Lecroe8e, wI
EUl claim, WI
w-WI
Appleton-GreulBay~ WI
Duluth! MN
Mifmeqolie-st Paul! MN
ROehder, MN
Dubuque, IA
Devenpert-Rock Ieland-Moline, IA-IL
Ceder Repids, IA
Weterloo, IA
Fort Dodge, IA
Sioux City, IA
Da Moines, IA
KanMs City, MO
columb~ MO
St. Louii MO
Spri@eld MO
FayetteviUe, AR
Fat SmitiL AR
Little Rock-Norih Little ROclGAR
Jecksq MS
New Orleans, LA
Baton Rouge, LA



“Sup&BEA BEA
CodelName COde/Name

115Lafayette
116LkChade
117shrcvprt
118h#OIUOGLA
119TXN

121‘IxS

138OK

141Ks

145NDSDNE

160AZNM

165NVUTCO

167IDUTWY

173WAOR

177CAN

“Super”BEA

115
116
117
118
119
120
125
126
127
132
134
135
121
122
123
128
129
124
130
131
133
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
161
162
160
157
158
159
163
164
165
153
154
155
156
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177

LafayettqLA
LakeCherlet$LA
ShrcvqnxtLA
MOnmqLA
Ted TX
Tyler-hmgview,TX
Dellae-FortWailLTX
WichitaF@ TX
Awl&Tx
Odoeu-hiidlqTx
LubbockTx
-o, lx
BeaumokPortAIthur,lx
HouatonjTX
-m
sanhgelo,lx
sellAntonio,‘lx
W~KiUeen-Tanple,TX
corpuachria@Tx
Brownsville-McAllen-HarlingenjTX
ElPeeo,‘IX
LewtqOK
OklahoIIUCm,OK
TulaqOK
W* Ks
Salii Ks
TOpelQKS
Liflco4 NE
Omll%m
Orandrelaldra
SCOUGBl@NE
Ra@dCity,SD
SiouxF@ SD
~ sD
F~Mmhead,ND-MN
OrandF~ND
BiemadGND
Mii ND
‘rum AZ
PlmmkAz
AIhqueque,NM
Denver,co
cokmdtlsprings-pueblo,co
OrandJundiOILCO
LuVe~ NV
Reno,Nv
saltLakeCityagdell!UT
OreatFe14MT
MieaoulLMT
Billinge,MT
e~, WY
PoatelbkiahoF@ ID
Boieecity,ID
S-WA
RkhlamLWA
YakinwWA
SeattlqWA
PoIU4OR
Eugene,OR
Reddin&CA
E&CA
SanFmwkdhkland-saoJoaejCA
Sammento,CA

BEA

181CAS 178
179
180
181

187QBON 186
187

189MBSK 188
189

191ECAB 190
191

O%%hOre

Stoddm-Modesto.CA
FmndkhaEe14CA
ha Angel+CA
SanDiego,CA

Ontario
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APPENDIX 5

FREIGHT VOLUME FORECASTS - Medium

199(

21M

201(

202(

IL””owanaStatewde
I Tcial

water-uisha@ 74,468,020

water–’”v 65,771,132

Pal 6,283,09I

Tnd 678,532

Waser

‘1
78,616,390

Raii 7,510,194

Truck 811,051
Air 6

Total n I75,949,4-1I

waer-Omwe 103,607,56I

Waser‘1 91,507,556

MI 8,741,682

Ttud 944,043

Waer-cdnemd 1 106,512,559

kmmary of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group I
Baton Rouge IL afayette I ~ ~h~e es I Monroe New Urieans shrevqort

Tad I Total I Tad I Tad Tcd I Tual
25,824,402 I 20 I 516,6021 01 48,126,996 I o
19,667,326 167,858 I58,949 955,888 44,807,490 13,621

307,930 280 84,164 178,158 5,614,303 98.256
84,055 I I2,692 8,540 56,906 351,626 64,7I3

0 0 0 0 5 0
45,883,713 280,850 768,255 1,190,952 98,903,420 176,590
30,W7,969 24 617,496 0 57,516,312 0
23s08,401 2m,64 I 189,992 1,142,575 53,558,499 16,28I

368,069 335 I(XMOI 212,953 6,710,790 I 17,446
I00,471 134,701 10,208 68,020 420,299 77,352

0 0 0 0 6 0
54,844,9I I 335,701 918,297 I#423,548 118,215,906 2 I I ,078
35,929,56I 28 718,750 0 64,959,222 0

27,363,205 233,54I 221,146 1,329,930 62,340,784 18,95I
428,424 390 117,098 247,872 7,811,195 136,704

116,946 156,789 I 1,882 79,173 489,218 90,035

0 0 0 0 7 0

63,838,136 390747 1,068,875 1,656,975 137,6C0,426 245,690

41,821,131 32 836,607 0 77,938,898 0

31,850,101 271,836 257,409 I,548,CC6 72,563,149 22,058
Y

Ma 10,175,104 498,675 453 136,299 288,517 9,092,040 I59,I20

Truck 1,098,843 136,122 182,498 13,830 92,156 569,438 104,799

Air 8 0 0 0 0 8 0

j Tcd 238,383,183 74,306,030 454,820 I,244,145 1,928,678 160,163,533 285,9n

Summary of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 2

IL’””

oulwna Wtewde Baton Rouge La~yette Lake Charl es Monroe New Ori cans shreveport

Tual Tual Tad TCQ4 Tud Total Td

Water-dlstwe 13,915,793 5,729,054 2,966 92,160 0 8,091,613 0

1990 Water-Onshentd 12,869,52I 3,682,019 1,099,63I 451,101 12,181 7,365,946 258,643

Rail 3,629,448 49I ,390 165,639 117,174 184,498 1,892,435 n8,312

Truck 8,655,09I 866,4I I 729,993 239,504 475,897 5,161,190 1,182,096

Pir 35,42I 3,020 0 0 0 23,329 9,072

Tad b 39,105,274 io,n t ,394 1,998,229 899,939 672,576 22,534,513 2,228,123

wateruTshu’e
!

15,371,693 6,328,440 3,276 101,802 0 8,938,175 o’

2000 Water-chnatd 14,215,958 4,067,240 1,214,6n 498,296 13,455 8,136,587 285,703

Rail 4,009,169 542,m3 182,969 129,433 203,WI 2,090,426 859,74I

Tnd 9,560,605 957,057 m$,364 264,56I 525,686 5,701,165

M

1,305,769

A 39,127 3,336 0 0 0 25,770 10,02I

Taal 43,196,551 I I ,W8,872 2,207,288 994$93 742,942 24,892,122 2,461,X44

Waseru?shut T 16,729,414 6,887,406 3.566 I 10,794 0 9,727,648 0

2010 water-m-ha-d 15,471.597 4,426,483 1,321,964 542,309 I4,644 8,855,260 310,938

M 4,363,283 590,744 199,129 140,865 221,eQl 2,275,065 935,678

TrtJ& 10,405,056 1,041,590 877,590 287,929 572,118 6,204,726 1,421,103

M i 42,583 3,63I o 0 0 28,046 I0,906

Tdd 47,011,932 12,949,853 2,402,249 I ,)8 I,897 808,563 27,090,744 2,678,625

Waser-u?hxe 18,207,057 7,495,743 3,881 120,580 0 10,586,853 0

2020 Water-cmthentd 16,838,142 4,817,457 1,438,728 590,209 I5,937 9,637,410 338,402

Rail 4,748,674 642,922 216,718 I53,307 241,392 2,476,012 1,018,323

TnJck I I ,324$93 1,133,589 955,104 313,361 622,65I 6,752.765 1,546,623

6% 46,344 3,951 0 0 0 30,523 I I ,870

Total 51,164,310 14,093,662 2,614,430 1,177,456 879,981 29,483,563 2,915,217

*Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto Rico



199(

2(XX

201(

202(

~
Water-ccflsinem

Rail

Truck

Pi

Tad

~

Waer—amwltd

hi

Ttuk

Air

Total

Waterdstia-e

Water*ental

Pail

Truck

Pi

Trial

Water-dkha-e

wateruln6ncmil

Rail

Trd

k

Tcd

Summaty of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 3
)-otmlana Statewde I Baton WWK I Lafayette [ Lake Lharies I Monroe I NW Vd cans I ~hrewport

TuaI Tual I Total I Tad I Tcd I Tcd I Tcai
13,180,653I 3,364,847I 01 I,ml 01 9,812,033] c

37,371,184 I I ,941,379 3s3 413 0 25,427,636 I ,406

4,147,517 0 0 2,050,299 0 425,186 1,672,032

8a7,847 I ,032 0 0 0 6,8I5 880,(JYI

o 0 0 0 0 0 c

55,587,201 15,309,258 350 2,052,485 0 35,671,670 2,553,438

17,854,340 4,547,865 0 2,406 0 I3,304,069 c

48,307,044 15,435,763 452 534 0 32,868,478 1,817

5,361,197 0 0 2,650,274 0 549,607 2,161,316

1,147,656 I ,334 0 0 0 8,809 1,137,513

0 0 0 0 0 0 c

72,670,237 19,984,962 452 2,653.214 0 46,730,964 3,3CQ,646

20,817,076 5,3W,167 0 2$06 0 15,514,103 0

60,109,671 19,207,108 563 664 0 40,899,074 2,26I

6,671,073 0 0 3,297,803 0 683,890 2,689.379

1,428,057 I,660 0 0 0 10,962

0 0

1,415,436

0 0 0 0 0

89,025,877 24,508,935 563 3,301,273 0 57,108,029 4,I07,077

74,795,976I 23,899,887I 701 I 827 I 01 50,891,747I 2,814

8,31XI,983 o 0 4,103,539 0 850,982 3.346,462

1,776,968 2,065 0 0 0 13,640 1,761,262

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

~ 109,145,554 30,078,985 70 I 4,107,638 0 69,847,693 5,I I0,539

Summaty of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 4

IL””

oumna Matewsde Baton Kouge Lafayette Lake Lharles Monroe New Weans shrevefmtt

Tad Tad Tctai Teal T-al Tad Tcd

IWater-dkhwe 118,756,694 34,575,813 0 18,743,593 0 65,437.488 0

I990 Water-cmhmtd 30,834,293 3,802,000 4,782,84I 6,116,449 21,231 15,607,994

lid

503,778

61,567 34,685 4,332 6n o 21,786 92

Truck 42,748 11,858 I ,460 5,677 I ,589 18,195 3,969

r% & o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tad 149,695S02 38,424,356 4,788,633 24,866,39I 22,820 8ILM5,463 507,839

Waer-omlorc 143,349,959 41,736,328 0 22,625,313 0 78,988,317 0

2m Wae$-awilellti 28,454,484 3,508,559 4,413,699 5,644,378 19,592 14,403,360

Rail

464,896

56,815 32,@3 3,998 620 0 20,105 85

Ttuck 39,449 10,943 I ,347 5,239 I ,M6 16,791 3,663

,% o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tcd 17I ,500,707 45,287,839 4,419,043 28,275,5Xl 2I ,059 93,428,5n 468,644

Wate$dlshu-e 168,257,230 48,9@$,310 o 26,556,618 0 92,712,302 0

2010 Waer-cdilwmd 26,577726 3,277,147 4,122,5W 5,2n,095 18,30Q 13,453,365 434,233

Rail 53,068 29,897 3,734 579 0 18,779 79

Truck

i

36,847 I0,22I 1,258 4,893 I,370 15,683 3,421

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tad 194,924,87I 52,305,575 4,127,579 31,834,185 19,670 I06,2W,129 437,734

Water+fktwe 197,492,368 57,5C0,374 o 31!171!014 o 108,820,979 0

2020 Water-culsinefud 24.824,753 3,060,998 3,850,675 4,924,366 I7,C93 12,566,028 405,593

Rail 49,568 27,925 3,488 541 0 I7,540 74

Truck 34,4I7 9,547 1,175 4,57I 1.279 I4,649 3,195

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tosal 222,401,105 60,598,844 3,855,338 36,100,492 18,3n 121,419,196 408,862

*Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, ldaska & Puerto Rico



Summary of Cargo Flow and Medium F(
LouIslal’la Matewd e Baton ~W Lafayette Lake Charles

Td Tad Tud Tad

Water-dsl-we 3,233,547 95I,788 3,593 594,326

A 1,0s1 o 0 0

Tcud 51,392,235 10,039,107 7,452,63I 3,975,436

Wateru%km 3,398,9I I I ,000,463 3,7n 624,720

& 1,115 o! o 0

Tcd 54,020,44I I0,552,5C$[ 7,833,760 4,178,740

watsrMst?Jre 3s46,159 I ,043,E05I 3,940 651,784

2010 water

–1

24,532,801 6,297,312 5,026,718 1,141,248

PA 4,984,617 415,65I 59,238 357,016

TrII& 23,295,978 3,252.897 3,083,238 2,209,n4

Air 1,164 0 0 0

T(x4 56,360,719 I I ,CQ9,665 8,173,134 4,359,m

waerdshOR 3.699,786 1,089,025 4,111 680,02I

2020 W*

‘1

25,595,614 6,570,125 5,244,486 1,190,689

M 5,2W,561 433,658 61,K14 372,432

Tm& 24,305,209 3,393,820 3,216,810 2,305,454

k n 1,2141 01 01 0

Td 58.802.384I I I .486.627I 8.527.212I 4S48.647

asts for Group 5
Monroe New WI cans shmqoti

Tad Tua! Tcd

o I,as,e.lo (

o I0,714,66E 289,042

I77,6a7 I .446,I92 2,162,751

2,129,189 7,36&949 3,95I ,482

o I I ,262,6t8 303,824

I86,774 1,520,150 2,273,354

2,238,076 7,745,798 4, I53,m

o I I ,750,538 316,986

I94,865 I,5eao7 2,371,841

2,335,034 8,061,362 4,333,722

o 12,259,596 330,7I8

203,307 i ,654,716 2,474,594

2,436,193 8,431,464 4,521,468

01 1,2141 c

2.639SCllI 24.273.619t 7.326.780

Summary of Cargo Flow arsd Medium Forecasts for Group 6

IL

ouwma Xatewde Baton KoUge LafaPte Lake UI arks Monroe New W cans shrevqoti

Tad Tc4al Tad Tad Tad Tctal Tctal

wa@R&hOm 9,806,380 2,757,207 7,)63 363,606 0 6,678,324 c

I99+3wster~llld 20,606,88I I I ,571,030 2,259,979 I, 175,804 19,639 5,574,746 5,683

Ml 9,303,059 896,427 467,359 858,842 1,268,459 3,915,732 1,896,220

Truck 24,562,707 2,224,690 2,409,873 1,155,732 3,881,138 I I ,592,618 3,298,656
~ 20,959 499 0 0 0 I9,094 I ,364

TCXA I 64,299,986 17,449,853 5,144,374 3,554,084 5,169236 27,780,514 5,201,925

water-Ol%hxe I I ,380,704 3,199,851 8,313 422,0n o 7,750,468 c

2fY30Wateralltked 23,915,127 13,428,653 2,622,798 I,364,569 22,792 6,469,no 6,595

Rd 10,796,580 I,340,340 542,389 996.744 I ,4n,098 4S44,367 2,2@M41

Tmdt 28,506,024 2,581,844 2,796,756 1,341,274 4,504,219 13,453,706 3,828,225

AT L 24,324 579 0 0 0 22,159 I ,585

Total I 74,622,759 20,251,267 5,9m,254 4,124,640 5,999,109 32,240,42I 6,037,046

wateruRhC+-e 12,917,892 3,632,054 9,436 479,082 0 8,797,32I (

2010 wascr-Oxltkd 27,145,335 15,242,456 2,977,058 1,548,880 25,870 7,343,583 7,486

Rail I2,254,8m I, I80,859 615,650 1,131,374 1,670,934 5,158,173

Tmck

2.497,88I

32,3%,323 2,930,5n 3,174,513 1,522,440 5,112,602 15,270,894 4,345,3m

Air 27,609 657 0 0 0 25,152 I,79!

Total I 84,702,030 22,906,599 6,n6,657 4,60I,776 6,809.407 36,595,124 6,852,465

Wslera%k!fe 14,662,708 4,122,634 10,710 543,79I o 9,985,5n (

2020 Water~ 30,81I,M6 I7,30I,250 3,379,169 I,758087 29,365 8,335,479 8,49;

Rail 13,910,131 I ,340,357 698,805 I ,284,I89 1,896,627 5,854,886 2,835,26t

Trud 36,726,681 3,326,404 3,&33,293 I ,n8,075 5,803,160 17,333,529 4,932,22I

Pir 31,338 746 0 0 0 28,550 2,04

Total 1 96,142,705 26,091,391 7,691,?n 5,314,142 7,729,151 41,538,015 7,n8,02$

Water-ofTshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported t70m (inbound) foreign coufies, Alaska & Puerto Rico
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Waw-disswe

1990 water-casti*

Rail

TN&
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1

2m Waer-caltkltd

Rail
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k
201C
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Water-mmiwtd

M

-rmck

Air
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Waler.d%hwe

Waer-ccdnentd

Rd

TnJck

Summary of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 7
!Loumna Satewde Baton Kouge Lakyette Lake Charl es Monroe New U deans shrevepoti

Td Tad Total Tdal Td T& Tad
835,527 64,027 0 369,302 0 402,198 0

1,996,282 I56,m3 43 323 1,411,392 427,819 2
6,333,578 1,780,875 88,607 347,223 1,129,070 962,24I 2,025,562

27.591,849 6,166,320 662,48I I ,403,914 4,894,660 5,830,838 8,636,6361
59 0 0 0 0 59 0

36,757.295 8,167,925 751,131 2,1I7,762 7,435,122 7,623,155 lo,662,2crI

950,725 72,855 0 420,219 0 457,65I o

2,271,519 I78,308 49 368 1,605,987 4&Mo4 2

7,206,818 2,026,413 100,824 395,096 1,284,740 I ,194,910 2,304,836

31,396,068 7,016,YXY 753,820 I ,594,065 5,569,510 6,634,763 9,827,410

67 0 0 0 0 67 0

41,825,197 9,294,075 854,693 2,409,7-48 8,460,237 8,674,195 12,132,248

1,061,161 81,317 0 469,032 0 510,812 0 ‘

2,535,378 i99,02I 55 410 1,792,538 543,351 3

8,043,960 2,261,~ 112,535 440,99I I,433,975 1,222,094 2,577/,565

35,043,025 7,831,534 841#384 1,779,231 6.216,463 7,405,455 10,968,959

75 0 0 0 0 75 0

46,683,599 !0,373,672 953,974 2,689,663 9,442,976 9,681,787 13,541,526

1,184,425 90,763 0 523,515 0 570,147 0

2,829,886 222,139 61 458 2,C#.759 606,467 3

8,978,344 2,524,530 125,607 492,216 I ,W,545 1,364,052 2,871,393

39,113,612 8,741,243 939,I 19 1,985,906 6,938,565 8,265,67I 12,243,110

84 0 0 0 0 84 0

52,106,352 I I ,578,675 1,064,787 3,002,094 10,539,869 10,W6,42I 15,I 14,506

Summary of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 8

hL oul~ana Xatewde I Baton Kouge I Lafayette I ~k ~~e es I Monroe I New ~~ cans I ~hrevepofi

n Tad Tad Td Taal Td Total Tad

water-dTStKw 2,964,690 2,21I,323 0 9,39I o 743,976 0

I990 Wae$+drwlsd 6,809,386 3S48,596 4,552 27,269 0 3,227,998 97I

Iw 976$90 390,032 26,969 260067 47.228 165,014 87,610

TIuck 2,986,%4 1,314,119 142,216 288,807 198,803 824,304 218,315

M 880 I37 0 0 0 595 I48

Tad 13,i38#410 7,464,177 173,737 585,534 246,03I 4,961,887 307,044

waterdSlvJre 3,721,651 2,775,930 0 I I ,7a9 o 933,932 0

2000 Water-xdwlsd 8,547,996 4,454,643 5,714 34,23I o 4,052,188 1,219

Rail 1,226,315 489,579 33,855 326,469 59,287 207,146 I09,979

Truck 3,749,I 10 I ,649.647 178,527 362,547 249,562 I ,034,770 274,056

Air i 1,105 172 0 0 0 747 Ia6

T.xd 17,246,176 9,369,97I 2 I8,C96 735,036 308,849 6,228,783 385,440

Water-dsl-we

1

4,516,697 3,368,944 0 14,307 0 1,133,445 c

2010 Water-caltillerltd I0,374080 5,406,276 6,935 41,544 0 4,9I7,846 I ,479

Pail 1,488,269 594,167 41,087 396,2I I 71,952 251,398 I33,474

Truck 4,550022 2,m2,056 216,666 439,997 302,876 1,255,825 332,602

M I,341 209 0 0 0 906 225

Td 20,930,428 11,371,652 264,688 S92,059 374,828 7,559,420 467,78I

Waterdslw-e

!

