Connecticut’s Ports: Transportation Centers for People and Goods

INTRODUCTION

     
Numerous studies, articles and reports address Connecticut ports and the “cluster” of maritime-related businesses that contribute to the State’s economy.  In particular, the studies discuss potential uses and growth of the State’s major port facilities at Bridgeport, New Haven and New London.  The Connecticut Maritime Coalition has contracted with Parsons Brinckerhoff to review these existing documents and prepare this report recommending actions to improve the public’s understanding of Connecticut’s Maritime Cluster and its importance to the State’s transportation system with a focus on the State’s ports.  Funding for this study was provided by the Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development in partnership with the Connecticut Economic Resource Center, Inc., a public/private partnership to further the economic development of Connecticut’s industries.

SECTION I

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW
In January 2001, the State launched the Maritime Industry Cluster under the direction of the Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD).  The organizational center for the Cluster, the Connecticut Maritime Coalition (CMC), represents the five components of the industry – transportation, manufacturing and services, recreation, commercial fishing and environment.  The CMC is a non-profit association facilitating the competitiveness of Connecticut’s maritime industries.  Over 30 businesses and organizations have joined together to serve as the linchpin between maritime businesses and policy makers.   By linking public, private, military and institutional leadership and resources, this initiative supports the goal of building and strengthening the position of Connecticut’s cluster within the worldwide maritime market.

The purpose of this report is to further this goal by identifying key issues related to potential growth opportunities for waterborne transportation and commerce in Connecticut and to recommend actions to address them.  These issues will be drawn from pertinent existing reports and studies and will focus on the importance of the ports and maritime industry to the State’s overall transportation system.  The report is limited to review of those documents listed in Attachment A.

Connecticut’s ports are points of transfer of passengers and goods from one mode of transport to another.  The objective of the operations that occur at these ports is to provide a safe, efficient, reliable, cost-effective, timely, and flexible system for moving freight and people.  Intermodal transportation has been defined as “The concept of transporting passengers and freight on two or more different modes in such a way that all parts of the transportation process, including the exchange of information, are efficiently connected and coordinated.”
   Customers drive the system; technologies enhance the system; and government policies can support or, sometimes, hinder the system.  The benefits to be derived from a smoothly operating intermodal transportation system include attracting customers in a globally competitive environment, supporting the local economy, and enhancing responsible environmental stewardship.

The ports of Connecticut are “niche” ports; that is, they are cargo-specific ports specializing in bulk, breakbulk and neobulk operations.
  They serve their customers through public and private terminals via pipelines, highways, rail, and warehousing and distribution facilities.  They also provide ferry system facilities and accommodate the public’s ferry transportation needs.  

SECTION II

CONNECTICUT’S MARITIME CLUSTER
     
In the July 2000 final report “Strategic Cluster Initiative”, Michael Gallis and Associates
 concluded that Connecticut’s Maritime businesses and activities benefit the state by:

· Strengthening linkages to global trade;

· Revitalizing waterfront cities;

· Relieving congestion on I-95; 

· Attracting a skilled workforce; and

· Strengthening a superior quality of life and environment.

Gallis further identified the four components of the Maritime Cluster – transportation, manufacturing and services, recreation and commercial fishing – each generating a significant impact on the State’s economy.  As defined by Gallis, this economic sector is comprised of the following:

· Maritime Transportation – These activities include “the movement of freight and passengers through Connecticut’s ports and involve ports, ships, ferries, and inland transportation linkages.”

· Maritime Manufacturing and Services – These activities include “the construction, engineering and servicing of waterborne vessels including nuclear submarines, powerboats and sailboats, and the manufacturing of supporting marine components.”

· Maritime Recreation – These activities include “boating and sport fishing and involve marinas, boat dealerships and marine retailers.”

· Commercial Fishing – These activities include “the production, harvesting, processing and retail of finfish, shellfish and lobster.”

Table 1 identifies the economic impacts for each sector as developed with the assistance of the Connecticut Economic Resource Center, Inc. using 1997 data.