5,481,586 4,098,642 0 I7,364 0 I ,375,580 (

2020 Wate$+wtilxlltd 12,590,265 6,561,203 8,416 50,419 0 5,968,43I I ,79!

Rail 1,8C6,228 721,297 49,865 480,853 87,323 305,104 161,987

TN& 5,522,030 2,429,750 262,95I 533,992 367,578 1,524.103 403,65:

M 1,627 253 0 0 0 1,100 27~

ToM J 25,401,736 13,1W3,946 321,232 1,082,627 454,901 9,174,318 567,7I I

*Water-oiTshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) m imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska& Puerto Rico



Summary of Ca rgo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 9

~L

oumna Statewde Baton Kouge Latayette Lake Charles Monroe New Ur’leans Shrevepoti

Tosal Tc$d Tad Td Td TuaI Tad

watar-U%lw-e 4,5C8,493 1,783,759 663 612,771 0 2,111,3m c

I990 w*-CrMrwd I9,577,047 9,082,560 548,707 1,344,675 I9,927 8,546,028 35,15C

Pail 22,076,9I I 10,487,243 539,985 4S44,654 579,604 4,912,286 1,013,139

Trd 13,643,014 4,040,550 689,785 2,065,595 495,249 5,362,478 989,357

k i 6,840 2,079 219 0 0 3,582 96C

Tml 59,812,305 25,396,19I I ,779,359 8,567,695 I ,394,780 20,935,674 2,038,606

waser-MshUe 5,284,069 2,090,6I I 777 718,183 0 2,474,498 c

2CQI Water-mnirmd 22,944,799 I0,644,992 643,099 I ,575,993 23,355 10,016,163 41,197

Ml 25,874,704 12,291,317 632,876 5,326,45I 679,3I I 5,757,325 1,187,425

Trd 15,989,96I 4,%45,628 8cm,446 2,420,930 580,444 6,284,96I 1,159,552

M 1 8,017 2,437 257 0 0 4,198 1,125

TCS4 70,Iol ,550 29,764,985 2,085,454 I0,04I,557 1,283,110 24,537,145 2,3S9,298

waterdshOre 6,048,316 2,392,98I 869 822,054 0 2,832,390 (

2010 watsr-COrlkw

~

26,263,360 12,184!603 736,111 I ,1o3,933 26,733 I I,464,824 47,I55

%1 29,617,023 14,059,039 724,41I 6,096,828 777,56I 6,590,020 1,359,165

Tti 18,302,627 5,420,553 925,373 2,77} ,075 664,396 7,193,970 1,327,26C

Air 9,176 2,789 294 0 0 4,805 1,28t

TaaI 80,240,502 34,069,965 2,387,078 I I,493,892 I,468,689 28,086,010 2,734,86@

Wate$ul’ska 6,923,099 2,739,084 1,018 940,952 0 3,242,045 (

2020 Water-calsirmtal 30,061,891 I3,946,89I 842,5n 2,W4,840 30,599 13,123,009 53,975

Pail 33,9a3,603 16,103,8n 829,184 6,978,626 890,02I 7s43,150 I,555,744

Truck 20,949,779 6,204,540 1,059,212 3,171,862 760,489 8,234,45I 1,519,225

AJr 10,54)3 3,192 336 0 o 5,500 I ,474

Td

Summary of Cargo Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group 10

IL

oumna Matewde Baton w uge La~we Lake Ch arles Monroe New Urleans bhrevepoti

Tad Tad Tcxd TuaI Tc%A Taal T-d

Water-dshlx? 16,701,958 4,963,453 0 4,603,295 0 7,135,210 0

1950 Wateramirlud 78S42.858 16,085,425 5,523,974 4,094,126 448,840 52,105,961 284,532

M 4,388,018 1,263,837 58,519 685,468 18,94I 1,674,143 687,110

Truck 6,907,898 1,438,067 504,887 I ,M2,6CQ 110,27I 2,484,I 14

M o 0

527,959

0 0 0 0 0

Tdd 1 KM54CL732 23,750,782 6,087,380 I I ,225,489 578,052 63,399,428 1,499,601

water-OfshCC 18,724,338 6,117,535 0 4,960,022 0 7,t46,78 I o

2m Water-cussinelltd 72,4eL1874 14,843,942 5,097,630 3,778,139 414,198 48,084,392 262,572

Rail 4,049,348 1,166,293 54,002 632,563 I7.479 1,544,932 634,078

Tm& 6,374,742 1,327,076 465,920 1,703,387 101,760 2,292,389 487,2I I

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 c

Td 101,629,303 23,454,847 5,617,552 11,071,112 533,438 59,568,494 I ,383,86I

water-C4MUE 21,179,241 7,426,88I o 5,426,261 0 8,326,098 c

2010 Water-cultiti 67,7C0290 13,864,888 4,761,409 3,528,946 386,879 44,912,915 245,253

M 3,782,267 1,389,369 50,44I 590,842 16,326 I ,443,033 592,257

Truck 5,954,287 I ,239,547 435,I69 I ,58$,235 95,048 2,141,191 455,076

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 c

Tad 98,616,085 23,620,6S5 5,247,038 II, 134,284 498,254 56,823237 1,292,586

Waterdskfe 24,489,605 9,122,132 0 6,0L?0,50I o 9,286,9n c

2020 Water-calthed 63,235,017 12,950,409 4,447.363 3.296,169 361,362 41,950,617 229,077

M 3,532,802 1,017,518 47,114 551,8n 15,249 1,347,856 553,194

TnJck 5,561,563 1,157,791 406,486 1,483,48I 88,779 1,999,965 425,061

M o 0 0 0 0 0 (

Total 96,818,987 24,247,849 4,900,962 I I ,412,043 465,39I 54,585,410 1,207,33

●Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or impotted from (inbound) foreign countries, Ahs.ka & Puerto I%CO



Summary of Carg o Flow and Medium Forecasts for Group I I

IL””oumna 5tatewde Baton Kouge ~~- Me ~h~es Monroe New Urleans 5hrevqort

Tad Tot4 T& Tad Tad Tcxd T-

water-c4khcm o 0 0 0 0 0 0

1990 waser-CdirE@ 4,412,524 0 1,3CKI,696 378,983 0 2732S45 o

Pail 5,354,44I 2 I ,729 199 32,042 190 5,237,564 62,717

TNcI( o 0 0 0 0 0 0

M o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tc%d II 9,766,965 21,729 I ,3m,895 411,025 190 7,970,409 62,717

Watcrdsi-we o 0 0 0 0 0 0

2030 Water-mltknd 6239,352 0 I ,839,197 535,886 0 3,864,269 0

w 7,57I232 30,725 28I 45,308 269 7,405,9b6 88,682

Tru&

1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

M o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tad 13,810,583 30,725 1,839.478 581,193 269 I I ,270,236 88,682

Water-OWwe o 0 0 0 0 0

2010 Water-ccfnitlultd 7,430,485 0 2,190,31I 638,190 0 4,601,984 0

Rail 9,016,629 36,59I 335 53,957 320 8,819,814 105,613

Tr@ o 0 0 0 0 0

Air o 0 0 0 0 0

Tad 16,447,114 36,59I 2,190,647 692,147 320 13,421,797 105,613

waterdShOl-C o 0 0 0 0 0

2020 Water+mskled 8,849,013 0 2,609,456 760,024 0 5,480,532 0

M 10,737,963 43.576 399 64,258 38I 10,503,574 125,775

Ttwk o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0

~ 19,586,975 43,576 2,608,855 824,282 38I I5,984,I06 125,775



FREIGHT VOLUIWE FORECASTS- LOW

Summary of Cargo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group I

IL””

oulslanaWtewde Baton Rouge Lafayette Lake Charles Monroe New Orlems shrevepoti
Tc?d Tti Tcad Tcd Tad TorA Total

Water-omwe 74,468,020 25,824,402 20 516,602 0 48,126%6 o
1990 Wsser-cdndsl 65,771,132 19667,326 167,858 I58,949 955,888 44,807,490 13,621

M 6,283,091 307,930 280 84,164 178,158 5,614,303 98,256
Truck 678,532 84,055 111,692 8,540 56,906 351,626 64,713
Al 5 0 0 0 0 5 0
Td I 147,2(XI,780 45,883,7I3 280,850 768,255 1,190,952 98,900,420 176,590
wate$UMOre 84,735,278 29,384,935 23 587,828 0 54,762,493 0

2mo water-Oxtkml 74,839,309 22,378,953 191,COI I80,864 I ,387,68I 50,985,3I I I5,499
M 7,149,370 350,386 319 95,76a 202,721 6,388,374 111,803
Trd 772,084 95,644 128,229 9,717 64,752 400,106 73,635
Air 6 0 0 0 0 6 0
Tual 1 167,496048 52,209,918 319,5n 874,178 I,355,154 112,536,289 2(X),937
Waer.dkkfe 94,578,102 32,798,279 25 656,I IO o 61,123,687 0

2010 water-Cdrldd 83,532,620 24,978,486 213,188 201,873 1,214,025 56,907,749 17,299

Rail 7,979,839 391,086 356 10+,892 226,270 7,130,445 124,790
Ttwk 861,770 I06,754 143,124 10,846 72,273 446,583 82,189
f% 6 0 0 0 0 6 0
TUSI n 186,952,338 58,274,606 356,694 975,722 1,512,568 125,608,470 224,278
waterdsl-0-e 105,564,266 36,608,118 28 732,324 0 68,223,796 0

2020 Waer-cwltim-d 93,235,744 27,879,979 237.952 225,323 1,355,046 63,518,135 19,309
FM 8,906,775 436,515 397 I 19,309 252,553 7,958,715 139,286

Truck 961,872 119,155 I59,750 12,106 80,649 498,457 91,736

M 7 0 0 0 0 7 0

Total II 208,668,64-4 65,043,766 398,127 I ,089,062 1,688.268 140,199,111 250,330

Summary of Cargo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group 2
Loumrsa Statewde Baton Rouge LW yette Lake Charles Monroe New C311cans shrevqmt

TIM T& Td Total Tad Taal Total

13,915,793 5,729,054 2,966 92,160 0 8,091,613 0

12,849,52I 3,682,019 1,C99,63I 451,101 12,181 7,365,946 258,643

3,629,448 49I,390 165,639 117,174 184,498 1,892,435 778,312

TnJck 8,655,09I 866,4I I 729,993 239,504 475,897 5,161,190 1,182,096

M 35,42I 3,020 0 0 0 23,329 9,072

Tad 39,105,274 10,771,894 1,998,229 899,939 672,576 22,534,513 2,228.123

Waser-dlsbe 14,338,948 5,903,265 3,056 94,962 0 8,337,665 0

“ 2000 Water-mllkmd 13,260,86I 3,793,983 1,133,069 464,818 12,551 7,589,932 266S08

M 3,739,813 506,332 170,676 120,737 190,108 1,949,98I 801,979

TIU& 8,918,277 892,757 752,191 246,787 490,368 5,318,133 1,218,041

r% 36,498 3,112 0 0 0 24,038 9,348

Tosal 40,294,397 I I,099,449 2,058,992 927,305 693,028 23,219,748 2,295,876

water-UEhUv 14,708,816 6,055,537 3,135 97,4I2 0 8,552,732 0

2010 Water-omtinental 13,LLTL919 3,891,847 1,162,296 476,808 12,875 7,785,71I 273,382

M 3,836,280 5I9,393 175,078 123,851 195,0I2 2,CC0,280 822,666

Truck 9,148,32I 915,785 771,593 253,153 503,017 5,455,312 1,249,460

Air 37,440 3,192 0 0 0 24,658 9,589

Tad 4 I .333,776 I I ,385,754 2,112,103 951.224 710,904 23,818,693 2,355,098

Water-a%lwe 15,088,224 6,2I I ,737 3,216 99.925 0 8,773,346 0

2020 Water-cdnental 13,953,801 3,992,236 1,192,277 489,107 13,207 7,986,540 280,434

Rail 3,935,236 532,790 I79,594 127046 2524042 2,051,876 843,886

Truck 9,384,298 939,408 791,496 259,683 515,992 5,596,030 1,281,690

Air 38,405 3,274 0 0 0 25,295 9,836

Total 42,399,964 I I,679,446 2,166,583 975,760 729,242 24,433,087 2,415,846

●Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto Rico



Summary of Cargo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group 3

[ L ““

oumna Wtewde Baton Kouge Lafayette Lake Charles Monroe New Cmeans 5hrevqort
Tual Tad Tctd Tctal Total Tc4sI TosA

Wster-al%hcm 13,180,653 3,366,847 0 I ,m o 9,812,033 0
Wster+xmkltd 37,371,184 I I ,94I ,379 350 413 0 15,427,636 I ,406
I/d 4,147,5I7 0 0 2,050,299 0 425,186 1,672,032
Tnkd( 887,847 1,032 0 0 0 6,815 880,W3

Air n o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tcd 55,587,201 15,3CEJ,258 350 2,052,485 0 35,671,670 1,553,438
Waterdsl-lwe II 16,208,326 4,133,425 0 2,182 0 12,072,719 0

Waer-amtilwnsal1 45,110,610 14,414,392 422 499 0 30,693,Kxl 1.697

Rail 5,006,452 0 0 2,474,909 0 513,240 2,018,303

Truck 1,071,717 1,246 0 0 0 8,226 1,062,245

fir I o 0 0 0 0 0 0

TIM 67,397,104 18,549,062 422 2,477,589 0 43,287,784 3,082,245

Water-dMU-e 17,992,302 4,588,130 0 2,423 0 I3,40I,750 0

water-CCdJKd 52,948,696 16,918,994 496 585 0 36,026.829 1,992

Rail 5,876,358 0 0 2,904,94I o 602,419

Truck

2.368,998

1,257,935 I ,462 0 0 0 9,656 1,246,817

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 78,075.49I 21,508,586 496 2,907,948 0 50,040,654 3,617,807

water-OITSbe 19,972,634 5,092,856 0 2,689 0 14,877,088 0

Water-culskrsd 62,149,141 19,858,789 582 687 0 42,286,745 2,338

Rail 6,897,416 0 0 3,409,695 0 707,094 2,780,628

TNcI(

I

1,476,510 1,716 0 0 0 I I ,334

Ar o

1,463,460

0 0 0 0 0 0

Tctal 90,495,701 24,953,361 582 3,413,071 0 57,882,261 4,246,426

Summary of Cargo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group 4
b

Loumna Statewde Baton Kouge Latayette Lake Lh arles Monroe New U rfeans shrevepon

Tcd Tad T@ Total Tad Total Tc@J

118,756,894— — -34,575,813 0 18,743,593 0 65,437,488 0
30,834,293 3,802,000 4,782,841 6,116,449 21,231 I5,607,994 503,778

61,567 34,685 4,332 6n o 21,786 92

Ttud I 42,748 I I,858 I ,460 5,677 1,589 18,195 3,969

r% o 0 0 0 0 0 0

T(%A 149,695,502 38,424,356 4,788,633 24,866,39I 22,820 81,095,463 507,839

Waterdstwre 143,349,959 41,736,328 0 22,625,313 0 78,988,317 c

2@xl Water-ccinifwd 28,454,484 3,508,559 4,413,699 5,644,378 19,592 14,403,36n 464,896

M 56,815 32,(J38 3,998 620 0 20,105 85

Tmck 39,449 10,943 I ,347 5,239 1,S66 16.79I 3,663

M o 0 0 0 0 0 c

Tad I7 I ,9@J,707 45,287,839 4,419,043 28,275,550 2 I ,059 93,428,5?2 468,644

Watedishwe 168,257,230 48,988,310 0 26,556,618 0 92,712,302 c

2010 wateruJhaItd 26,577,n6 3,277,147 4,122,586 5,272,095 18,300 13,453,365 434,233

Rail 53,068 29,897 3,734 579 0 18,779 75

Tmd 36,847 10,221 1,258 4,893 I ,370 15,683 3,421

M o 0 0 0 0 0 c

T@l 194,924,871 52,305,575 4,127,579 31,834,185 19,670 106,203,129 437,734

waer-dlklwE 197,492,368 57,5W,374 o 31,171,014 0 108,820,979 (

2020 Water-cdti 24,824,753 3,060,998 3,850,675 4,924,366 I7,093 12,566,028 405,593

PA 49,568 27,925 3,488 54I o 17,540 74

Truck 34,417 9,547 1,175 4,571 I ,279 14,649 3,19:

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 (

Td 222,401,105 60,598,844 3,855,338 36,l@3,492 I8,3n 121,419,196 408,86;

●Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto I%co
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water

M

Trud

M

Td

water-dMCfe

water

Flail

Trtxk
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e
:Waser
Rail

Truck

Air

Tosal

water-dlshCn

wsser-Cmskwd

Ml

Tm&

Air

Total

Taal Td TuaI Td Tdd Tual TIM
3,233,547 951,788 3,593 594,326 0 I,483,840 c

22,370,110 5,742,172 4,583,587 I ,S)40,641 o 10,714,668 289,042
4,545,198 379,009 54,016 325,543 177,607 1,+% 192 2,161,75I

21,242,319 2,966s138 2,811,435 2,014,926 2,129,189 7,368,949 3,951,682
1,061 0 0 0 0 1,061 c

51,392,235 10,039,107 7,452,63I 3,975,436 2,306,876 21,214,710 6,403,475

3,I37,840 923,617 3,487 576,735 0 I,634,(XII c

2I,707,994 5,572,214 4,447,92I I,009,840 0 10,397,533 280,487

4,410,668 367,79I 52,417 3I5,908 Iil,428 1,403,387 2,C48,737

20,613,584 2,878,346 2,728,222 1,955,288 2,066,169 7,i50,84I 3,834,719
I ,030 0 0 0 0 I ,030 c

49,871,116 9,741,967 7,232,046 3,857,770 2.238,597 20,586,792 6,213,944
3,058,737 900,333 3,399 542,196 0 1,592,8439 c

21,160,750 5,431,742 4,335,792 984,382 0 10,135,418 273,416
4,299,478 358,5I9 51,)96 307,944 I68,081 I ,36UX9

20,093,929
2,045,830

2,805,784 2,659,445 1,%5,996 2,014,082 6,970,573 3,738,048
1,0341 0 0 0 0 I ,Lx)4 o

48,613,897I 9,496,378 7,049,73I 3,760,518 2,182,163 20,067,812 6,057,294

2,981,628I 877,636 3,313 548,023 0 1,552,655 0

20,627,30I 5,294,8I I 4,226,489

4,191,091 349,48I 49S38

I9,587,373 2,735,052 2,592,402

978 01 01 0] 01 978 j o

47,388,371I 9,256,98I I 6,8n,012 I 3,665,718] 2,127,152[ 19,561,915I 5,904,593

Summary of Cargo Flo!

IL””oumana Statewde Baton Kouge Latayette
Taal Taal Taal

wsseruTshOre 9,806,380 2,757,207 7,163

Wasar-mnikml

Rail

Truck

959,567 0 9,879,910 266,523

300,181 163,844 1,333,522 1,994,255

1,857,947 1,963,308 6,794,849 3,643,815

20,606,8aI I I ,57I ,030 2,259,979

9,303,059 896,427 467,359

24s62,m7 2,224,690 2,409,873

Air 20,959 499 a
Tual 64,299,984 17,449,853 5,144,374

water-MshU-e 10,832,344 3,045,6n 7,912

Waer-ombemd

M

Truck

22,762,817 12,781,616 2,496,423

10,276,365 990,2I3 516.255

27,132,510 2,457,442 2,66I ,99

M 23,152 55I c

Tc4al 71,027,187 19,275,494 5,682S89

water-UTsbt .4 I I ,789,123 3,314,684 8,61I

Waser-cultinerltd

Fail

TITA

24,773,366 13,910,565 2,716,922

11,184,036 1,0i7,675 561,854

29,529,017 2,674,498 2,897,123

Ar I 25,197 602 c

Td 77,300,738 20,978,022 6,184,510

Water-UMU-e u 12,830,409 3,607,457 9,3n

Waer-caltknsd

Rail

Truck

26,96IS00 15,139,23I 2,956,897

12,171,877 I,mwl 611,48C

32,137,199 2,910,n6 3,153,014

M u 27,422 653 c

Tad M, 128,407[ 22,830,928I 6,730,763

and Low Forecasts for Group 6
Lake Lharl es IM onroe I New~ ems I ~hreveport

m
o 0 I9,094 1,366

3,554084 5,169,236 27,780,514 5,201,925

401,736 0 7,377,024 0

1,298,819 21,694 6,157.988 6,278

948,718 1,401,168 4,325,0S 2,094,607

1,276,647 4,287,19I 12,805,462 3,643,768

0 0 2 I ,192 I ,X9

3,925,920 5,710,052 30,686,970 5,746,161

437,219 0 8,028,608 0

I ,413,539 23,610 6,701,899 6,832

1,t132,514 1,524,928 4,707,450 2,279,615

I ,389,408 4$65,862 13,936,518 3,965,608

0 0 22,955 I ,642

4,272,68I 6,214,399 33,397,429 6,253,697

475,837 0 8,737,743 0

I ,538,39I 25,695 7,293,85I 7,435

1,123,712 1,659,618 5,123,241 2,480,964

1,512,129 5,077,979 15,167,476 4,3I5,875

4,650,070

*Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto Rico
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1990

2000

Water-amilmd

M

Tmck
a,

Total

wmer-c4w0re

waer-on6Gew

Ra!4

Trud

F
Air

Torii

Waterdfslw’e

2010 Water-wnsinelml

M

Trud

l–2020 water

M

Truck

I990

2cn3

2010

2020

b

Summary of Cargo Flow and Low FOI
LoulslanaWatewde Baton Kouge Lat%yette Lake Charles

Tad Tual Trd Trd

1,996,282 I56,703 43 323
6,333,578 1,780,875 88,6437 347,223

27,591,849 6,166,320 662,48I I ,400,914

59 0 0 0
36,757,295 8,167,925 751,131 2,117,762

922,942 70,726 0 407,939

2,205,137 173,098 47 357

6,996,210 1,967,194 97,877 383,550

30,478,567 6,811,4M 731,791 1,547.48I

65 0 0 0

40,602,92I 9,022,471 829,716 2,339,327

I ,@4,461 76,973 0 443,971

2,399,908 188.387 52 388
7,614,158 2,140,948 106,522 417,428

33,170,618 7,413,082 796,427 1,684,163

71 0 0 0
44,189,217 9,819,390 903,001 2,545,950

1,093,182 83,771 0 483,185

2,611,883 205,026 56 423

8,286,687 2,330,050 I 15,93I 454,297

36,103,448 8s367,85I 866,773 1,832,919

!casts for Group 7
Monroe New WI ems 5hrevepoti

Taal Taal Tcd
o 402,198 (

1,4I I ,392 427,819 i

1,129,070 962,24I 2,025,562
4,894,660 5,830,838 8.636,636

I,559,055 472,578 1
1,247,196 1,062,913 2,237,481
5,406,750 6,440,873 9,540,219

1,696,760 514,319 1

1,357,356 1,156,796 2,435,108
5,884,307 7,039,770 10,382,869

=4=4=%
I$46,628 559,747 3

1,477,245 1,258,971 2,650,192

6,404,044 7,628,915 I I ,299,947

01 771 c

Summary of Cargo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group 8

IL””

oulslanaStatewde Baton Rouge LafaWe Lake ~ha~= Monroe New U deans shreveport

Total Total Tad Taal Tad Tdal Tad

Waterdfshwe 2,964,6%3 2,21I,323 0 9,39I o 743,976 c

waer-mn6rwd 6M9,386 3S48,596 4,552 27,269 0 3,227.998 97I

M 976,890 390,1X32 26,969 260067 47,228 165,014 87,610

Tmck 2,986,%4 1,314,119 142,216 288,807 198,803 824,304 218,315

Air 824 137 0 0 0 595 148

Tad 1 13,738,410 7,464,177 I73,737 585,534 246.03I 4,961,887 307,044

Water-dlsb-e 3,373.446 2,516,209 0 10,686 0 846,55I c

Water-uxtkrd 7,748.228 4,037,858 5,180 31,029 0 3,673,057 1,105

ml 1,111,578 443,m 30,687 295,924 53,740 187,765 99,689

Truck 3,398,336 I ,495,303 161.824 328,626 226,213 937,955 248,415

M 1,001 156 0 0 0 6n 16@

T(IuI 15,632,590 8,493,298 197,691 666,X4 279,952 54’s6,036 349,37E

Waterdfshu? 3,765,304 2,808,49I o I I ,927 0 944,887 c

water–1 8,648,260 4,506,s94 5,78I 34,633

w 1,240,699 495,322 34,252 330,298

Truck 3,793,085 I ,$68,997 180,62I 366,799

fir 1,118 I74 0 c

Tcxal 17,448,466 9e479,8n 220,655 743,657

water-C4klwF 4,202,68I 3,134,724 0 13,312

Water-continental 1 9,652,839 5,030,413 6,453 38,656

Ml 1,384,818 552,858 38,23I 368,665

Ttud 4,233,689 1,W2,867 201,602 409,407

312,472I 6,301,844I 389,96I

01 I ,054,644I (

●Water-ofTshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign couties, Alaska & Puerto Rco



Summary of Cargo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group 9

IL””oumna Xatewde E3aton~e Lafayette Lake ~harles Monroe New Urleans bhrevepott
Tc@I TIM Tad Td Tdal Tad Total

Waer+kkklre 4,508,493 I ,783,759 663 612,771 0 2,111,3&l o

I990 Wale$.adleml \9,577047 9,0S2,5ELI 548,707 1,344,675 I9,927 8s46,028 35,150

Rail 12,076,9I I 10,487,243 539,985 4,544,654 579,604 4,912,286 1,013,139

Truck 13,643,014 4,040,550 689,785 2,065,595 495,249 5,362,478 989,357

Air 6,840 2,079 219 0 0 3,582 960

Taal I 59,812,305 25,396,191 I ,779,359 8S67,695 I ,194,780 20,935,674 2,038,606
Water-dMC+-e 4,834,217 1,912,630 71I 657,042 0 2,263,834 0

2om water-Uw&led 20,99I#423 9,738,745 58a,349 1,441,823 21,367 9,163,450 37,689

M 23,671,W4 I I ,244,91I 578,997 4,8n,990 621.478 5,267,182 1,0S6,335

Truck 14,628,676 4,332,466 739,620 2,214,827 53I ,029 5,749,899 I ,060,835

At 7,334 2,229 235 0 0 3,841 I ,029

Total n 64,133s45 27,230,98I I ,507,912 9,186,682 1,}73,874 22,448,207 2,185,888

wateruTsklre 5,129,6n 2,029,527 754 697,199 0 2,402,197 0

2010 Water+althud 22,274,39I 10,333,964 624,308 1,529,946 22,673 9,723s08 39,993

MI 25,118,689 I I,932,185 614,385 5,170,82I 659,462 5,589,105 1,152,730

Truck 15,522,76I 4,597,26I 784,824 2,350,195 563,485 6,101,325 I, 125,6n

Ar 7,782 2,365 249 0 0 4,076 I,)92

Tad n 68,053,301 28,895,302 2,024,52I 9,748,160 1,245,620 23,820,2I I 2,319,487

Waterdl+xe 5,443,196 2,153,%9 800 739,81I o 2S49,016 o

2020 Waterdnerltal 23,635,772 10,965,562 662,465 1,623,454 24,058 10,317,796 42,437

WI 26,653,909 12,661,* 651,935 5,486,854 699,768 5,930,704 1,223,184

Truck 16,471,492 4,878,239 832,792 2,493,835 597,924 6,474,230 I, 194,471
* 8,258 2,510 264 0 0 4,325 1,159

Tad n 72,212,627 30,661,344 2,148,257 I0,343,955 1,321,7X3 25,276,070 2,461,25I

rgo Flow and Low Forecasts for Group 10

16,701,958 4,963,453 — —o 4,603,295 0 7,135,210 0

78,542,858 16,085,425 5,523,974 4,094,126 448!840 52,105,961 284,532

FM 4,388,018 1,263.837 58,519 685,468 18,94I 1,674,143 687,110

Truck 6,907$98 I ,438,C67 504,887 I ,842,600 I I0,271 2,484,114

M o

527,959

0 0 0 0 0 0

Td I06s40,732 23,750,782 6,087,380 I I ,225,489 578,052 63,399,428 I ,499,601

wate!r-dkhUF 17,529,013 5,562,668 0 4,703,W9 o 7,263,336 0

2ocn Water-cuninentd n,480,a74 14,843,942 5,097,630 3,778,139 414,198 48,084,392 262,5n

Rail 4,049,348 1,166,293 .5022 632.563 I7,479 1,544,932 634,078

Truck 6,374,742 1,327,076 465,920 1,700,387 101,760 2,292,389

Air o

487,2I I

o 0 0 0 0 c

Td IC52,433,978 22,8$9,980 5,617,552 10,814,098 533,438 59,185,048 1,383,86I

Water-ommre
1

18,487,903 6, m,570 o 4,847,582 0 7,462,751 c

2010 Water-caltinentd 67,7CQ,29Q 13,844,888 4,761,409 3,528,946 386,879 44,912,915 245,253

M 3,782,267 1,089,369 50,44I 590,842 16,326 I 443,033 592,257

Truck 5,954,287 I ,239,547 435,189 1,588,235 95,048 2,141,191 455,076
* o 0 0 0 0 0 c

Total 95,924,747 22,371,374 5,247,038 10,555,605 498,254 55,959,859 1,292.584

wsser-C&hUe 19,709,829 6,903,375 0 5,052,775 0 7,753,680 (

2020 Water-cwthed 63,235,017 12,950,409 4.447.363 3,296,189 361,362 41,950,617 229,077

Rail

I

3,532,802 1,017,518 47,114 551,872 15,249 1,347,856 553,194

Twck 5,561,563 1,157,791 406,486 1,483,48I 80,779 1,599,965 425,061

M o 0 0 0 0 0 (

Tad

●Water.offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska& Puerto Rico



Summav of Cat-go Flow and Low Forecasts for Group I I

IL”oumana >tatewde Baton Kouge Lafayette Lake Charles Monroe New WI cans 5h reveport
Tad Total Taa! Tad Tti Tu4 Td

water-Ol%tWe o 0 0 0 0 0 0
I990 water~ 4,412,524 0 1,3W,696 378,983 0 2,731$45 0

FM 5,354,44I 1 I,729 199 32,042 190 5,237,564 62,717
Tm& o 0 0 0 0 0 0
fir o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tad I 9,766,965 21,729 I ,300,695 411,025 190 7,9m,409 62,717
water-dMOl-e o 0 0 0 0 0 0

2a)o water-CdnMtd 5,593,539 0 1,648,828 4&l,418 o 3,464,293 0
M 6,787,560 27,545 252 40,618 24I 6,639,401 79,503
TIU& o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Al o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tual u 12,381,099 27S45 I ,649,CW 521,036 24I 10,103,694 79,503
water-C4M0re o 0 0 0 0 0 0

2010 Wasl?r-ccmkd 6,302,194 0 1,857,721 541,283 0 3,903,190 0

FM 7.647,488 31,034 284 45.764 27I 7,480,559 89,576

Truck o 0 0 0 0 0 0

14f o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Td 13,949,682 3I ,034 1,858,1Y35 587,047 27I I I ,383,749 89,576

Water-dlkfe o 0 0 0 0 0 0

2020 Water-cuninmtal 7, ICQ,630 o 2,093,079 609,859 0 4,397,692 0

Ml 8,616,362 34,966 320 51,562 306 8,428,284 ILM,924

Truck o 0 0 0 0 0 0

k o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total A 15,716,993 34,966 2,093,399 661,421 306 12.825,976 100,924



FREIGHT VOLUME FORECASTS - High

II Louisiana Statewide I Baton Rouge ] LaE@tte-l-LZe Charles I Monroe I NeVV oh cans I Shrweport

I Tosal T~ T~ Tosd Tcd Tosd T~
Water-otkhom 74,46a,020 25,824,402 20 516,602 0 48,126,996 0

1990 Waer-wrdnentd 65,771,132 19,667,326 167,858 I58,949 955,888 44,807,490 13,621

FM 6,283,09I 307,930 280 84,164 178,158 5,614,303 98,256
Truck 678,532 84,055 112,692 8,540 56,906 351,626 64,713
Air 5 0 0 0 0 5 0
Tosd 147,200,780 45,883,713 280,850 768,255 1,190,952 98,903,420 176,5%
Wate.r-c4Tsh0re 92,571,812 32,102,528 25 642,192 0 59,827,067 0

2(Jxl Wateruwitilwltal 81,760,639 24,448,616 208,6t4 I97,59 I 1,188,272 55,700,%2 16,932

Rail 7,810,562 382,790 348 104,625 221,470 6,979,187 122,143

TN& 843,489 104,489 140,088 10,616 70,740 437,109 80,445

M 6 0 0 0 0 6 0

To@ 182,986,508 57,038,423 349,127 955,024 1,480,482 I22,943,93I 219,520

Wi$er-OMOre I I 1,414,528 38,636,902 30 772,909 0 72,004,688 0

2010 Water-umsinentd 98,402,773 29,425,059 251,139 237,810 1,430,142 67,038,245 20,379

Rail 9,403,379 460,706 419 125,921 266,549 8,399,779 I47,L135

Truck 1,015,178 125,758 168,603 I2,777 85,139 526,08I 96,820

Pir 7 0 0 0 0 7 0

Tcd 220,232,866 68,648,424 420,19 I 1,149,416 1,781,830 147,968,801 264,203
Water-dlshwe 134,092,624 46,501,328 36 930,232 0 86,661,028 0

2020 Water-cdned I I8,432,364 35,414,442 302,258 286,215 1,721,243 80,683,680 24,527

Rail 11,313,798 554,482 504 151,552 320,804 10,109,529 176,927

Trud 1,221,815 151,356 202,922 15,378 102,469 633,164 I I6,527

Air 9 0 0 0 0 9 0
Tr-d ?65.IM1610 82.611.607 505.7I9 I .383.3n 2.144.516 I78.087.4Io 3 I7.9&1I

LoulslanaStatewde Baton Rouge Lafayette LakeCh-it% Monroe New Orleans Shrevepoti
TOS4 Total Tosal TIM Total Td Total

Wae$-dktwre I3,9I5,793 5729,054 2,966 92,160 0 8,091,613 0

I990 waerQxltirerltai 12,869,52I 3,682,019 1,C99,63I 451,101 12,181 7,365,946 258,643

Rail 3,629,448 49I,390 165,639 I 17,174 184,498 1,892,435 778,312

Truck 8,655,091 866,41I 729,993 239,504 475,897 5,161,190

Ar

1,182,096

35,421 3,020 0 0 0 23,329 9,072

Total 39,105,274 10,771,894 1,998,229 899,939 672,576 22,534,5I3 2,228,123

Water-ol%hwe 16,149,846 6,648,80I 3,442 106,955 0 9,390,647 0

2am Waser-cmtinerlsal 14,935,605 4,273,133 1,276,167 523,52I 14,137 8,548,48I 30U,I66

IMl 4,212,123 570,278 192,23I 135,985 214,117 2,196,248 903,263

Truck 10,044,586 I ,005,505 847,187 277,954 552,298 5,989,772 1,371,871

Air 41,108 3,505 0 0 0 27,074 10,528

Total 45,383,267 12,501,223 2,319,026 1,044,416 780,552 26,15222 2,585,828

waterdshOre I8,33I ,200 7S46,852 3,907 121,402 0 10,659,039 0

2010 Water-oaltinerltd 16,952,952 4,850,304 1,448,538 594,233 16,046 9,703,122 340,709

Rail 4,781,053 647,305 218,195 I54,353 243,038 2,492,895 1,025,266

Truck I I ,40I ,305 1,141,319 961,616 3 I5,497 626,897 6,7W,808 1,557,169

M 46,660 3,978 0 0 0 30,73I I I ,950

Td 51,513,170 14,189,759 2,632256 1,185,485 885,98I 29,684,594 2,935,C95

Water-dklwre 20,807,189 — 8,566,203 — —4,435 137,80U o 12,098,752 0

2020 Water-cfmtinentd 19,242,78I 5,505,433 1.644,192 674,496 18,213 I 1,013,719 386,729

MI 5,426,828 734,737 247,667 175,201 275,865 2,829609 1,163,749

Truck 12,941,276 1,295,476 1,091,501 358,I I I 711,571 7,717,121 1,767,495

Air 52,962 4,516 0 0 0 34,882 13.565

Total 58,471,037 16,106,365 2,987,794 1,345,608 1,005,650 33,694,083 3,33 I ,537

●Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or impotied from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto Rico



Total Total TotaI Tdd Tdd Td Td
Water-OMwfe 13,180,653 3,366,847 0 I 773 0 9,812,033 0
Water-co-tinental 37,371,184 I I ,941,379 350 413 0 25,427,636 I ,406
Rail 4, 147,51? o 0 2,050,299 0 425, I86 1,672,032
Truck 887,847 1,032 0 0 0 6,8 I5 880,1XX3
Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tot4 55,587,201 15,309,258 350 2,052,485 0 35,671,670 2,553,438
Water.ol%l-ae 19,096,689 4,861,278 0 2,574 0 14,232,837 0
Water-cmtinentd 51,207,530 16,362,564 480 566 0 34,841,991 1,927
Ml 5,683,098 0 0 2,&39,404 o 582,607 2,291,087
Truck 1,216,564 1,414 0 0 0 9,338 1,205,812
Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 77,203,882 21,225,260 4W 2,812.544 0 49,666,m 3,498,826
Water-orw-me 23,043,12I 5,862,516 0 3,107 0 17,177,498 0
Water-ccdne.n+d 66,970,56I 21,399,398 627 740 0 45,567,276 2,520

Rail 7,432,506 0 0 3,674,213 0 761,949 2,996,344

Truck I ,59I ,055 1,849 0 0 0 12,213 1,576,993

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Td 99,037,243 27,263,764 627 3,678,060 0 63,518,936 4,575,857

water-orT5h0re 27,805,464 7,070,202 0 3,75I o 20,731,51I o

Water-zdwntd 87,585,869 27,986,699 820 968 0 59,594,087 3,295

M 9,720,427 0 0 4,805,232 0 996,497 3,918,698

Tnd 2,080,824 2,419 0 0 0 I5,972

Air

2,062,433

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
-l-Al 197 107 cac 2cnm2ta n-m Anm QG1 n QI Tlnlva < QnA A-)k A

Total Total Total Total Toml To@ TosA
.

Water-ol%hme I I8,756,894 34,575,813 0 18,743,593 0 65,437,488 0

I990 water-continental 30,834,293 3,802,00U 4,782,84I 6, I I6,449 21,231 I5,607,994 503,778

Rail 61,567 34,685 4,332 672 0 21,786 92

Truck 42,748 I I ,858 I ,460 5,677 1,589 18,195 3,969

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 149,695,502 38,424,356 4,788,633 24,866,39I 22,820 81,1X5,463 507,839

Water-ol%hcfe I43,349,959 41,736,328 0 22,625,313 0 78,988,317 0

2m Water.cmtiti 28,454,484 3,508,559 4,413,699 5,644,378 19,592 14,403,360 464,896

Ml 56,815 32JX8 3,998 620 0 20, I05 85

Truck 39,449 I0,943 I ,347 5,239 I ,466 16,79I 3,663

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total I7 I YXI,707 45,287,839 4,419,043 28,275,550 2 I ,059 93,428,5n 468,644

Water-dlskfe 16a,257,230 48,988,310 0 26,556,618 0 92,712,302 0

2010 water-COntkd 26,577,726 3,277,I47 4,122,586 5,272,095 18,300 13,453,365 434,233

MI 53,068 29,897 3,734 579 0 18,779 79

Tnd 36,847 10,221 1258 4,893 I ,370 15,683 3,421

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tctal 194,924,871 52,305,575 4,127,579 31,834,185 19,670 I06,21Y3,129 437,734

water-OMwe 197,492,368 57,5a3,374 o 31,171,014 0 108,820,979 0

2020 Water-cmtine.ntal 24,824,753 3,060,998 3,850,675 4,924,364 I7,093 12,566,028 405,593

Ml 49,568 27,925 3,488 541 0 I7,540 74

Tnd 34,4I7 9,547 1,175 4,571 I ,279 14,649 3,195

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 222,40I, I05 60,598,844 3,855,338 36,I(X3,492 18,3n 121,419,196 408,862

*Water-of7shore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto Rico



Summary of Cargo Flow and High Forecasts for Group 5
\ Lousnna Statewde Baton ~s La~W Lake Usaties Monroe New U deans Shreveport

T@.1 TM Total T~ Tctd Tc4al TM
Waewtkbe 3,233,547 951,788 3,593 594,326 0 I ,683,840 0

1990 water-continental 22,370,I 10 5,742,172 4,583,587 I ,040,641 0 I0,7 I4,668 289,042
Rail 4,545,198 379,009 54,016 325,543 I77,687 1,446,192 2,162,75I
Ttud( 21,242,319 2,966,138 2,8 I I ,435 2,014,926 2,129,189 7,368,949 3,951,W2
Ar 1,061 0 0 0 0 1,061 0
T@A 51,392,235 10,039,107 7,452,63I 3,975,436 2,306,876 21,214,710 6,403,475
Wster-owmre 3,432,883 I ,010,462 3,814 630,964 0 1,787,642 0

2030 water-om6rwltd 23,749,142 6,096,I55 4,846,148 I, 104,793 0 I I ,375,187 306,860
Ml 4,825,392 402,373 57,346 345,61I 188,641 I ,535,344

Tmck
2,296,076

22,551,827 3,148,989 2,984,749 2, I39, I39 2,260,445 7,823,217 4,195,288
Ar 1,126 0 0 0 0 1,126 0
Tcual 54,560,37I 10,657,980 7,912,057 4,220,506 2,449,086 22,522,516 6.798,225
Wsh?r-ofktwe 3,612,033 I ,063,195 4,014 663,892 0 I ,880,933 0

2010 Wster-contin’entd 24,988,527 6,414,292 5, 120,W5 1,162,448 0 I I ,968,818

%1 5,077,213

322,874

423,372 60,339 363,648 198,485 1,615,468

TnJ&

2,415,90I

23,n8,n8 3,313,324 3,140,513 2,250,m 2,378,410 8,23I ,483 4,414,226

Air 1,185 0 0 0 0 1,185 0

Tdsl 57,407,686 11,214,183 8,324,960 4,440,760 2,576,895 23,697,888 7, I53,000

Wster.oilstme 3,81M,532 1,118,679 4,223 698,538 0 1,979,092 0

2020 wsser-c0n6nentd 26,292,59I 6,749,032 5,387,295 1,223,112 0 12,593,429

%1

339,724

5,342,175 445,466 63,487 382,625 208,843 I ,699,n4

Truck

2,541,978

24,967,048 3,486,235 3,304,405 2,368,233 2,502,53I 8,661,055

Air

4,644,589

1,247 0 0 0 0 1,247 0

Tosd 60,403,593 11,799,412 8,759,41I 4,6n,508 2,711,375 24,934,598 7,526,29I

Summary of Cargo Flow and High Forecasts for Group 6
LouIsIanaStatewde BatonRouge ~- ~e ~ha~es Monroe New U rleans shrevepoft

Tc)tA Tosal Tctal T* To@ Total TOtA
Wal?r-dktwe 9,806,380 2,757,207 7,163 363,686 0 6,678,324 0

I990 waseWOI-161Wlllal 20,606,88I 1I ,571,030 2259,979 I ,175,804 19,639 5,574,746 5,683

Pail 9,303,059 896,427 467,359 858,862 1,268,459 3,9I5,732 1,896,220

Truk 24,562,707 2,224,690 2,409,873 1,155,732 3,881,138 I I ,592,618

Air

3,298,656

20,959 499 0 0 0 I9,094 I ,366

Tc4al 64,299,986 17,449,853 5,144,374 3,554,084 5,169,236 27,780,514 5,201,925

Wster-OiTshwe I I ,953,923 3,361,020 8,732 443,33 I o 8,140,840 0

2000 water-continents! 25,119,673 14,105,021 2,754,9Q2 1,433,299 23,940 6,795,584 6,928

Isail I I ,340,377 1,092,740 569,708 1,046,948 I ,546,244 4,n3,255 2,3 I I ,482

Truck 29,941,803 2,711,885 2,937,622 1,408,83I 4,731,086 14,131,337 4,021,043

Air 25,549 WE o 0 0 23,275 1,665

Tc4al 78,381,324 21,271,273 6,270,963 4,332,409 6,301,270 33,864,292 6,341,118

Water-offshwe

2010 Wster-continental 29,731,958 16,694,879 3,260,736 1,696,470 28,335 8,043,338 8,200

FM 13,422,612 1,293,380 674,314 1,239,181 1,830,154 5,649,685 2,735,898

Truck 35,439,49I 3,209,82I 3,4n,c05 I ,667,510 5,599,772 16,726,026 4,759,357

Ar 30,240 720 0 0 0 27,549 I ,97I

Td 928m, I 12 25,176,944 7,422,390 5,127,893 7,458,262 40,082,198 7,505,426

Wster-owlwe 16,746,710 4,708,582 12,233 621,080 0 11,404,815 0

2020 Wste$-m$ltifh?ntal 35,191,116 19,7tJ3,266 3,859,448 2,W7,963 33,538 9,520,195 9,705

Rail 15,887,170 1,530,861 798,126 I ,466,710 2,166,193 6,687,037 3,238,243

Truck 41,946,623 3,799,184 4, I I5,427 I ,973,685 6,627,960 19,797,I33 5,633,234

Air 35,792 852 0 0 0 32,6C4 2,333

Total 109,807,4I2 29799,745 8,785,234 6,069,438

●Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska& Puerto Rico



m
waer-oMkatd

1
2,316,767 181,860

Ml 7,350,376 2,066,778

Truck 32,021,467 7,1%,266

Air 68 0

Teal 42,658,34I 9,479,210

Wster-Ofshwe 1,ICCI,635 84,342

Water-ccdnentd 2,629,692 206,424

Ml 8,343,189 2,345,937

Truck 36,346,596 8,122,861

wsteH0n6nentdI 2,984,883 234,306

flail 9,470,Im 2,662,802

Trud 41,255,919 9,220,013

MI 88! 054.960.288 12.212.855

t

To@ T@zJ

o 369,302

43 323

88,607 347,223

662,48I I ,4W,9 I4

0 0
751,131 2, I I7,762

0 428,5~

5a 375

102,832 402,966

768,836 1,625,818

57 425

I I6,722 457,395

872,683 1,845,417

=$-
64 483

132,487 519,175

990,556 2,094,676

Total I Total I T~

0] 402, I98 I (
1,4I I ,392 427,819 ;
1,129,070 962,24I 2,025,56

4,894,6t0 5,830,838 8,636,63(

1,859,219 563,564 3

1,487,318 1,267,555 2,668,262

6,447,710 7,680,932 I I ,376,9X

=+#=+
2, I I0,343 639,684 3

1,6$8,203 1,438,763 3,028,663

7,3 18,&XI 8,718,393 12,913,682

01 88 I o

11.117.152! I I .398.303I I5.942.34a

Summary of Cargo Flow and High Forecasts for Group 8

IIL ““oumma Statewde 16 aton Rouge Lat%syetteI Lake Charles I Monroe I New o~ cans I ShIWeport
Total Total Total To@ T&

Water-clmlcm 2,964,690 2,21I ,323 0 9,39 I o

I990 water-c0n6ti 6,809,386 3,548,596 4,552 27,269 0

Ml 976,890 390,CS32 26,969 260,067 47,228

Truck 2,986,564 1,314,119 142,216 288,807 198,803

Ar 880 I37 0 0 0

Tad 13,738,410 7,464,177 173,737 585,534 246,03I

Water-ofkhcm 3,984,295 2,971,833 0 12,62I o

20U2 Wster-continental 9,151,245 4,769,016 6,118 36647 0

Rail 1,312,858 524,130 36,244 349,508 63,470

Tru& 4,013,692 I ,766,066 191,126 388,132 267,175

W 1,183 184 0 0 0

Total 18,463,274 10,03I ,230 233,488 786,909 330,645

wster-OsWXe 5,125,169 3,822,796 0 16,235 0

2010 Wster-omiinmtal I I ,771,637 6,134,589 7,869 47,141 0

Ml 1,688,786 674,21I 46,622 449,587 81,645

Truck 5,162,983 2,271,766 245,854 499,271 343,678

Air 1,521 237 0 0 0

Total 23,750,096 12,903,598 300,346 1,012,234 425,323

Water-ofkiwfe 6,592,723 4,9 I7,425 0 20,883 a
2020 Waer-omtinental 15,142,357 7,891,183 10,123 60,639 0

MI 2,172,357 867,266 59,9n 578,323 105,023

Truck 6,641,365 2,922,269 316,253 642,234 442,088

M I,957 305 0 0 0

TCISA 30,550,760 16,598,448 386,347 1,302,080 547,I I I

3,227,998 97 I

165,014 87,610

824,304 218,315

4,338,159 I ,305

221,765 I 17,74I

1,107,796 293,397

5,580,359 1,679

285,264 I51,455

I ,425,005 377,409

*
7,178,254 2, I59

364,950 194,823

I ,833,044 485,47E

*Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, AJaska& Puerto Rico
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Summary of Cargo Flow and High Forecastsfor Group 9
.oumna Statewde IB aton Rouge 1~ P I tie ~Js~es I Monroe I New o~e~s I shreveport

Td Tcd Toss! T& T& Total Tdd
4,508,493 1,783,759 663 6}2,771 o 2,111,300 c

I9,577,047 9,082,560 548,707 1,344,675 19,927 a,546,02a 35, 15C
22,076,9I I 10,487,243 539,985 4,544,654 579,604 4,912,286 1,013,139
13,643,014 4,040,550 689,785 2,065,595 495,249 5,362,478 989,357

6,840 2,079 219 0 0 3,582 96C

59,a12,305 25,396,19I I ,779,359 a,567,695 I ,094,780 20,935,674 2,038,W6
5,827,805 2,305737 857 792,085 0 2729,126 0

25,305,842 I I ,740,373 709,274 1,738,165 2$758 I I ,046,a36 45,436
28,537,237 13,556,105 698,(HIO 5,874,548 749,212 6,349,759 1,309,612

17,635,344 5,222,929 891,636 2,670,046 640,173 6,931,690 1,278,871

8,842 2,687 283 0 0 4,630 1,24I

77,315,069 32,827,83I 2,3C0,050 i I ,074,844 1,415,143 27,062,04I 2,635,159

7,251,684 2,869,097 I ,066 985,61I o 3,395,920 0

31,488,696 I4,60a,a4I 882,568 2,162$42 32,052 13,745,856 56,537

35,509,601 16,868,203 86&539 7,309,847 932,264 7,901,165 1,629,583

21,944,102 6,499,022 1,109,484 3,322,406 796,583 8,625,276 I ,591,33I

I I ,a12 3,344 352 0 0 5,76 I I ,544

96,205,085 40,848,496 2,a62,w9 I3,780,707 I ,7.w,a99 33,673,979 3,278,995

9,023,453 3,570,077 1,327 1226,421 0 4,225,629 0

39,182,177 la,178,149 1,098,201 2,691,279 39,883 17,104,315 70,350

44, Ia5,490 20,989,530 I ,080,745 9,095,827 I ,160,039 9,831,61a 2,02773 I

27,305,598 8,086,896 1,380,559 4, I34, I53 99 I ,208 Io,732,64a 1,980,133

13,690I 4,161 I 438 I 01 01 7,169[ 1,92I

I 19,710,4081 50,828,812I 3,561,2701 I7,147,680I 2,191,1301 41,901,3791 4,080,136

Summary of Cargo Flow and High Forecastsfor Group 10
LoulslanaMatewde Baton Rouge Lafayette Lake Charles Monroe New Wrlearss shrevepoti

Total TOszi Total Total Tad Total Tc&l
water-OwWe 16,701,958 4,963,453 0 4,603,295 0 7,135,210 0

I990 Wae$dcelltd 78,542,85a 16,085,425 5,523,974 4,094,126 448,840 52,105,96I 284,532
k! 4,388,018 1,263,837 58,519 685,468 18,941 1,674,143 687,110
Truck 6,907,a9a 1,438,037 504,887 1,842,&Xl 110,271 2,484,114 527,959
Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tosd 106,540,732 23,750,782 6,087,38JI I I ,225,4a9 578,052 63,399,428 I ,499,601

watsr-OrWOre 20,526,043 6,953,881 0 5,347,4I7 0 8,224,745 0

2(XM Water-omtinel-lsai 72,480,874 14,843,942 5,097,630 3,na, 139 414,198 48,084,392 262,572

Pail 4,049,348 1,166,293 54,002 632,563 I7,479 1,544,932 634,078

Truck 6,374,742 1,327,076 465,920 1,70U,387 101,760 2,292,389 487,2I I

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 103,43I ,008 24,291,192 5,617,552 I I ,458,506 533,438 60,146,458 1,383,861

Water-nTshOre 25,743,434 9,545,566 0 6,407,634 0 9,790,234 0

2010 water-con6ti 67,7CQ290 13,M4,888 4,761,4C9 3,528,946 386,879 44,912,915 245,253

MI 3,782,267 1,089,369 50,44I 590,842 16,326 I ,443,033 592,257

Truck 5,954,287 I ,239,547 435,189 1,588,235 95,048 2,141,191 455,076

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 103,180,278 25,739,370 5,247,038 12,I I5,657 498,254 58,287,373 1,292,586

Water-.Mshcfe 33,610,052 13,355,816 0 8,041,538 0 12,212,697 0

2020 wae$-cols6d 63,235,017 12,950,409 4,447,363 3,296,189 361,362 41,950,617 229,0n

M 3,532,802 1,017,518 47,114 551,872 15,249 1,347,856 553,194

Truck 5,561,563 1,157,791 405,486 1,483,48I 88,779 1,999,965 425,06 I

r% o 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOtA 105,939,434 28,481,534 4,9C0,962 I3,373,080 465,391 57,511,135 1,207,332

●Water-offshore cargoes include all cargo exported to (outbound) or imported from (inbound) foreign countries, Alaska & Puerto Rico



Summary of Cargo Flow and High Forecastsfor Group I I
Loumna Statewde Baton Rouge Lafayette Lake Chat-les Monroe New CM earn Shreveport

Tctd T* Tad Td Tctal TosaI Total
Water-cnwmre o 0 0 0 0 0 0

1990 Water-cmltinelltd 4,412,524 0 1,303,696 378,983 0 2,n2,845 o
Rail 5,354,44I 21,729 199 32,042 190 5,237,%4 62,717

Truck o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0

TIM 9,766,965 21,729 1,3G0,895 411,025 190 7,970,409 62,717

wa&er-Omwre o 0 0 0 0 0 0

20XI Wase$-corllinerltd 6,951,514 0 2,049,123 597,052 0 4,305,339 0

R7il 8,435,415 34,232 314 50,479 299 8,251,287 98,W)5

TN& o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ar o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 15,386,929 34,232 2,049,437 647,53I 299 12,556,625 98,805

water-Oiwwre o 0 0 0 0 0 0

2010 water-c0r16nerltd 8,747,762 0 2,578,610 751,328 0 5,417,824 0

%1 10,615,098 43,077 395 63,523 377 10,383,39I 124,335

Truck o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Td 19,362,859 43,077 2,579,1XJ5 814,85I 377 15,801,214 124,335

Water-Oilskfe o 0 0 0 0 0 0

2020 Water-cdnmtd I l,C08,153 o 3,244,914 945,469 0 6,817,771 0

Ml 13,358,033 54,208 496 79,937 474 13,066,424 156,463

Truck o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Air o 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 24,366,156 54,208 3,245,41I I ,025,405 474 19,884,194 156,463
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Summary of Louisiana’s Main Coal Handling Facilities

NEWORLE4NS

Ekb—(kaiTransfkr,~TEcOIkrsy
co.
Mile55.2 AHP

Intemtiond MarineTamimk(MT)
Mile57 AHP

St. JameaStevo&ringCQ.,Inc.
Mile167.3AHP

IL4TONROUGE

BwmideTe ~divikmofOmM
Corp.
Mile169.5 AHP
(Mulii-bulktemlil@

1,164

1,620

1,200

1,250

50 ~0 aqe bin qoutx (2,000~ 4 aaues Direct tmm?fkr.
(750-1,500] Oonveyof 8y5&eUl

55-70 ghipkdeq conveyorsystem(6,000). 4,400,000 torls

(W@

12-20 Bucket unl*, Oonvcyorsystem (Sa above
(6,000). rekence)

12 BuoketUnlwkcmllveyorSY#Om (see8bovc
(5,500). mhl-mm)

1,271
&600

46 (lane with 16-cubicyard buck~ Direct trmsfkr.
eoilvcyor(400).

1,271 40+40 Bucket ekvatoq conveyorsystem 750,000tolls
(1,500). (W@.

1,044+ 46-40 ShiplwlqOollveyorSystetn(7,000). (Seetive
mklwe)

900 40 PkA@uanewith28-ou.yd bucket and Direct tcamtkr.
floating elevator with bolt conveyor
- ~ 1* @ (w%

865 50 6floatiagmneswith3t021q.yd Dilwitlmlmk.
bwkds(200-600)

1,000+
695

40&15 2 unloadingtowem with 5-to 12ayd 200,000 tonl
budcds (1,000J conveyorsystem and (M*)
loading 8pout(1,500). 225,000 tom

(-)

I 275 I 12 Conveycrsytenlan dgkmdingspoub 30,000tons(3
(1,500). Silos).

I 900
I

50 Phi@ ~ with6-to20a.yd Di!witllmsk.
buckets.

MLFleotin~Inc. 1300+ 45&40 Six floating craneswith 16-to 32-ou.yd
Miles 171-180 AHP 1300

Dimlimlkzfer.
hwket?.

SourceU.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineersPortSeriesNo.20(1990),No.20A(1991),aridNo.21(1990).



Capacity Calculation of Louisiana’s Main Coal Terminals

Nameof Tamind TEcO ih’fr Onllct Total
Vesselbadi~
Export

vaIclLoac&
NomiaaiHOlldyRob
MffitivcHourlyRata

Em&$0DaiiyTbml#@
VauclI..tw@Tim

VcualPqm&mTim
VauclBartlITim

Inter-Vmd TimeCkcfEaiant
Inter-Vcncl Time

Vaml Cyda T-
Barth UtilhtiaI

NumberofBctUM
Utiliion Multiplier
EffcotivcUtdization

unit

Tom
Tmdkhm
Tomdkku
TOndDay

Day
Day
DayI
Days
Days
Days

80,000
6,000
2JO0
50,400

1.59
0.33
1.92
0.33
0.63
2.88
0.55
200
1.10
0.61

80,000
6,000
2JO0
50,400
1.59
0.33
1.92
0.33
0.63
2.88
0.55
1.00
1.00
0.55

65,000
1,500
1,000

24,000
2.71
0.33
3.04
0.33
1.00
4.37
0.62
1.00
1.00
0.62

Donwatic
stationaryLoa&f

Vcucl Loo&
NomiaalCkpaoity
Efbtive CapaOily

Imcotiva Daily Tim@put
Voucl Loadiag Time

VcasclPrapation T-
Vcual Berth T-

Inter-VaaA Time CXafI%iaot
Inter-Vamd Tim

VaA CyoleTim
BOIthutdization

Number of Bwt5M
Uliiiical Muitipliar

Ton,
TcxwHaw
TawHcm
TomlDay

DayI
Day
Day

Dow
Da>

30,000
6,000
2@oo
48,000
0.63
0.20
0.83
0.33
0.27
1.43
0.44
2.00
1.10

30,000
6,000
1,700
40,800
0.74
0.20
0.94
0.33
0.31
1.57
0.47
1.00
1.00

Bqe unloadin#
mrga LA Tom 1,500 1,500 1,500

NominalRata TondHow 5,000 5,000 1,000



Capacity Calculation of Floating Coal Terminals

Name of Terminal

Vessel Loading:
Vaaad Loada

Nominal Hourly Rate

Effective Hourly Rate

Effective Uaily Throughput

Veaaal Loading Time

veaed Preperatbn Time

Veeeel 6erth Time

Inter-vaaael Time Coeffi

Intar-veeael -rime

Veaael cycle The

Efiectii Utilization

Unit

Tone

Tons/Hour

Tons.%ur

Tons/Day

Daya

Deye

Daya

Daya

Daya

Floating cfane

50,000

1,Wo

500

12,000

4.17

0.5
4.67
0.5
2.33
7.5

0.56



Summary of Louisiana’s Grain Elevators

NEWORLE4NS

MFP
Myrtle Grove
Miie 61.8 AHP

Westwego
Mile 103.1 AHP

790
(WAS)
1,020

0=s=)

(W2s)
(JL)

steel lower Spinning barge
Slipwayatmaroffkceis
equippaiwitha26-fOd
nMrineleg (50,000).

Four ~ electric,
revolving COmeyOr
boom Ihipbader
(50,000).

6,000,000 A60-inchelectciebeltmnveyar
lerveJve!uel 10a&g 8p0ut&a
54-inchrevasiile belt8avw

@ -.

1,837
(Veuels)

720 +
1,800

m)

J!%)

(bergeq

1,000
(Vefieele)
1,000+

&)

(:&mb)

(#s)

(l%!%)

%)

(w%?)
17&12
-)

onecootiouousbucket
unkder (70,000). (he
CateMrybudtetunloula
(60,000).

6 spouts(100,000
eachbelill).

3,388,000 13ar#oadingspoutissemdby
one Ofuw dliplmlillsqmm.
Sevael42-54-imhemveyora
eerveloeding8pouta.0ne54-
illehoonveyaselveseeehbqe
unloader.

TWO 60-inch bdt eonveyo!s
serveloadingboomsamlone
saves marine leg

Two 54-indI eleotcicbelt

~m serveloadinggpOll@
one54-mdone 42-inch belts
8avethelefgoc aodsmaUer
nwioe lege.

TWO42-inelI bdt eoaveym
seaveblhlgspoutsa adonew-
iodlbeltserveethemaline k

ADMKirowlnark
Ama
me 117.7 AHP

(V2S)

(L&)
onebuckd elevator
nurinelegoabdgeovel
bqe slip (50,000).

Fourqouq each
mountCdon mnveyor
boom (60,000).

5350,000

Bunge Corp.
Destrehan
Mile 120 AHP

(Ve%s)
9

oneunitized4-buckd
elevatormarineleg on
bridge over huge slip
(30,000). one etadafd
LwCkdelevatornurine leg
(7,000).

Eight spouts (60,000
average).

6,513,000
(m@

W&4 1,060,000
(meal)

ADM/GTowmark

Mile 120.5 AHP

ADMKhwlnafk
Reserve
Mile 139.2 AHP

Sevm spouts (60,000
mrage).

5,000,000(Ve2s)
&a)

50

One buekdelevator
marineleg onbridge over
barge slip (50,000).

oneunitked3-buckd
elevatormuioelegon
bridgeoverhuge slip
(50,000).

‘nxee SpoutS,eaeh
Inountd onConveyor

boem (85,000
average).

Fourhveling
gentry,m!lveyor
boomhkx
(1OO,OOOavemge).

TwohvelingSin@-,
-VeY=-
hwkmone~
(70,000).

4,000,000 Two 48-hcheledriebelt
conveyorssave loading bocnnq
mdcme48-inehbeitaswellas
bottomOfoneAippiogbelt
secvamarineb

Two 66-ii ektrie bolt
cmveyon cave 8hip10adersMCI
two 72K64n0h belt Conveyon
serve marine leg.

One 60-iaeh eledric belt

-v ~ Sbipkaders ~
one60-indlbdts ervesInuine
leg.

(week)
15

6,800,000cargill
Reserve
ItMe 139.6 AI-IF

1,700
(Vesnds)

1,450
(barges)

(V23)
12-18

(barges)

Two buekd devahx
muinelegeonbridgeova
berge dip (180,000).

2,000,000MFP
Paulii
l@e 150.5 AHP

900 (Ve2a)
(G=)

ooeudized4-buekd

bridgeovabuJ%iielevatormuine

(60,000).

R4TONROUGE

Z.en-Noh 1,200 0nebueketelev8t0r Fourepeu@each 3,870,000 Two M-inch belt eonveym
Convent (vessels) (Ah) marine leg on bridge ova mountedon serve loading bomsmdone66-
Mile 163.8 AHP 1,480 he@ (1OOSOOO=). e=y indlbeltlelvesmarine leg

(barges) (b&Q ,

Cargill 600 40 Twomarinelegs atmarof Five sputa (60,000). 7,500,000 Imdingspouts served by 52-
POrtMm thee(30,000). id electric belt txmvqq ooe
Mile 228.9AHP 36-inchelecirie belt eoaveyor

--- leg

ource: U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineersPortSeriesNo.20(1990),No. 20A(1991),andNo. 21(1990).
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Summary of Louisiana’s Floating Grain Elevators

M?WORLIMNIS

cargil~Inc. K-2
C4nmnt
Mile 157.9 AHP

DeltaBulk Temind, Delta C4mvoyor
k
Convent
Mile 158.6 AHP

TotalTmnspwtAoIL
kc.
Dedrehan
Mile 121AHP

R4TONROUGE

330 75 8 1,000

523 68 25 700

200 70 6 750

L& LFkctinghIc.
DaITOW
Mila 171-180 AHP

Margaret“G” 250 58 12 300

America 230 120 3 800

L.SP 327 50 12 500

RG.1 120 50 11 350

Marine leg 54-inch belt oimvcyor
- and lmding EpoutWith75-foot

Two draigbt-line aamJ with 20 Ou.
yd budwts, 54-iDdIbelt amveyor,
revolving mnvcyor boo4 and
10ad@?5Poutwith70-f60trea011.

TwolwolvingmlKII with90u. yd
buktss 25-iwhbclt amveyor LWDL
andkMdingIpoutwith78-&4radL

TWO lWOh’iXls a’anca with10 OU.yd
bucke@ 36-inch belt 0011VCyOf,and
loading aplt

Gvcrhudaane with50a. yd
buck* 36-inch oonvcyor8d
travelingloadingqouto nboomwith
80-fimtrcsoh.

Gncrcvolvingamoc with15m. yd
bucket 36-iibclt Culvcyor,
-Vm boom and lending Ohutc
wiih90-fbOtrcsOh.

Gncrcvolviogmnc with160u. yd
Im#t’et’ti$evator conveyor,

Source:U.S.Amy CorpsofEngineersPortSeriesNo.20(1990),No.20A(1991),audNo.21(1990).

●hCtiVCj ss rqmtcd by the qerator on Novanbcf, 1994.
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Capacity Calculation of a ~pical Mid-Size Floating Grain Terminals

lsssal ImIiIq&

vesselI.,Owl
NomhdTransferRateperkth

RataModiier
EffcctivaTransferRate

Vessel Losdii Time

VesselPmpmtkmTime
VossclBc* Time

IrItcr-VesselTimeCocfficimt
Inter-VesselTime

VesselCycle.Time
Berthutilization

Numbsrof Berths

UtilizationMultiplier

unit

TorIs

TodHour

TordHour

~
Days

Days

Days

Days

Days

..........
-
nww%=

value



APPENDIX 7

CASE STUDIES OF MARINE AND RAIL HIGHWAY INTERMODAL TERMINAL
ACCESS

1. OBJECTIVES

Public port access issues and problems were addressed through a series of “case studies”. The
case study approach was used to ident@ the existence of unique institutional characteristics that
apply to particular ports and terminals as well as common access related circumstances from
which generalizations could be made. Rail and highway accesses were reviewed for three deep
draft public ports and for the emerging shallow draft port at Shreveport. The problems and issues
at each location relative to rail and truck access will be presented in the following subsections.

2. BATONROUGE

Truck access to the port via arterial highways is among the best of all public port ticilities
statewide. The port has direct access to Interstate 10 and LA-1. The primary truck access
problem is within the port itself relative to the width and condition of the short port access road
between 1-10 and LA-1 and the major transshipment ticilities in the deep water complex. It
appears that without some external assistance the port will be unable to achieve any improvements
to the slow speed route that serves approximately 50,000 loaded vehicles per year (port
transshipment only).

Direct rail access to the port is via the Union Pacific Railroad (UP). Historically the port was
served d~ectly by its own rail link that comected with three linehaul railroads which evolved into
the current IC, KCS and UP systems. The port owned and maintained its own direct rail
connection between West Bridge Junctio~ approximately 5 miles north of the port and one mile
south of Lobdell Junctio~ to the main facilities adjacent to North Canal Road. At West Bridge
Junction the port trackage was accessed dwectly by the KCS and IC as well as the UP. Each
carrier shared the port tenant trackage operatio~ including switching duties, alternating on an
annual basis.

Approximately twenty years ago the port entered into an agreement with MP, the predecessor of
UP, to perform all the port switching continually with reciprocal switching privileges extended to
the other two connecting railroads, KCS and IC. The KCS and IC would have access by MP
(UP) switching to the port via receiving and holding tracks at West Bridge Junction. It was
agreed that MP would reimburse the port for all maintenance (labor) expended on the deep water
rail infrastructure other than leased facilities to tenants, as well as supply needed track materials.
Subsequently, the port removed its own trackage that extended to West Bridge Junction
paralleling the MP line along the west side of LA-1 to North Canal Road. A small five track
receiving and storage yard was retained at West Bridge Junction that is owned and maintained by
the port.



Ahnost no trace of the port trackage that paralleled the UP @@) along LA-1 is discernible today.
However, the port still owns and maintains trackage at West Bridge Junction used for receipt of
cars from connecting railroads. UP is the sole service provider connecting the port with the IC
and KCS. The service pattern is for UP to operate a “river job” (local train) that petiorms
interchanges with the IC in Baton Rouge and handles all IC port trailic across the Mississippi
River bridge to West Bridge Junction. UP also handles any KCS Louisiana intrastate traflic from
Baton Rouge to the port via the Mississippi River bridge in the same manner as IC traflic.
Interstate KCS trailic from the west is delivered by this carrier to West Bridge Junction via
Lobdell Junction connection with the UP on the west bank.

The primary rail access issue affecting the port has been the consistency and quality of the level of
switching service received from UP. The port has maintained that rail switching services as
performed by UP have been slow -d inconsistent. Currently the port is switched once per day
five days a week. Switching sexvice problems, characterized by missed days, delays or missed
cars, can affect operations at facilities that depend on regular daily rail semice. The port indicates
that service improvements have been spasmodic and reoccurring failures require constant
monitoring to avoid out of control situations.

Attempts to negotiate an agreement with UP wherein the port would assume responsibility for its
own switching, including leasehold tenants at the Deepwater comple~ have not been successfid.
While the port is concerned about the lack of consistency of UP switching it is also constrained by
apparent inabiity to reach a settlement with UP which would sufficiently compensate the port for
the costs of pertlorrning its own local switching. Moreover, although the port does not maintain
any records of carloads handled via its facilities and that of tenants, it appears that annual rail cars
handled in the entire Deepwater complex have declined from about 8,000 to close to 5,000.

The continued operation and volume of rail grain movements through the port will be a major
determinant of the fiture demand for rail car switching at this location. The feasibility of
independent switching operations at the port would appear to be a fimction of the extent to which
the port would be able to control the consistency of service. The most limited scope of port
operation relative to enhancing service quality would be to have the port only provide switching
services within the deep water terminal complex with no duect access to West Bridge Junction via
the UP. The port would still be dependent on UP for all connecting deliveries between West
Bridge Junction and the deep water complex. The timing of switching within the port complex
would be dmectly controlled by the port but car supply from comections would remain under the
discretion of the UP.

The most desirable extent of port rail switching from an operations service perspective would be
to have trackage rights via the UP to the West Bridge Junction to pickup and place cars for
connection with all three railroads. In effect the port would be using the UP track along LA 1 in
lieu of its former trackage in this same location. The storage yard adjacent to the port could still
be used for overflow and as a holding area for loaded and empty equipment on order.

A direct port connection with West Bridge Junction via trackage rights on the UP would only be
usefbl to receive and deliver west bound cars for the KCS. Under current operations eastbound



cars to and beyond Baton Rouge would still be handled by the UP “river job” across the
Mississippi River bridge on behalf of the KCS and IC. Therefore, to filly enhance port rail
connections operations would have to be contemplated across the Mississippi River bridge that is
owned by the state. Alternatively, the KCS could conceivably be able to handle cars across the
bridge for eastern connections.

The cost for an independent switching service is primarily fixed related to locomotive rental or
ownership and maintenance plus crewing with supervision and overhead. It is estimated that a
service package could be developed for about $250,000 per year, excluding insurance and existing
track maintenance and running fees across the UP or the Mississippi River bridge. This would
require approximately $50 a carload switching allowance fkom UP for the port to breakeven not
including current reimbursement and track materials received from UP for track maintenance.
The fidl costs to stafFand operate all fimctions, embracing switching and track maintenance,
would be close to $400,000, excluding train operations insurance. The average total cost per
carload would be $80 for 5000 carloads and less than $50 for 8000 carloads per year.

The success of a port switching services venture is predcated on several interrelated fkctors each
of which requires quantification (1) volume and characteristics of carloads to be handled at the
marine terminals at the port and other facilities within the port complex requiring rail service,
relative to multiple car switching such as grain or single car spotting such as general cargo
wharves; (2) possible application of the service beyond the immediate port property to adjacent
locations to both sustain the port concept such as connections with the KCS (westbound) via
West Bridge Junction and/or with the KCS (eastbound) and IC via the Mississippi River bridge,
as well as possibly serving other non-port industries (3) response of current port rail service users
to service improvements in terms of increased carload volum~ and (4) use of the switching
service to promote enhanced industrial development of the port property or adjacent areas,
depending on the extent of the seMces provided within and beyond the deep water port complex.

The most important determinant of service f~ibility is the volume of tra.fklcto be handled and the
perceived benefits to UP in terms of operational savings relative to crews and engine hours. If the
savings to UP ftom eliminating switching seMce at the port or between West Bridge Junction and
the port are negligible relative to crew and engine assignments little incentive exists for UP to
allow any real or perceived encroachment on its franchise at these locations. However, if UP
could achieve reduced crew starts or engine assignments a firm basis for the port to negotiate a
switching car allowance and possibly trackage rights to West Bridge Junction would exist. Unless
UP has real tangible savings from reduced service commitments (port switching) the concept will
depend on individual leverage that port users might have with UP relative to their willingness to
pay for the service.

3. SHREVEPORT

3.a RiverPort

Highway access to the emerging barge port on the Red River is via LA-1 approximately five miles
south the junction of the temporary terminus of the Inner Loop, LA-3132, at LA-1. The Inner



Loop is planned to extend beyond its terminus with the Industrial Loop, LA-526, toward a direct
connection with LA- 1 which if completed would possibly provide a continuous expressway link to
the port from I-49 as well as 1-20. Until a bypass is provided for the eastern portion of the city,
all port access will be by LA-1 and local connections to 1-20 and I-49. Port connections to 1-20
involve several routes, all requiring the use of LA 1 north of its junction with LA-3132. Average
daily trailic (ADT) for LA-1 north of LA-3 132 was reported by DOTD to be 25,064.
Generalized capacity estimates for this four lane divided urban highway are 27,000 (refer to Table
VI.5), indicating congestion on this link to 1-20.

Connections to the port from I-49 South involve LA-3132 to LA-1 via LA-526. TrafEc counts
on LA-3132 are reported by DOTD to be 8,970 between I-49 to LA-526 and 22,019 from LA-
526 to LA-1. The latter segment is a four lane divided highway which would have an ADT to
capacity ratio of approximately 0.80, indicating congestion in peak periods. Highway traflic
coming to the port from I-49 North can use LA-175 which is a very low volume two lane rural
road with several speed restricted areas. Trailic statistics for LA-175 indicate 855 ADT for the
segment between I-49 and LA- 1, indicating that this is primarily a rural access road. It seems
likely that heavy vehicles requiring access to the port from I-49 North will use LA-3132 to LA-
526 to LA-1. Unless improved the LA-175 connection appears to offer little time savings for
heavy vehicles compared to longer but superior roads.

Railway access to the port is via a UP seconday line that begins at Mars~ Texas and runs to
Livonia. The segment from Shreveport to Alexandria has about 4 million gross tons of traflic per
mile per year in each dwection. This would be about two trains a day in each d~ection. No other
railroads have direct access to the port except via the UP. The port is not in the switching limits
of Shreveport which means that all tratlic handled by rail to the port is captive to the UP.
Connecting railroads would have to establish joint rates to seine the port via the UP or pay the
UP a local linehaul rate to handle traffic from Shreveport or other online connections to the port.
The UP will probably require a linehaul rate in the vicinity of $200 to $400 per carload on
noncompetitive traflic for the connecting railroads, KCS and SP, at Shreveport. Unless unusual
competitive situations prevail, most rail traf%cfor the port will likely be handled exclusively by
UP. There will be comparatively little opportunity for KCS, based on expected length of haul
relative to the likely level of Iinehaul connection charge levied by UP, and less opportunity for SP
participation based on its generally perceived similar route structure with UP and the competitive
rivalry between these two major systems.

Opportunities to improve railway access for the port are premature given the lack of any
appreciable volume at this time. If and when sticient rail volume via KCS or SP existed that
was not UP competitive the port should pursue opportunities to have the UP open the port
property to reciprocal switching. However, it is not clear that the UP would have any incentive to
do so unless there were perceived offsetting benefits to UP obtaining similar privileges via KCS
and SP at other Shreveport locations not served by UP.

3.b Rail Highway Intermodal Terminals



Shreveport has been served by two rail interrnodal facilities (refer to Table VL4). Historically,
Shreveport had rail-highway intermodal service from KCS which operated circus style equipment
handling consisting of truck access bulkheads to drive trailers on and off rail intermodal flat cars.
Similar services were provided at Texarkana and Alexandria until early 1994 and also at Lake
Charles. The limited nature of the KCS system until recently meant that it has been a low volume
operator of rail intermodal service. Most on line locations other than Kansas City and New
Orleans before 1994, such as Shreveport were low volume ramps operating without mechanized
loading equipment. The KCS Shreveport ramp was reported to be generating about 6,000 loads
per year in 1994. The unimproved fkcility occupies approximately five acres with sufficient track
capacity to transfer 36 containers via circus style on and offloading.

The other rail highway intermodal kility at Shreveport is currently operated by the Caddo
Bossier Parishes Port Commission (CBPC). The fkility is on the site adjacent to a former large
American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) fkcility which formerly employed as many as 15,000
persons but has since been almost closed. The fhcility was acquired with a $2.5 million dollar
Louisiana Capital Outlay for an Interrnodal Container Handling Freight Facility (ICHFF) matched
with a $1 million U. S. Department of CommercedEDA grant to purchase 10 acres and equipment.
The ICHFF consists of a single traclq 2640 feet in length that parallels the SP main line to
Houston. The fhcility has a side loader. PTL was initially engaged as a contractor to operate the
facility in 1990. However, for several reasons PTL did not continue in this relationship and was
subsequently succeeded by CBPC in 1991. Volume has grown from near zero following the
cessation of PTL operations in 1991 to about 3,500 units per year in 1994. All efforts to promote
access by other railroads, KCS snd UP, to the facility were unsuccessfid.
Rail highway intermodal semice has not achieved appreciable volumes at Shreveport for several
reasons. The primq reason is that the high fixed costs of rail highway intermodal terminal
operations and equipment dictates that modern hub and spoke transfer facilities have much larger
volume than what was handled under the “circus style” ramp tkcilities. The circus style low
capital intensity ramps have all but dkappeared due to the consolidation of rail highway terminals
near large centers of activity. For example in 1994 “circus ramps” were closed at Alexandria and
Lake Charles. Other low volume ramps at Texarkana and Marshall have also been closed. The
threshold for sustaining these terminals is usually several times what can be currently generated by
the local economies.

Of the three linehaul railroads serving Shreveport, only the KCS has a local orientation with
respect to its north-south route structure and historical pattern of operations that center on the
Deramus Yard fkcility at Shreveport. The other two systems serving Shreveport, UP and SP,
both have an east west orientation with major intermodal facilities at Dallas, approximately 173
rail miles (via UP) from Shreveport. Towards the east both UP and SP have intermodal facilities
near New Orleans at Avondale on the west bank of the Mississippi River. Consequently,
Shreveport is not well situated to be sewed by dedicated rail intermodal trains by either SP or UP.

Only KCS is potentially in an operating posture to service Shreveport as part of a dedicated
intermodrd service between New Orleans and Kansas City. Moreover, the acquisition of trackage
rights to Dallas, includlng service to an intermodal facility at Garland, Texas, and subsequent



network expansion east of Shreveport via MidSouth to Merklhq Mississippi has transformed
Deramus Yard into the operating hub of a north-south and east-west KCS railroad. It is through
this operating center at Shreveport, that KCS has inaugurated dedicated east-west intermodal
trains between Atlanta and Dallas via North Southern (NS) at Meridkm. Consequently,
Shreveport can now receive east-west intermodal service to supplement the limited north-south
potential it had via the former KCS operating cdlguration.

The possibility of a partial reorientation of KCS to intermodal traflic in conjunction with the east-
west and north-south linkages at Shreveport has enabled serious discussions to be nearly
formalized on closing the ICHFF and shifting all operations over to a modernized KCS ramp. It is
estimated that the shifliig of all rail-highway transfers to the KCS would enable the fiicility to
handle 10,000 units in the first year of operation. With sufficient rail equipment it is estimated
that the KCS ticility could handle nearly 20,000 units annually. While this would still be a
relatively low volume operation it is approximately three times the current volume handled at the
KCS.

The ICHFF would be closed and likely leased out for trailer or container repair or whatever else
could use a heavy loading density concrete surfaced lot (18 inches thick) with dimensionsof2510
by 180 feet. The most valuable asset of the ICHFF, the side loader, would be repositioned to the
KCS in conjunction with rebuilding and expanding the current team track layout to accommodate
mechanized trailer and container handling. The maximum market potential of a rail-highway
facility at Shreveport has been estimated to be about 100,000 units per year. The major market is
within 125 miles of Shreveport, including Natche< Mississippi, outskirts of Dallas, Hope,
AdCSIMS and Akxandria.

4. = CIL4RLES

Lake Charles consists of three dflerent port facilities and locations. Access to each is suiliciently
dflerent to be treated separately here. Accordingly, the following sections will discuss highway
and rail access for the City Docks, Industrial Canal South Shore and bulk terminal transfer fhcility
(west side).

4.a City Docks

As noted previously in section VI.B. 1 highway access to City Docks is via two lane city streets
that can experience congestion. Fortunately there are several alternatives to reach Sallier Street
from 1-10 ilom the east and 1-210 from the west. Once vehicles reach Sallier Street the relative
lack of development west of Lake Street has resulted in low ADT and ease of access to the City
Docks at the western terminus of Sallier Street (refer to Table VI.7).

Rail access to City Docks is via a port owned line that extends approximately two miles from its
terminus at the port to a connection with a UP branch line near Ryan Street. The UP line is a low
density branch from Kinder to Lake Charles, a distance of approximately 31 miles. According to
UP tonnage chart in 1993 the Kinder to Lake Charles branch had 1.23 million gross tons per mile
(MGT) southbound and 0.49 MGT per mile northbound. Train service between Kinder and Lake



Charles was provided five days a week until late 1990 when it was reduced to three days per
week.

At Lake Charles the branch line has a small holding yard immediately west of the LA-14 crossing
that is used primarily to store cars for the Port. The branch proceeds west of the holding yard for
a distance of about one mile where it forks to the west and the north. The line proceeds west for
approximately one mile toward Ryan Street where it joins the port access trackage that leads to
the City Docks. The portion of the line that turns north at the fork runs parallel to Enterprise
Boulevard to the SP east-west mainline at Railroad Avenue for a distance of about two miles.
The UP line formerly crossed the SP east-west mainline at grade and made a physical connection
with the KCS on the north side of the SP. It was this connection that enabled the KCS to move
large quantities of bagged rice in box cars to the City Docks via the UP under reciprocal
switching. The UP line now ends at the SP mainline at Railroad Avenue where it makes a
physical connection with the SP. This connection is used by the SP to sewe the City Docks under
a reciprocal switching arrangement with UP. The at grade crossing of the SP mainline has been
removed along with the UP-KCS connection.

The City Docks have always been served directly by the UP with reciprocal switching open to the
SP and KCS (former Louisiana and Arkansas subsidiary). The KCS operated to Lake Charles via
a branch line from DeQuincy. The KCS reached Lake Charles by a bridge over the Calcasieu
River. Its line terminated east of the Calcasieu River bridge at a small yard and had a spur that
made a physical connection with the UP line that crossed the SP at Railroad Avenue and
paralleled Enterprise Boulevard toward the port access spur adjacent to 12th (Sallier Street)
Street.

In December 1982 the KCS bridge over the Calcasieu River was struck by three loaded barges.
The bridge collapsed and was subsequently demolished to remove an obstruction to navigation
and potential hazard to the SP mainline bridge adjacent to the KCS crossing. In return for
abandoning its damaged bridge the KCS was granted reciprocal switching privileges via the SP to
reach the UP connection that had been severed. Subsequently, KCS removed all of its trackage
on the east side of the Calcasieu River and the UP connection that crossed the SP mainline at
Railroad Avenue was also removed.

The KCS began to use the SP to move its City Docks trafEc a short distance over the SP’S
Calcasieu River bridge to the SP-UP interchange at Railroad Avenue. Shortly thereafter there
was a series of increases in reciprocal switching charges between the SP and UP that were applied
across each other’s Systeq including Lake Charles. The reciprocal switching fees between SP
and UP were increased from $125 to $200 per carload and subsequently escalated to over $400
per (loaded) carload. Consequently, the f= assessed to KCS to reach the UP via SP increased
from $125 to over $400 per carload. Normally reciprocal switching fees are absorbed by the
liiehaul railroad (i this case KCS). Therefore, the increase in reciprocal switching reduced KCS
contribution per car by approximately $300. The reciprocal switching fee structure between SP
and UP that was applied to KCS trafhc increased to a level that erased KCS profit margins for
this tra.flit relative to movements to other ports in Texas such as Beaumont and Port Arthur
where it had lower cost access compared to Lake Charles.



Formerly the KCS moved annually as much as 3000 carloads and 300,000 tons of bagged rice to
City Docks fkom Arkansas and Louisiana. Today KCS handles Louisiana and Arkansas rice
shipments longer distances to Texas ports instead of Lake Charles because of the lack of
competitive access to City Docks. As a result Lake Charles handles practically no rice or other
general cargo via KCS at City Docks. Louisiana or Arkansas rice shippers who historically used
Lake Charles no longer have competitive access to the port via KCS. These shippers have to use
another carrier, UP or SP, or use an intermediate KCS-UP routing through DeQuincy that is
usually more costly than KCS single line semice direct to Beaumont or Port Arthur.

The port has had along standing series of discussions spanning almost a decade with officials
from all three railroads to attempt to reduce the reciprocal switching charges between SP and UP
for Lake Charles City Docks and improve the cost of access for the KCS to the City Docks
relative to the UP-SP reciprocal switching charges. The issues have been compl~ primarily
influenced by the competitive rivalry between SP and UP. Complicating the issues has been a
reluctance of all three railroads to collectively resolve their competitive differences for Lake
Charles City Docks traflic relative to broader distinctions between their commercial interests.
Clearly, UP has the exclusive franchise to serve City Docks. SP for operational reasons has found
Texas ports, particularly Houstoq to be more attractive for Louisiana and Arkansas rice. Neither
of the two dominant east-west carriers, SP or UP, has any vested interest in abetting north-south
rail access via KCS to City Docks following KCS’Sdecision not to replace its damaged Calcasieu
River bridge in 1982.

Consequently, negotiations between the port and SP and UP dragged on and involved various
interested parties, including local, state and national elected representatives. In 1989 after several
years of protracted discussions and meetings the reciprocal switching fee for port trailic between
the UP and SP was reduced to $250 per car for Lake Charles City Docks. The SP ultimately
agreed to handle KCS cars for the port over its Calcasieu River bridge crossing to the UP
Railroad Avenue interchange connection for $60 per (loaded) car. Initially, the agreement
required KCS to spend approximately $150,000 to upgrade SP yard trackage adjacent to the UP
Railroad Avenue interchange connection to accommodate KCS business and not interfere with
existing SP capacity constraints at this yard.

KCS was reluctant to provide this investment without firm business prospects and sought port
participation in this project. The capital investment requirement to complete the agreement was
ultimately suspended, pending development of traflic. However, prior to implementation of this
operation SP withdrew from the agreement over expressed concern that the capacity of the UP-
SP interchange, 30 cars, would not be sufficient to accommodate existing daily SP-UP traffic, 16
cars, and unrestricted KCS access to UP via SP. Subsequently, SP suggested that KCS pursue
direct access to the UP via DeQuincy or operate over SP’SCalcasieu River bridge via existing
trackage rights to the UP Railroad Avenue interchange connection.

Although KCS was allowed to use the SP to reach the UP operating problems remained with joint
access involving two railroads, SP and KCS, to the UP via the same interchange trackage.
Moreover, UP already had an existing interchange agreement with the KCS at DeQuincy which
would remain in effect while a new agreement for the Railroad Avenue connection at Lake



Charles would be needed. It is doubtfid that UP saw any incentive to a new interchange
agreement with the KCS at Railroad Avenue when UP could theoretically assume control of the
same trafhc at DeQuincy and receive a division of the road haul revenue. It would appear that UP
could move the KCS trafEicfrom DeQuincy to Lake Charles for a greater net revenue
contribution than it would receive for performing a switching service at Lake Charles on behalf of
the KCS. In other words UP stood to receive ve~ little benefit from working with the KCS at
Railroad Avenue, and possibly could risk short hauling itself The UP-KCS interchange issue
appears to have never been resolved such that KCS would or could move traflic to Lake Charles
compared to Beaumont and Port Arthur.

At the same time that negotiations between SP and UP were taking place the UP unilaterally
reduced road train semice between Kinder and Lake Charles from five days a week (daily) to
three days a week (tri-weeldy). Although the port was assured that the flow of cargo to the City
Docks would not be impeded because of tri-weekly road train service it is obvious that a
transshipment fkcility such as a break bulk marine terminal requires daily switching service and
generally the same level of connecting service to avoid bunching of cars and erratic service levels.
There is evidence that suggests that bunching and erratic service levels dld in fhct occur following
the inauguration of tri-weekly service by UP to reduce operating costs. The following examples
seine as indicators of the problems experienced by the port flom a letter of October 12, 1990
from G. K. Wq Managing Director, Lake Charles Harbor & Terminal District to P. N.
Crabtree, UP Manager of Transportation Service:

Tuesday evening or Wednesday morning October 9 or 10, hours of service rules prevented
spotting cars at the (City) docks. The unloading stevedore was assured that spotting would
begin at 7:00 A.M. Wednesday morning. At 7:00 ~ they were told the engine would be
available at 10:00 AM. At 10:00 ~ they were advised that the engine would in the port
about 12:30 or 1:00 PM but that API would receive priority for switching. As a result of
this, 30 people could not be used afternoon on that day. Further, 15 cars that should have
been unloaded were not unloaded because of belated switching causing a build-up of cars to
be unloaded.

Thursday evening October 11, no service was performed. The unloadiig stevedore was
assured the engine would be switching at 6:30 AM today, October 12. The engine began
switching about 9:30 AM this morning. This, in spite of the fkct that the engine was parked
outside our gate on Sallier Street. The reason given for this fii.ilurewas that the crew first
had to switch cars of ballast in the yard.

We are puzzled that both of these fkilures occurred on days when trains were not scheduled
to arrive in Lake Charles. Apparently, the loads that were to be spotted Tuesday evening
and Thursday evening were already in the Lake Charles yard. If this is true, it is obvious the
crew dld not allow adequate time to accomplish its switching objective at the Port.

The port has attempted to investigate the feasibfity of establishing its own switching service, The
UP offered the port $20 per car allowance to switch the City Docks. In the interim the City
Docks stevedore leased a surplus switch engine from a shortline operator for a very nominal fee



of approximately $4000 per month to perform car switching when UP service was not available.
The direct cost of the engine is very nominal when distributed across an annual average of nearly
670 cars per month (refer to Table VI.3 wherein it is estimated that City Docks handles about
8,000 loaded cars per year). However, the true direct expenses for a ddlcated switching
operation using market prices for a fidl semice locomotive rental with crew, but excluding track
maintenance and supervisio~ would be about $13,000 per month. This corresponds to about $2o
per carload which is what UP offered the port as an allowance.

Apparently fistrated in its inability to bring the UP to make any thing more than token
concessions to the problems of City Docks access to all three railroads the port expanded its
horizons for engaging in rail operations as a solution to the UP, SP and KCS web of inertia. In
late 1991 the port accompanied by a short line operator visited the UP to discuss establishing a
terminal switching railroad that would combine the UP, SP and KCS switching operations under a
single short line. On February 6, 1992 the port wrote UP regarding possible purchase or lease of
the Kinder to Lake Charles line. The UP replied March 18, 1992 that it would perform
prelii analysis of a “spin off’ of the Lake Charles line and be in communication with the port
by May 15 with more specfics about UP level of interest in pursuing this fbrther as well as a time
frame and procedures. On May 15 the UP responded that it was, “willing to move up the priority
of the Kinder-Lake Charles segment in our overall redeployment analysis”. The UP advised that if
a decision was made to sell the line that it would follow a competitive bidding process which
would include the port as well as other bidders. On May31, 1994 the UP advised the port that
the Kinder-Lake Charles line was not for redeployment: “As you know, we have looked at this
one (Kinder-Lake Charles segment) a number of occasions in the past, and have concluded for the
time being that we will maintain the existing operation at this time.”

The port believes that the sale or lease of the Kinder-Lake Charles segment is not a “dead issue”.
It is possible that the acquisition of this segment by the port or a short line operator could open
the way for duect low cost connections between City Docks and SP and KCS as the first step of
consolidating the switching operations of all three railroads at all three port kilities and
potentially expanding coverage to include other facilities on both sides of the Calcasieu River
(refer to section VI.D.4.b and VI.D.4.C), particularly the west bank petrochemical complex. In
the meantime for City Docks the rail access situation remains unimproved since the destruction of
the KCS physical connection to UP and the implementation of changing commercial practices of
rail deregulation that were legislated in 1980 and introduced during the early 1980’s. In many
respects the Lake Charles City Docks rail access is more complicated than the rudments of UP
tri-weekly road haul sexvice, and the removal of practical participation of KCS at the City Docks.
However, these elements constitute the best examples of the fhstrations and inhibitions of the
port to remain competitive in a market place in which it has little direct control, and in the case of
the railroads, very little influence.

4.b Industrial Canal South Shore

Highway access from 1-210 is by two lane roads, Nelson Road and LA-384 (Big Lake Road).
Both Nelson Road and LA-384 are congested, particularly LA-384. Other parallel routes are
available that are also two lanes.



The site is served directly by SP and UP via a port access rail line that extends 71,861 f~t from a
junction with the UP and SP lines north of the intersection of LA-14 and LA-397 to the bulk
cargo facilities on the South Shore. SP and UP provide semice twice weekly alternating every
other year. In response to interest by the port in performing its own switching on this line in
1989, the SP offered an allowance of $35 per loaded car tendered by SP to the port at the
junction to the line (near LA-14 and LA-397) or $45 per loaded car tendered to the UP at the SP-
UP Railroad Avenue interchange. The latter armngement would presume that the port could
reach an agreement with UP to provide switching seMces via its Railroad Avenue SP connection
to the port industrial canal access for the SP trafEc or that the UP would grant the port or its
agent operating rights to handle SP cars from the Railroad Avenue interchange in conjunction
with handling UP cars. This low level of switching allowances together with the necessity to
reach a similar agreement with UP effectively mitigated against fbrther actions toward providing
port switching services on this low density spur line.

4.c Bulk Terminal No. 1

The site has direct access from 1-10 by LA-108 with an access connection via a two lane road,
There is no evidence of sustained traflic congestion dlkcting the site given its short 2.7 mile
distance ftom 1-10.

Rail semice is provided by the KCS and SP, alternating every other year on the industrial
switching network of access spurs to local industry on the west bank of the Calcasieu River. The
port maintains an access tradq approximately 7,700 f- connecting with the joint KCS/SP
industrial trackage along the west bank. Inside the bulk facility the port has three loop tracks
encompassing 14,600 feet in length.

While there were no allegations of service problems at this fhcility the port views the overall
operation and maintenance of the joint fkcility trackage along the west bank as a potential area for
expansion and improvement. There has been consideration of port switching encompassing larger
segments of this joint fwility west bank trackage but no action has been taken independent of
more pressing concerns for service to the C@ Docks that would integrate KCS into this fhcility
(refer to section 4a).

5. NEW ORLEANS

Distinct dfierences in the characteristics of highway and rail access exist for various facilities in
the Port of New Orleans. In general most of the port is served by highway through a comb~tion
of rail-highway intermodal terminals and local access and connecting roads. In recent years the
decline of much of the break bulk portion of rail carload service has left the port primarily
dependent on trucks for direct semice at most facilities (refw to Table VI.3). For this reason
highway connections to all major port fwilities will be reviewed first followed by rail access.



5.a Highway Connections

The major highway comections to the port can be discussed for the Mississippi River Terminal
Complex and the France and Jourdan Road intermodal fluilities. Access to the Mississippi River
Terminals is currently periiormed by truck routes that pass through residential neighborhoods.
The following truck routes will be closed upon completion of the Tchoupitoulas Corridor project:
(1) Henry Clay (2) Louisiana Avenue; and (3) Jackson Avenue. Data in Table VI.7 indicate that
the primary artery for this trrdlic, Louisiana Avenue, is congested. The alternate route,
Tchoupitoulas Street, has vexy limited capacity pending renovation and is also congested.

The Tchoupitoulas Corridor project will provide for a ddlcated two lane port access roadway,
commencing west of the existing flood wall at the intersection of Felicity and Tchoupitoulas
Street. The port truck access corridor will run along the west river side of the New Orleans
Public Belt Railroad (NOPB) and Illinois Central (IC) tracks between Felicity and Henry Clay.
The railroad tracks will be relocated east adjacent to the flood wall to accommodate the port
access truck corridor. The two lane truck port corridor will serve the Mi.@ NapoleoL Nashville
and Henry Clay Wharves and the IC Rail-Highway transfer facility.

Based on 3 million tons of cargo handled across the wharves annually at these facilities it is
estimated that 150,000 loaded trucks are generated by port cargo at these terminals (Table VI.3).
In addition approximately 50,000 loaded truck units (trailers or containers) are transferred by the
IC intermodal facility (Table VI.4). Total annual loaded truck movements generated in this
corridor is about 200,000. If each loaded truck tip results in an empty repositioning movement
along the corridor a total of 400,000 truck movements will occur annually or roughly 1500 truck
movements per day.

The entire Tchoupitoulas Corridor will run from the east side of the Pontchartrain Expressway
Crescent City Connection Mississippi River Crossing (formerly Greater New Orleans Bridge) to
Henry Clay Avenue. The Tchoupitoulas Corridor from the Crescent City Connection to Felicity
will be configured to operate as two separate one way streets each having two lanes. Up river
trfic will operate on a two lane one way artery that is now Religious Street up to Felicity Street.
Down river trafhc from the port corridor access at Felicity Street will operate on a two lane one
way reconstructed Tchoupitoulas Street using the existing right of way. At the junction of what is
now Religious Street and Felicity the upriver corridor lanes (Religious Street) will swing toward
existing Tchoupitoulas Street. At this intersection all upbound port traffic will cross
Tchoupitoulas Street and enter the port via a de&cated two lane roadway passing through the
floodwall and proceeding to its terminus at Henry Clay Wharf All other (nonport) local upbound
traflic will proceed to turn right on to the existing reconstructed Tchoupitoulas Street.

The existing Tchoupitoulas Street right of way will continue to be configured as a one lane two
way street upriver beyond the interchange with Felicity. Local traffic from Hemy Clay down river
will use one lane of Tchoupitoulas Street to the intersection of Felicity and Tchoupitoulas.
Thereafter down river traflic will proceed on a one-way two lane Tchoupitoulas Street using the
current right of way. Down river traffic from the port Mississippi River Terminal Complex will
use the two lane port corridor until the intersection with existing Tchoupitoulas Street at Felicity.



Traflic coming out of the port will turn right and proceed on the two lane one-way corridor to the
Crescent City Connection using the existing right of way of Tchoupitoulas Street. Access ramps
have been constructed at the Crescent City Connection to handle east-west traffic to and from
Tchoupitoulas Corridor.

The major drawback of the Tchoupitoulas Corridor as it is now planned is that traflic between the
west (I-1OAJS 61 toward Baton Rouge) will have to enter the central business component of the
1-10 expressway system to proceed to or flom the upriver wharves of the Mississippi River
Complex. The 1-10 routes east and west of the Pontchartrain Expressway are heavily congested
with existing trfic. Average daily trafiic (ADT) fbrnished by DOTD indicate that severe
congestion exists for most of 1-10 between the Causeway and tie Industrial Canal. Moreover,
limited data for US 90 adjacent to Louisiana Avenue indicate severe congestion (ADT = 81,149
resulting in a capacity utilization ratio over 125 percent).

1-10 Section

West of Causeway
East of Causeway
West of US 90
East of US 90
West of Elysian Fields
East of Elysian Fields
West of Louisa
East of Louisa

1993 ADT (DOTD]

124,517
138,446
127,762
77,502
79,206
66,648
117,489
120,397

!Xpac Wu~t o
. . . .

(refer ;O Table ~.~)
122
136
125
76
78
65
115
118

The 1-10 ADT statistics indicate that congested entry to the center city will alTect access to the
Tchoupitoulas Corridor unless new road capacity is augmented such as the possible extension of
the Earhart Expressway. Constrained access to the Tchoupitoulas Corridor in its current
configuration is particularly important in view of the lack of upriver access to 1-10 and US 90
west except by Leake Avenue as it extends to River Road. For all practical purposes the
Tchoupitoulas Corridor is a loop flow configuration from the Crescent City Connection into and
out of the Mississippi River Terminal Complex. Tchoupitoulas Corridor unless extended beyond
Henry Clay via Magazine Street or other alternatives toward Leake Avenue will not resolve the
need for unconstrained western access to the River Terminal Complex.

The ease of truck access to the Port of New Orleans marine intermodal ticilities adjacent to
the Inner Harbor Canal is dependent on direction of flow, eastbound or westbound via 1-10,
and origin destination with respect to France Road or Jourdan Road. Direct access exists
between 1-10 eastbound and France Road via Ahnonaster Avenue. Access for westbound 1-10
trafllc to France Road is via Louisa Street and Old Gentilly Road. Access for westbound or
eastbound traffic from France Road to 1-10 is via Almonaster Avenue and Louisa Street.

There is currently no direct east or westbound access between 1-10 and Jourdan Road. Both
westbound and eastbound 1-10 trai%c exit to US 90 and proceed to Jourdan Road. From Jourdan
Road to I- 10 traflic must turn right on to Old Gentilly Road and proceed along narrow two lane



deteriorated streets to reach Downman Road before proceeding right on to US 90 to travel
approximately one mile to the I- 10 interchange.

Westbound traffic on US 90 to Jourdan Road has direct access via the existing ramp at Downman
Road. Plans exist to remove this westbound ramp from US 90 to Jourdan Road and replace it
with an off ramp Ieadmg north of the existing US 90-Jourdan ramp and also to provide a ramp for
westbound trsflic from Jourdan to US 90. In addition an eastbound ramp will be constructed for
trafilc on US 90 to have direct access to Jourdan Road. Traffic between Jourdan Road and 1-10
will still have to proceed east on US 90 to make an 1-10 comection.

Connections between the port facilities and the rail-highway intermodal terminals are primarily for
the France Road complex and to a lesser degree Jourdan Road. Further expansion of the
Mississippi River Terminal Complex may lead to more containers handled at this location. Each
rail intermodal facility will be summarized (refer to Table VI.4) relative to access to the two major
marine terminal complexes of the port on the river and the Industrial Canal, respectively.

Existing drayage time for one way gate-to-gate movements between the rail-highway terminals
and France Road have been estimated as follows.

I!mina! Off-Peak Peak Miles
Kansas City Southern 25 35 10
Illinois Central 25 35 10
Norfolk Southern 5 10 1
Csx 10 20 1.5
SPAJP 40 60 18

Gate-to-gate transit time between rail highway terminals, excluding CS~ and Jourdan Road on
the east bank of the Industrial Canal is 5 and 10 minutes longer in the off-peak and peak
compared to France Road, respectively. Transit time between CSX and Jourdan Road is
approximately 5 and 10 minutes shorter than for France Road in the off-peak and pealq
respectively. The relative ease of access of CSX to the Industrial Canal marine intermodal
fmilities is a major ktor for deramping SP intermodal port trailic, primarily Sea-Land west coast
mini-bridge cargo at this fkcility using run through intermodal trains across the Huey Long Bridge
to make a rail intermodal interchange. To a lesser degree UP has also been indicated to have used
the CSX Gentilly facility for access to the port (refer to section 5.c).

The close proximity of both CSX and NS intermodal fhciities to the port effectively provide gate-
to-gate transit times of a “near dock” variety of intermodal transfer facility. The potential
reduction of transit time for a closer fiwility dedicated to France Road marine traflic is very low
notwithstardng the capital required, land commitments and most importantly the issue of shared
rail access over NOPB. For these reasons d~ect on dock or “near dock” intermodal transfer of
marine containers at France Road does not seem to be easily justifiable unless one or more of the
existing rail highway terminals, particularly CSX and NS, experience sustained capacity or access
problems.



The existing low volume of containers handled at the Mississippi River Terminal Complex did not
result in gate-to-gate transit times being specified for these terminals. The overall pattern above
would be largely reversed with IC having minimal access time and CSX and NS having the largest
east bank access times.

5.b Rail Access - New Orleans Public Belt Railroad

Rail access to marine intermodal facilities in New Orleans is primarily by the New Orleans Public
Belt Railroad (NOPB). For all practical purposes NOPB does not participate in container
cargoes. Therefore, rail carload access to marine terminals via NOPB will be discussed separately
from rail access to rail-highway intermodal terminals.

The history of the NOPB as a city-owned independent terminal switching railroad has been
covered in sufficient detail elsewhere so as to not require repetition for this report. In days
preceding containerizatio~ mini-bridge and the demise of the public grain elevator, the Belt
maintained multiple rail yards, Cotton Warehouse, Race Street (abandoned) and Claribome (out
of service) and operated as many as 40 switching jobs a day. In 1971 the Belt handled over
100,000 revenue cars. Thereafter, traffic began to significantly decline. The Belt handled nearly
50,000 cars by 1980. By 1985 trsfllc had diminished to 18,000 cars. Since 1985 until recently
the NOPB’Svolume had stabbed and remained in the vicinity of 18,000 to 20,000 revenue cars
switched annually. Most of the railroad access via the Belt is related to “interline” switching
where NOPB handles a revenue car between a local industry and a connecting railroad for a tti
rate of $175 per load empty round trip. In some instances contract rates exist as well as tad%
discounts for multiple cars, etc. In 1993 the Belt had 17,475 interline revenue cars.

The other sources of switching activity and related revenue for the Belt are very minor. The Belt
still performs “interme&ate” switching wherein it moves cars between connecting linehaul
carriers, sewing as an interchange agent. Most of the linehaul carriers serving New Orleans
perform their own interchanges directly. The only intermediate switching performed by the Belt is
between the UP and KCS. Interme&ate switching entailed 1339 revenue cars in 1993. The Belt
receives $140 per car for intermediate switching.

The Belt also pefiorms “intraterminal” switching wherein it moves a loaded car from a shipping
point on its line to a receiving point on its line. The only existing intraterminal switching currently
active is for shipments of lime handled i%omU.S. Gypsum fhcility on the Industrial Canal to the
New Orleans Sewer and Water Board, which is also served duectly by the IC at the same
location. The Belt handled 85 Sewer and Water Board intraterminal shipments in 1993 at a rate
of $201.74 per carload. The other source of switching revenue for the Belt is a fee of $125 for
“reorder” when cars are repositioned for loading or unloading at the same industry. The Belt
handled 35 “reorder” movements in 1993.

Table VI. 10 indicates railroad access between marine terminals at the Port of New Orleans and
connecting railroads. Most of the port, except for facilities at Louisiana Avenue and Alabo
Street, is served exclusively by the NOPB. Table 7.1 indicates the extent which the si linehaul
connecting railroads at New Orleans utilize the NOPB as an “interline” connection to local users.



The data represents the 1993 calendar year but excludes any traffic handled to the defimct New
Orleans Public Bulk Terminal. The Public Bulk Terminal in its last fill year of operatio~ 1993,
contributed nearly 4,000 revenue “interline” cars, of which nearly sixty percent were handled less
than one mile from the CSX interchange at Ahnonaster yard to the former bulk transshipment
facility near Jourdan Road.

Excluding the bulk plant from the 1993 interline car movements provides a reasonably current
view of the existing and expected fbture trtic level for the Belt and it associated distribution
among the six independent connecting railroads. The Belt’s traflic base without the Public Bulk
Terminal will be about 14,000 interline revenue cars per year. Traflic may exhibit cyclical
fluctuations, particularly neobulk cargoes handled through the port such as steel and rubber. If
cyclical fluctuations are sustained over a calendar year the Belt’s existing traffic base could range
as low as 12,000to 13,000cars.

Avery important i%ctorthat will fluctuate significantly is the volume of imported steel for
Midwest accounts handled by the port that is not mid-streamed to barge and potentially available
to the Belt. Rail car supply for the steel movements is critical both with respect to timing and
quantity of cars. The Belt must depend on the willingness and ability of connecting railroads,
primarily CSX and NS, to guarantee the supply cars for loading. Otherwise the business will be
diverted to barge, truck or other ports.

The Belt’s traffic statistics for 1993 have a similar distribution among connecting railroads as data
for 1992 and part of 1994. The IC, UP and KCS constitute the largest users of the Belt,
collectively representing about 80 percent of the annual volume total interline switching. The
least important carrier is SP with about three percent of the total annual volume of interline
switching. NS and CSX are also relatively small. The small share attributed to CSX reflects the
omission of the Public Bulk Terminal interline cars from 1993. The share of CSX may increase
subject to its participation in imported slab steel shipments as the linehaul connecting carrier.

Table 7.1 represents approximately 40 customer and/or switching locations on the NOPB
grouped into four geographical segments. The Mississippi River Terminal Complex is
represented by group 2. The most important connecting carriers are the IC, KCS and UP. The
IC maintains an intermodal fkcility nearly adjacent to the NOPB Cotton Warehouse Yard as well
as a small yard for carload traflic. IC delivers and picks up from the Belt at the Cotton
Warehouse Yard. KCS delivers cars to the Belt at the Cotton Warehouse Yard and the Belt
delivers cars to the KCS yard adjacent to Airline Highway. UP delivers to and picks up from the
Belt at the Cotton Warehouse Yard.

The smallest user of the Belt, SP may deliver and pickup at the Cotton Warehouse Yard but
usually sets off cars to the Belt at a storage track immdately north of East Bridge Junction
interlocking tower. The Belt leaves cars at this location for the SP as well as picks up the SP set
offs when it switches East Bridge Junction local industries twice weekly. Linehaul carriers make
deliveries to the Belt daily or on an “as needed basis”. The Belt interchanges cars with NS at a
small yard at Press Street. Interchanges with CSX are made at Almonaster Yard.



The Mississippi River Terminal Complex break bulk facilities are the largest source of traffic for
the Belt, constituting nearly one-halfof the total interline revenue cars switched in 1993
(excluding the Public Bulk Terminal). The next hugest group is the industries along the Industrial
Canal adjacent to France and Jourdan Roads. The Belt does not normally handle any intermodal
trailers or containers between connecting railroads and France or Jourdan Road marine terminals.
An experimental rate reduction to encourage this traflic about ten years ago had little result.
There is a height clearance restriction at the underpass of St. Claude Avenue bridge that would
have to be removed to handle double stack containers between France Road and Cotton
Warehouse Yard via the Belt.

The third largest cluster of Belt trafEc is handled for a wide range of small facilities from First
Street to Florida Avenue and Galvez Street Wharf One third of this traflic is for older port
facilities extending between First Street Wharf to Thalia Street Wharf The majority of this
portion of the trfic is handled to the vicinity of First and Seventh Street Wharfs. The other older
wharves downtown from Army to Press Street collectively accounted for about 1200 interline
carloads in 1993.

The least important segment of the Belt is the industrial area adjacent to East Bridge Junction. In
recent years tra.ilic has declined sharply at this location. In 1993 local industries by East Bridge
Junction accounted for 200 fewer interline revenue cars than 1992. The Belt reduced its sewice
to this area from tri-weeldy to hi-weekly.

Table 7.2 contains a rudimentary financial analysis of the Belt during the period of time in which
its traflic base had stabti at or near 18,000 annual carloads. The Belt has incurred annual
cash losses based on net operating revenue after taxes (NORAT net of depreciation), ranging
from a high of $1.875 million in 1984 to a low of nearly $0.765 million in 1988. Average annual
cash losses (tier tax accruals) from train operations have been nearly $1.0 million for the period
1984 to 1993. In the past three years, 1991 to 1993, the Belt incurred operating cash losses of
nearly $900,000 per year before non-operating income.

Interest income from nearly $8 million in temporary investments along with approximately
$270,000 income born nonoperating property and $160,000 rent income have allowed the Belt to
maintain total revenues that are greater than total expenses and have a positive cash flow. The
Belt has no major long term debt and there are no mandatory capital outlays required to sustain
current operations. In recent years total cash flow has fluctuated substantially, ranging from
nearly $115,000 in 1990 to $670,000 in 1993. Overall positive total cash flows for the Belt are
substantial given the significant deficits sustain from train operations.

The existing locomotive fleet is more than adequate for the trafhc base with respect to the number
and condition of equipment. The track has been generally adequately maintained for a slow speed
switching railroad. Portions of the Belt associated with public improvements projects along the
river front have been or are undergoing rehabilitation. One of the two tracks on the NOPB
mainline linking Cotton Warehouse Yard to East Bridge Junction has been out of service for
several years. However, substantial portions of the track structure remain in place available for



salvage and reuse elsewhere on the system. Elsewhere much of the abandoned Race Street yard
and out of service Clariborne Yard remain in place awaiting salvage.

In its current configuration the Belt could continue to operate for a substantial period of time
without requiring capital investment to sustain its connection switching activities. Where new
investment may be warranted it is for the benefit of third parties such as Tchoupitoulas Corridor
and possible improvements at East Bridge Junction. The latter is typical of the general physical
condition and requirements of NOPB operations on the east bank. The configuration and
condition of track structure at East Bridge is more than adequate for the Belt which currently
operates over the main line between Cotton Warehouse Yard and East Bridge Junction hi-weekly
for local switching and SP interchange. Improvements to East Bridge Junction would be for the
purpose of accommodating approximately 100 daily train movements through the interlocking
complex are completely independent from the current local switching operations of the Belt
(except for deliveries of the UP and SP to the Belt at Cotton Warehouse Yard and East Bridge
Junctioq respectively).

The fiture of the Belt as it relates to local carload switching services on the east bank will depend
on the likelihood of the fiture level and cyclical fluctuations of the existing trfic base which had
appeared to have stabilized until the cessation of the Public Bulk Terminal. Currently without
imported steel movements the Belt’s existing trafEicis approximately 12,000 to 14,000 annual
interline revenue cars which is marginal relative to sustaining a positive cash flow at current levels
of operating income, expenses and other income. The fiture of the Belt under a status quo level
of switching activity is contingent on the abiity of its management to control cash expenses,
primarily payroll. Utiortunately, the current configuration of the railroad is not conducive to
fiuther significant reductions in service or the work force directly related to train operations.
Therefore, it is possible that in the absence of a restoration of trafhc to revenues commensurate
with the Bulk Plant that the Belt will gradually deteriorate financially over a period of sustained
negative cash flows that could occur under very low trafiic volumes (12,000 cars per year) and no
major changes in train operations or stafling.

The difficulty of the Belt problem is that no one comecting railroad has a dominant interest in the
present services. Table 7.1 indicates that none of the major carriers using the Belt, IC, KCS or
UP, has a predominant focal point relative to the four geographic clusters for interline revenue.
AUthree railroads have about the same volume of interline carloads handled by the Belt for
locations adjacent to Industrial Canal as for locations along the Mississippi River Terminal
Complex (refer to groups 2 and 4 in Table 7.1). Over one-halfof the annual revenue carloads
handled by the Belt are for the IC, KCS and UP for port locations adjacent to the Mississippi
River Terminal Complex or the France and Jourdan Road Industrial Canal area.

The fbture of linehaul railroad access to the facilities served by the Belt is related to the long term
secular decliie in break bulk marine rail carload service in particular and the decline in general for
other industries served by the Belt. The current and fbture volume at any one of the major
groupings will likely remain insuilicient to sustain an independent terminal switching railroad
organized and sttied like the current NOPB. Accordingly, none of the linehaul railroads has any
incentive to remedy the problem since the Belt is owned by the City of New Orleans and is



sufficiently endowed with cash and other assets such that non-operating income has thus k
generally been more than adequate to offset ve~ large annual cash operating deficits. If this
endowment is depleted the link between the Belt’s direct operating and financial pertiormance will
have to be addressed by users and beneficiaries of rail access to the port and adjacent facilities
currently served by the Belt.

5.c Rail Access to Intermodal Facilities

Rail linehaul access to rail-highway intermodal facilities in New Orleans is by institutionalized
connections between the railroads using a series of trackage rights and in some instances highway
drayage. Each of the railroads has their own intermodal facilities at New Orleans (refer to Table
VI.4). In general these facilities have ticient capacity and can be expanded to accommodate
fiture growth (refer to Chapter V).

New Orleans is among several major mid-continent cities where there are originating and
terminating points of rail-highway intermodal facilities of connecting rail line terminals that are not
contiguous to each other. The cities of Chicago, St. Louis, Kansas City, Memphis and New
Orleans seine as gateways between originating and termina ting railroads for connecting
shipments. Frequently, the connections between railroads require the use of slow speed urban
trackage which may be shared among multiple users or types of users such as commuter, intercity
passenger and local and through freight movements.

Rail access links for interrnodal trafhc between connecting carriers across major gateways can be
“steel wheel” variety or “rubber tire” interchange. The “steel wheel” variety reflects all rail
movements between comecting carriers. The “rubber tire” variety reflects the use of highway
drayage between rail-highway intermodal terminals in the same area for connecting or through rail
service. Data from a special study on the volume of “rubber tire” interchanges appears in Table
7.3. For many reasons Chicago is an aberration with respect to the large volume of “rubber tire”
interchange estimated to take place there.

The data in Table 7.3 are limited to two years and can reflect shifts in intermodal movements as
well as railroad operations. Within the limitations of the data New Orleans is a significant user of
“rubber tire” interchange for intermodal connections between linehaul railroads. While trailer
volume of “rubber tire” interchange remained low, the volume of container highway interchange
between connecting railroads soared from about 8,000 units in 1988 to nearly 40,000 units in
1989.
The reasons most often cited for “rubber tire” interchange are as follows: (1) to obtain reliable
crosstown connections; (2) to reduce transit time; (3) to reduce loss and damage, (4) to resolve
rail operating problems related to small volume movements or mixed destinations; (5) to reduce
switching costs; (6) to assist in controlling intermodal car supply and, (7) to cope with a variety
of other operating and service issues. Rubber tire interchange should be viewed as a means which
is generally less cost effective than steel wheel access between railroads in urban areas where
there are significant blocks of inter-regional movements between major systems not separated by
geographic, institutional or operational barriers.



The major users of “rubber tire” interchange in New Orleans appear to be KCS and IC to comect
with east-west systems. The KCS indicated that approximately 25 percent of its intermodal traffic
was drayed to CSX and NS rail-highway terminals. This would constitute about 30 trips per day
or about 7,500 trips per year. IC indicated about a similar volume of trips annually between its
Napoleon Avenue fkcility and CSX rail-highway terminal at Gentilly. The use of rubber tire
interchange by other railroads at New Orleans is unknown.

Train movements in New Orleans indicate that there is a major movement of rail-highway trafiic
between SP to the interrnodal terminal of CSX at Alrnonaster Yard. Confidential data from the
rail waybfl contlrmed that SP has a large annual volume of intermodal traflic that is loaded and
unloaded at Almonaster Yard. CSX irdcated that SP traffic that is handled at Almonaster ranges
from 40 to 120 units a day. UP and KCS were also indicated to use the Almonaster rail-highway
intermodal facility although to a much smaller degree than SP.

tilde from the above reasons favoring “rubber tire” interchange, all of the railroads in New
Orleans in theory have dwect access to each other’s terminals with the possible exception of UP
and KCS that still use the Public Belt intermediate switching operation via the Cotton Warehouse
Yard for carload interchange. The major east and west bound linehaul railways, SP -UP and NS
- CS~ respectively, both operate run-through trains through each other’s terminal facilities.
Given sufficient volume of intermodal tratllc for preblocking there are no major physical
impediments for west bank railroads, SP and UP, to operate intermodal trains into the east bank
facilities of CSX or NS. This is in fact what has been happening for a large block of port related
minibridge traftic from Sea-Land that flows between Los Angeles and New Orleans via SP duect
into Almonaster Yard.

The only use of the Public Belt in promoting shared access to rail-highway interrnodal terminals
for “steel wheel” interchange is the Mississippi River Bridge. The train operations of the Belt
have no relationship to the flow of containers and trailers between connecting railroads.
Moreover, it appears that a reconfigured Public Belt would not have any opportunity to
effectively participate in this traillc unless absolute capacity constraints developed at the existing
rail-highway facilities that are near France and Jourdan Roads.

The major impednents to rail-highway terminal access in New Orleans are the connections
between CSX and the western carriers via trackage rights on the NS and connections between the
NS/CSX and SPAJP via East Bridge Junction. The character of these linkages is described in
Chapter IX because it transcends all connecting rail operations. The major issue for intermodal is
the delay and uncertainty of maintaining scheduled connections via “steel wheel” service between
the west bank and France Road via CSX or NS terminals. Transit times of 12 to 14 hours
reportedly exist to move a train from the west bank to the east bank (CSX Almonaster or NS
Florida Avenue) and return. These delays hamper the use of SP and UP crews and locomotives
for linehaul operations beyond Avondale. Operational savings to these carriers, both in New
Orleans and at possible redundant interme&ate crew change points, need to be considered as part
of the benefits of proposed alternatives to enhance west and east bank rail access via the NOPB
Mississippi River Bridge and NS “back belt”.
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Table 7.3
Estimated Rubber-Tired Interchanges by Gateway

Gateway 1988 1988 1988 1989 1989 1989 1988-1989
Trailers Containers TOTAL Trailers Contaimm TOTAL AVERAGE

Birmingham 1,600 0 1,600 0 0 0 800

Chicago 135,400 21,526 156,566 146,880 156,882 303,762 230,164

KansasCity 33,120 10,OOO 43,120 12,000 4,960 16,960 30,040

Mem@s 16,000 1>600 17,600 11,200 3,200 14,400 16,000

New Orleans 3200 7,840 11,040 1,600 37,760 39,360 25,200

St.Louis 40,000 28,800 68,800 17,600 0 17,600 43,200

TOTAL 228,960 69,766 298,726 189,280 202,802 392,082 345,404

SIwrce: Association ofAmerican Railroa&, Intermodal Trena%, Volume ~ Number 1 (Febmaiy 11, 1992)



APPENDIX 8

REVIEW OF OTHER STATES’ PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVES

The State of Washington has an extensive port network that includes seventy-eight separate port
dticts of both large deep draft ports (i.e. Seattle, Tacoma) and smaller ports (Everett, Belli.n@q
Olymp@ Townsend, Port Angeles, etc.) that contribute to a significant maritime component of the
state’s overall economy; encompassing over 150,000 jobs annually, according to the Washington
Public Ports Association (WPPA). The port association fimctions as a lobbying entity for the
numerous and diverse public port interests. The state level association focuses primarily on legislative
issues that affect environmental, safety and navigational aids, channel and harbor maintenance
programs with related levels of state taxation/fees needed to support these programs, and
Federal/national issues that could tiect the state’s ports through the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
dredging programs, U.S. Customs issues, and Federal DOT programs.

In 1990,a group of the state’sports located primarily in the Puget Sound region decided that a more
regional approach was needed to promote port cooperation. A Ports Association of Puget Sound
was formed by seven ports includingthe poxtsof Seattle, Taco- Anacortes, Everett, Port Angeles,
Bellinghaq and Olympia. The group initiallyfocused on shared advertising and marketing materials
and identified a un@ing theme - “Puget Sound Ports: The Great Gateway”- which was used by all
port members and injoint marketing/advertising programs. Port productivity and diversity of cargo
handling facilities(i.e. forest products, containers, automobiles, dry bulk cokehndfbr operations, and
breakbulkhteel facilities) were also emphasized in joint promotional programs and brochures. The
group began promoting the importance of the port reg”on rather than any specific port. It was
considered a bold and unconventional move at the time of a world-wide recession and fierce
competition for every ton of cargo. However, it was considered important to both the Puget Sound
port group and the state that they have a quality water transportation system in place that could
capture the maximum amount of cargo without duplicating unneeded facilities. Extra ticilities aimed
at the same cargo sources would have to compete by lowering already declining prices and revenues

The results were positive and in 1993the ports all signed a formal “Letter of Intent”. This is ahnost
like a formal “partnership agreement” in which the ports have now agreed to develop work programs
in each of the following areas:

● Share and present annual multi-year capital, operating and budget plan%
● Develop strategies for greater utilization of existing port facilities;
● Share marketing resources to jointly market and promote respective member ports

through marketing materials, joint cooperative planning by marketing stis, and
group contracting for vendor-generated marketing data bases such as PIERS;

● Establish communications and public relations plans, including a government relations
plan in coordination with the Washington Public Ports Association;

● Develop a regional intermodal transportation strategy, including ground
transportation links between and among member ports and other transportation
facilities;



● Prepare a strategykategies for increasingPuget Sound’smarket share of trade flows;
● Encourage the exchange of environmental da~ including clean-up actions, as well as

strategies for environmental compliance and;
● Joint efforts to ident@ and promote tourism in the region.

The overall thrust of this type of regionalization seems to be better allocation of resources and use
of existingtalents to support common goals and expenses (i.e. market researc~ environmental costs,
intermodal access costs, etc.).

The State of Maryland

The state of Maryland has one principal deep water public port in Baltimore, but also owns smaller
facilitiesin Cambridge and Crisfield that were primarily niche or localized port facilities. The port of
Cambridge, located in a depressed economic region of the state, was particularly hard hit when the
port’s major industrial tenant and port user pulled up stakes and leil in the 1980’s. The local
community requested and received help from the Port of Bskimore’s marketing department in locating
another tenant and port user. Cost considerations for handling cargo also meant that concessions on
ILA labor ( i.e. gang size, etc.) and work rules had to be negotiated before any meaningfid progress
could be made. These concessions were achieved and new cargo activity occurred.

The Cambridge port’s limited water depth at 20-21 feet also provided limited market opportunities
and chances for longterm success as a cargo handling fiicility. The local port representatives
eventuallycame to the conclusion in 1993 that the highest and best economic use of the port property
would be for local and retirement waterfront housing as well as a marina for recreational use. Once

%l@ management and Cotissioner support by the Port of Baltimore was requested and received.
In early 1994a developer was identified who added a hotel concept as well, and proposed a federal
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Block Grant fimding approach. The state has
siice negotiated a new long term lease with the developer for the Cambridge property (June 1994)
and plans are proceeding well according to state and port officials.

The Port of Baltimore also created a cargo poolingkcmsolidation service for smaller shippers in 1988.
Under a joint venture with the Illinois Trailer on Flatcar Association (Itofca) and later Richmond
Transportation (RT) based in Chicago (1990), the port created this value added service under the
name of “Port-Linlc” (name owned/marketed by the port) with these experienced freight
consolidators. The port issued a competitive request for proposals and structured the arrangement
so that it essentially cost the port minimal flee office space rental for the current RT staif of three
people. Richmond Transportation essentially acts as consultants to the smaller shippers and obtains
volume agreements with inland rail carriers and steamship lines that currently provide
discountskavings of 25Y0-30Y0because of the wholesale pricing they are able to obtain for
consolidated container volumes. Currently, monthly volume is approximately 600 international loads
through Baltimore, over 7,000 annually, from smaller port customers. This represents about three
times the volume level of initial startup operations. There are no current restrictions to soliciting non-
port local accounts but the overall focus of RT is about 90% international movements versus only
10% domestic local moves. RT was awarded a ii year concession (3 years with a renewal option
for 3 years) and has just begun their renewal option period. Company and port officials are pleased



with progress and success of the venture to date. RT officials in Baltimore expressed interest in
setting up similar operations out of a Gulf port such as New Orleans.

The State of Georgia

The state of Georgia has a deep water public port at Savannah and smaller general cargo and bulk
facilities located in Brunswick and Garden City. The state also controls two inland barge facilities
in the central and western part of the state. Marketing and promotion of the ports and inland barge
facilitiesare coordinated out of Savannah by the statewide Georgia Ports Authority. The smaller ports
are geared to handle niche cargoes such as forest products, clay, automobiles, fertilizer, and
chemicals. The larger fhcilityat Savannah f~ on container, ROROand general cargo operations.
The state tries to market the facilities jointly through trade missions and a statewide directory that
is published evexyother year listing fkcilitycapabilities and infmstmcture details (i.e. draft, sheddage,
ground storage, equipment, intermodal connections available, etc.). They are concerned about not
msrketing facilitiesagainst each other (i.e. promoting the use of only one port versus another for all
port calls) and even have some of the same lines calling at more than one port in the state. This can
occur when a smallerport is used to reduce congestion at Savannah or is closer to the ultimate inland
destination/plant location. The state also owns inland barge fiwilities (concentrated in the Northwest
region of the state) that move primarily domestic bulk fertilkers and chemicals along the Altam@
Oconee, Ocmulgee, Apalachicola and Savannah rivers with some transshipment at the Brunswick
port.

The statewide port authority has identified port access bottlenecks in either rail or road connections
and has presented these issues to localkounty metropolitan planning organizations for incorporation
into their respective transportation planning processes. AcMtionally, the authority has discussed
similarissues with private rail operators (CSX and Norfolk Southern) so that cooperative efforts can
be achieved with negotiated cost sharing wherever possible.

The Columbia River Initiatives

The states of Orego~ Washingto~ and Idaho have collectively formed the Columbia Snake River
Marketing Group based in Portland, Oregon. Marketed under the umbrella name “The Columbia
Snake River System”, the group of port participants (5 deep water and 20 shallow drafl barge ports)
emphasizes the multiplicityof commodities handled and the river system that serves 25 port districts.
Commodities highlighted include: containers and reefer/refrigerated containers, lumber and paper
product% agxicuhuraland grain handling fkilities, and other bulk handling capabilities for petroleum
and wood chips. The joint markethg efforts include an annual guide to marine facilities and industrial
properties along the Columbia River region cosponsored with the Merchants Exchange of Portland;
an annual magazine called “The Great Waterway” sent to targeted shippers and transportation service
providers, and periodic trade missions to key tradiig regions.

Additional joint marketing tools developed by the group to provide system updates include
newsletter%brochures snd a portable displayused at trade shows and international conferences, a six
minute video presentation in both English and Japanese, and a four color map distributed widely in
the United States and to media and corporate leaders overseas. The U. S. Maritime Administration



~) provided a ~tching gr~t for production of the color map in 199s. The group also
sponsors an annual trade cotierence that offers members and guests the opportunity to hear from
nationsl and worldwide experts regarding trade, transportatio~ port management environmental, and
other important maritime related issues. The port members are extremely pleased with these
collective marketing effortsl that have produced record container-on-barge volumes for the river
system last year (1993).

A recent cost sharing example among member ports included the Port of Portland and Port of
Vancouver. Vancouver had been acquiring land for fiture port expansion and, when Portland found
that a major Japanese automobile client was looking for a new plant hcatio~ worked with Vancouver
to keep this business in the Columbia River system. Vancouver also acquired additional surplus
equipment from Portland to operate the fkility to customer specifications. Seven Columbia River
ports including Vancouver and Portland are conducting a joint f~ibtity study with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to deepen the 40-foot shipping channel of the Columbia River to 43 feet to better
accommodate new and larger vessels.

Other State Initiatives

The state of Florida encourages port cooperation through its Florida Seaport Transportation and
Economic Development Council. This group is composed of the Florida Ports Council (a statewide
port association) and the state’sdepartments of Commerce, Community AThirs, and Transportation.
The Council produces the Florida seaports five-year capital plan. Florida ports will receive about $10
million in state finds during the upcoming year versus about $8 million in capital fbnds provided
during 1994. Furthermore, ports normally competing with each other in Florid% are also forming
strategic allian~ primarily as a result of legislative concerns for finding projects leading to excess
capacity. Faced with the prospect of consolidating three ports into a single port organizatio~ an
agreement was signed between the competitive ports of Tamp%Manatee, and St. Petersburg to study
and explore ways that the three ports csn work together for increased safety and efficiency in the use
of Tampa Bay. The study is expected to result in a formal agreement in which these ports will jointly
finance projects of interest to all three per@ and combine or share expenses for lobbying, promotio~
and marketing efforts for the Tampa Bay region.

The competing ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have also initiated an alliance for pursuing
actions of mutual interest. The two ports participated in joint contingency planning for preventing
and responding to marine-related incidents, have jointly financed an intermodal container transfer
facility, and are now part of an alliance including seven CalMornia cities to develop the Alameda
intermodal corridor. This approach not only relieves some of the financial strain being felt by ports,
but it also recognizes that a cost sharing arrangement is appropriate among various beneficiaries of
the project. Federal support under the Intermodal Surfkce Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA)
was also received for this project. The two ports have subsequently created and fimded the Alameda
Transportation Authority, the entity charged with overseeing the corridor’s development. Faced with
increasing financialconstraints brought about by a Calitlornialaw that permits cities to divert revenues
from the port to the cities’ general finds, the two ports are currently negotiating an agreement for

‘Journal of Commerce, “PortsBuildingBridgesnotWalls”,October12,1994.



additional areas of cooperatio~ including land swaps and joint financing of highway interfaces, grade
separations, and access roads. Other California ports are considering d~ect cooperative efforts
because of the realities of excess capacity, competitive pricing pressures, and ports preseming or
capturing market niches. The Port of San Francisco is now weighing the feasibility of leasing two
container cranes to its longstanding rival - the Port of Oakland.

Pennsylvania is planning a similarcapital support effort for its deep water facilities in Philadelphia as
well as shallow draft facilities in the western areas of the state (i.e. Pittsburgh). The Port of
Philadelphia is being merged with the Port of Camden N.J. across the Delaware River in a hi-state
cooperative effort to reduce the need for duplicated facilities and share in the marketing of Delaware
River capabilities with New Jersey. The Port of Philadelphia is also evaluating the feasibtity of
investing in a reefer warehouse facility in Central America to preserve its fruit trade.

An interesting cooperative port effort in Europe, that has potential application to a trailer ferry type
joint venture project between New Orleans and a Mexican Gulf poxt, is the recent Fastship joint
venture undertaken by the potis of Gothenberg (Sweden), and Zeebrugge (Belgium). Although these
ports are not involved in vessel operations, the two ports are jointly investing in the development of
air-cushioned lifter systems required for loadmghnloadiig operations from Fastships at each of their
ports. The ports do not consider themselves competitors, but rather as strategic partners, for sewing
a market that will have a significant payoff for each port. The Delaware River Port Authority
(DRPA) has also approved a $10 million contract with FastShip Atlantic ($7 million in port finds,
$3 million in private investment) to help build a fleet of high-speed cargo vessels that will cross the
North Atlantic and use the Port of Philadelphiaas their hub port for the East Coast of North America.
The company would create a companion hub pofi seining Europe.



APPENDIX 9

REVIEW OF OTHER STATES’ PRACTICES IN FINANCING PORT AND
INTERMODAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

The following presents the information received through intemiews with state transportation and
port officials.

Virgk”nia

The State of Viiginia in 1988 created the Transportation Trust Fund, which sets aside certain
percentages of various tax sources, including general sales, aviation fiels, retail sales, motor fiels,
and auto sales. The four modes include highway, airports, ports, and mass transit.
Transportation Trust Fund revenues are allocated to finds for each of the four modes; the fund
for ports is referred to as the Port Commonwealth Fund.

The Virginia Port Authority submits eve~ two years (Virginia is on a two-year capital outlay
cycle) its capital outlay request to the state’s Department of Planning and Budg~ where it is
incorporated into the Governor’s capital budg~ which is then submitted to the legislature.
Because the Port Authority’s request is iinanced through dedicated revenues, legislative approval
is considered a rubber stamp process.

Virginia law also requires that the Port Authority administer a $700,000 annual grant program
(Aid to Local Ports Program) for projects associated with the movement of commerce. This
means that eligible projects will not necessarily be related directly to cargo handling, but could
also be used for financing publicly owned reef~ fkilities for storing setiood products, berths for
fishing vessels, and so on. The finds cannot be used for recreational boat marinas. Grant
eligibihty requires that the applicant, usually a municipality or the Port of Richmond, provide a
50% match which can be inkind or cash. The applicant must submit an application that presents
the economic feasibility of the projeti, VPA sttireviews the applications in terms of their
economic feasibility, and submits the projects for approval from VPA’SBoard of Commissioners,
which has final approval authority for these projects. The Program is tided out of the Port
Commonwealth find, and is treated as part of VPA’s operating budget.

As earlier noted, the State also has a Highway Trust Fund, financing from which is based on a
combination of criteria including trailic counts, populatio~ and economic impact. Smaller
communities tend to complain about the process because it is dficult to use these criteria to
compete with larger urban areas. There is no special provision for “intermodal” projects in
Mr@n.@although this is becoming an issue.

A rail corridor/vehicle movement improvement project is now being considered for Hampton
Boulevard, a major traffic artery for both fkeight and passenger transport. The Virginia
Department of Transportation and the Port have agreed to discuss joint financing of this project
from the Highway and Port Commonwealth finds. Agreement has not yet been reached on how



the cost is to be allocated, and there haa been some mention that the railroads pickup part of the
cost.

Florida

The State of Florida allocates a centralized fired of $10 million/year for port related projects.
There is currently a proposal before the state legislature to increase this amount to $25 million.
Ports propose projects to the statewide Port Counsel, composed of officials from the
transportatio~ commerce, and community aifhirs departments and representatives of each of the
ports. The Counsel determines in its deliberations which of the projects are to be financed,
although no quantitative evaluation criteria are used. It is simply a qualitative assessment of the
project. All projects fimded from this program require a 50?! cost share from non-state sources;
there is no restriction on the source of the cost-share requirement meaning it can come horn the
federal, county. municipal governments, or from the port itself, Although the assessment of
proposed projects is qualitative in nature, officials believe the 50% cost share requirement is
enough to discourage the submittal of unworthy proposals.

Florida’s ports also have three other options to pursue financing. The first is through self-
generated revenues and the second is to proceed (in the case of intermodal projects) through
financing by the state’s transportation department. In all cases, where U.S. Department of
Transportation fimdmg is sought for a highwayliitermodal proje~ ports must proceed through
their MPOS, who establish priorities for transportation-related projects. A state transportation
department representative sits on the MPO board, and the prioritization of projects is the result of
deliberations of the board (with public meeting inputs). No formalized evaluation criteria are
established for this aspect of the process; it is more a qualitative assessment of what is needed.
The same process is required for all projects that might be financed in part by fderal fimds,
includlng intermodal projects. AUprojects going the MPO route are expected to have shared
financing. Generally, if federal financing is involved, the federal share is usually 80% (although
this is a maximum standard typical of all state construction programs), with the balance provided
by other non-federal sources, including the state, municipality, or port. If ftieral finds are not to
be used, and in the event that fimdmg is not received or sought from the port trust find, ports still
have the option to receive state finds. This has been done in the past, primarily for projects that
improve port accesses; in this situatio~ the port will still work with the state transportation
department to convince them that they should fiance the project; in so doing they circumvent the
MPO process.

Wmhington

The state of Washington does not allocate finds for port construction. Ports generally cover their
own costs for facility improvement and expansio~ and their efforts are often the result of
“cooperative” decisions made by the Port Cooperative Development Committee of the
Washington Public Ports Association. Ports present their plans, and Committee members dkcuss
their merits.



The state changed its treatment of roads that end at ports, classiijkg them as state roads, thereby
being eligible for state and fderal fimds. The state prioritizes using three criteria for measuring
benefit streams; these include time delay/perso~ time delayhruclq and safkty. In previous
researc~ the State determined that addressing the delay/truck “automatically” incorporates the
economic benefit aspects for the proposed proje~ an approach promoted by MHTO. The
evaluation process, however, in the case of port access roads, does not consider the commercial
benefits associated with port activity. However, projects that have an intermodal aspect to them
are given “bonus” points in their evaluation.

Generally, the ports’ attitude is that if the facility is outside the port’s gates, then it is a matter of
the city or state. However, the state, city, and ports have in the past cost shared on intermodal
projects. An example is the ferry queuing area in Seattle, which runs along the access road to the
port’s terminals and rail yard. Cars would line up waiting for the ferry, blocking gate accesses.
To mitigate this, the state, city, and port contributed to finance the construction of a new queuing
area under a viaduct in the ferry landing area. This alleviated congestion at the terminals’ gates.
In this instance, the port contributed about $1 miUion,the city and state also contributed to the
cost, although the exact extent was unknown by the people interviewed.

The Port of Seattle recently completed its Port Access Study, which in part defined the access
requirements in light of its fiture capital construction program. The Study is being reviewed
today to determine revenue sources for financing. Near term cost sharing possibilities lie in the
Port’s current expansion of the APL terminal. The terminal is being doubled in size in a $270
million program. The expansion is requiring modifications of port access routes, and the state,
city, and port in the near ilture will be involved in a process of determiningg priorities for financing
these access improvements.

In 1990/1991, the state of Washington passed the Growth Management Act. Among its various
provisions are that the planning processes for project identification are to be done concurrently.
This streamlined the project identiflcationhuthorization process, as the concurrency approach
requires that the port, local government, and state government work together concurrently to
move a project forward for authorization. This is done in part through the system of Regional
Transportation Planning Organizations.

Although Washington has had examples of cost-sharing projects, there are certain Constitutional
limitations that restrict the revenues from certain taxes to highway construction. These same
revenue sources are logical sources of financing of intermodal projects as well, but if the project is
not a highway or bridge, then these fbnds cannot be used. Washington has recognized this
limitation and will be working in the near fdure to address it. Also, irrespective of past mst-
share efforts, the state wishes to develop a policy specifically addressing intermodal projects.
During the next two years, they will be developing a “Multimodal Tradeoff Analysis Process” to
determine the prioritization of intermodal projects versus other specific mode projects for
financing.



Minnesota

As in most states, Minnesota separates its highway construction program fi-omother capital
financing projects. The program is called the Trunk Highway Progr~ and projects for the
category “major construction and reconstruction” are evaluated according to five technical
criteriq including sufficiency rating (350A),cost effectiveness (20Yo),goods movementhnarket
arteries (20Yo),peak month traffic (5Yo),and fictional class (20%). Projects of other categories
(e.g. bridge replacement, bridge repair, resurfacing and reconditioning, etc.) are evaluated using
fewer and possibly dflerent criteria. After the technical evaluatio~ “various considerations and
constraints” are applied to candidate projects of each catego~. These are qualitative factors that
are not easily quantifiable, and include such items as statewide priorities, district priorities,
regional and local priorities, degree of project readiness, coordination with other modes, system
continuity, and many others. For highways, standard policy requires that there be a match to any
federal funds used for the project. Generally, projects are fimded with 80% federal iinds, 10%
from the state finds for trunk highway tl.nancing and 10’%from other sources, usually from state
general finds or a local match (e.g. municipality).

Minnesota has no special set asides for ports. Ports requiring capital assistance go duectly to the
legislature, and are treated in the same fashion as a university building. However, the State did
approve in 1991 the Port Improvement Progrq which is a loan ilimdset up to provide low- or
no-interest loans for port in their capital programs. The legislature, however, has never
appropriated finds for this program. Also, there is some question if ports would use it anyway.
The program is restricted somewhat by limiting loans to 50 % of non-federal source% the ports,
which generally request finds in the $500,000 range, state that the low- or no-interest rate is not
worth much to them when considering the investment of time to develop the project.

Wisconsin

Wkconsk’s Transportation Trust Fund finances the Harbor Assistance Progr~ a set aside find
for port capital construction projects that receives about $4 million every two years. In the 14-
year history of the progr~ the largest state contribution has been a $2.3 million dock
rehabilitation project at the port of Green Bay, while the smallest project has been a $20,000
mooring pilings repair program at the port at Prairie de Chien. Average project finding has been
$596.5 thousand.

The state has an analytical methodology for prioritizing port projects fi.mdedby the prograq
based primarily on four criteria: economic impact, project urgency, project type, and cargo
volumes. The benefit/cost ratio must exceed 1 to avoid outright denial for fimdmg. A project is
considered “urgent” if the harbor depth is less than what is required for safe navigatio~ a
dockwall is deteriorated to the point that it cannot be used, or cargo/passenger throughput would
decrease by 25% or more if the project was not completed. The evaluation methodology also
provides for a “pecking” order for project financing: maintenance dredging outside COE
jurisdiction is the number 1 priority, dockwall repair/maintenance number 2, maintenance
dredging and disposal number 3, and so on. Higher priority is also given to projects with higher
amounts of tonnage or waterborne transportation.



The project financing process actually starts with each port/city/county providing a 3-year capital
progr amming plan to the state’s Department of Transportation (Bureau of Railroads and Harbors)
describing the projects in which they intend to seek fderal and/or state assistance. The Harbor
Asistance Program has two grant cycles each year, and up to 80% of the total project cost can be
financed by the program. The remaining 20% is to come from “local” match which can come
from cities, counties, or the private sector. In those cases where federal financing is soughg the
state will cover up to 50% of the non-federal share of the proje~ with the balance again coming
nom local government or private sources.

Public ports in Wisconsin are creatures of city or county governments, although they are generally
established as independent commissions, but under the auspices of the local government. The
state has one “premier” port at Milwaukeq the remaining ports are primarily private terminals for
handling specialized cargoes, although the ownership situation is changing for these terminals.
This is because only public terminals/ports in the state can receive fimds. Therefore, some private
terminal operators have transferred ownership to the city as a means for qualifying for Harbor
Program finding. The city in turn will lease the fhciity back to the operator, and collect wharfhge
within the lease as a means for finding port improvements, such as dredging alongside the berth.
For land access routes, the cities are coming back to the operators for contributing to the cost of
the improvement.

The state has just completed its statewide intermodal plq within which is discussed the
alternative policies for financing intermodal projects. The state expects that a separate intennodal
fired will be established to cover all types of intermodal projects, but it is likely that this will apply
to facilities or projects related to trunk highways. Route improvements to ports on trunk
highways can be fimded under the intermodal access fim~ but the port find is likely to contribute
finds for improvements to the gate on a cost shared basis. This appears to be one of only two
states suweyed that is seriously considering this possibility.

Oregon

Oregon has two finds targeted towards the port sector. The Navigation Improvements Fund,
which currently has $5 rnillioL finds a 50% cost share for capital dredging projects sanctioned by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The cost share may cover feasibfity studies as well as actual
construction costs. There is no minimum or maximum finding requirement for the find; rather,
ports determine future capital dredging requirements in advance, and the Oregon Ports
Association will then lobby for the necessary finding from the state legislature on behalf of all the
ports.

The second find is the Port Revolving Loan find, which usually provides loans to ports at
concessionary interest rates. Current find assets amount to $10 millioq and the loans can be
used for any port related project, inside (e.g. warehouse facilities, dock improvements) or outside
(e.g. port access roads) the port’s gates. Application for a loan requires submittal of financial data
to facilitate a thorough financial evaluation by the State Finance Committee, a state entity
responsible for approving capital construction financing. The Committee is composed of
representatives from the Economic Development Commission as well as other persons appointed



by the governor. Loans under this program require that the port provide collaterx such as the
land where a facility is to be constructed.

Although legally feasible, ports are discouraged by the Oregon Ports Association from obtaining
finds through the legislative budget process. However, ports also have access to two other finds
with which they may obtain financing to cxmstruct intermodal ftities. One is the Immediate
Opportunity Fund, which targets projects not listed in the 6-year highway improvement program.
The state set up this fund because it recognized that under certain circumstances the need for
certain projects could not be anticipated for consideration in the 6-year highway plan. The 6-year
highway plan is the product of the MPO planning process for prioritization of projects, meaning
that ifa project was not listed in the 6-year plq it had little hope of being financed. This also
offers an addhional opportunity to obtain financing for a project that may have been unfirly
considered during the MPO process. To be considered, the request for fimding must clearly show
economic development potential and, in this regard, economic impact data is sought.

For intermodal and other capital projects, ports may also seek funding from the Special Public
Works Fund. This Fund also recognized that there may be unanticipated capital construction
needs. The caveat here, however, is for job creation. Funding requests must clearly demonstrate
the extent of job creation impact duectly tied to the proj~ in the event it comes to fruition. Job
creation is related both to the jobs created as a result of construction activity as well as coming
from the operation of the fhcility. Secondaq job creation impact is also a consideration.

There is no formal policy or legal requirement that ports or any other entity applying to the above
finds share the project costs. However, cost sharing is encouraged through deliberations by the
various sponsors, and the cost share can come in the form of cash or in-kind (e.g. detailed facility
desigq land, etc.).