	Table 1 - Economic Impact By Maritime Cluster Component (1997)

	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Component
	Businesses
	Jobs
	Payroll
	Sales

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Transportation
	63
	1,399
	$69.7 million
	$771.7 million

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Manufacturing & Services
	17
	8,927
	$418.9 million
	$1.6 billion

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Recreation
	203
	1,292
	$37.4 million
	$204.3 million

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Commercial Fishing
	66
	607
	$27.4 million
	$32.5 million

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTALS
	349
	12,225
	$553.4 million
	$2.61 billion


Bridgeport, New Haven and New London Ports


The gateways for Connecticut’s waterborne commerce and ferry systems are the primary ports of Bridgeport, New Haven, and New London.   While other ports such as Norwalk and Stamford have some potential for growth, the major facilities of interest to this report are located at these three cities.

According to recent Coast Guard presentations, there are 321 commercial ports in the United States and several thousand privately-owned and operated terminals.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, through its Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center, issued tonnage throughput figures for the “Leading U.S. Ports in 2000,”
 the most recent year for which statistics are available.  These tonnage statistics are reported in short tons, that is, one “short ton” equals 2,000 lbs.  Table 2 includes reported tonnages for the Ports of Bridgeport, New Haven and New London.  Domestic tonnage is cargo which is shipped from one U.S. port to another; foreign tonnage is cargo which has a foreign port of origin or destination.

 Table 2.   Connecticut Major Ports’ Tonnage in 2000


                        (Millions of Short Tons and Percent Change from 1999)






Domestic

Foreign

Total




Tons

%
     Tons
%
    Tons
%


Bridgeport

3.3

9.0
    1.0          -14.6
     4.3

2.4


New Haven

6.9

3.4
    3.7
         82.7
   10.6
           22.1


New London

1.7

2.1
      0               0
     1.7

 2.1

According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Connecticut’s ports collectively handled 19.2 million short tons in 2000, an increase of 12.5% over the previous year.  This places the State of Connecticut 33rd among the States in waterborne traffic, right after the States of South Carolina, Hawaii and Georgia.  Of the top 100 ports in the United States by tonnage, New Haven ranks 55th and Bridgeport ranks 86th.  Among coastal ports, New Haven ranks 40th and Bridgeport ranks 56th.  Given the fact that there are over 321 ports in the U.S., these rankings place the ports of Connecticut in the top 25% of ports in the United States. 

Bridgeport handles primarily coal, gasoline, fuel oil, sand and gravel, paper and paperboard, bananas and plantains, and fruits and nuts.  Primary cargos handled at New Haven include coal, gasoline, fuel oil, naphtha and solvents, asphalt products, sand and gravel, zinc, glass and glass products, steel, copper, cement and concrete, and fabricated metal products.  New London’s chief cargo has traditionally been gasoline and in more recent times, lumber and copper as well.   A listing of cargo and tonnage facts for the years 1998, 1999, and 2000 as reported by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is found in Attachment B. 


The State of Connecticut has a long history of ferry service associated with its river crossings and coastline waterborne commerce.  In 2000, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) surveyed State Departments of Transportation, public and private ferry system operators, and intermodal passenger transportation agencies to prepare a National Ferry Database.  This study was required by the U.S. Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty-First Century (TEA-21) to inventory the numerous terminals, operators, and routes that make up the nation’s ferry system.  TEA-21 authorized $18 million annually in competitive grants for ferry systems through FY 2003.  These monies are available for improvements to facilities and to intermodal landside connections. 

The survey identified six Connecticut ferry system operators on the Long Island Sound.
  The information provided by those operators responding to the survey regarding passenger and vehicle boardings is presented in Table 3.  

Table 3
Passenger and Vessel Boardings (by Operator Annual)






        Passenger
    
      Vehicle



Operator


        Boardings
     Boardings

Service Type

Nelseco Navigation Co.
                   Not provided
    Not provided              RO/RO

New London

Ferry Street-Block Island, Old Harbor

Viking Ferry Lines


       Not provided
    Not provided        Passenger-Only

Montauk (NY)-New London,

Ferry Street

Bridgeport and Port Jefferson

           800,000
      425,000  

Passenger and

Steamboat Company








Vehicle

Fox Navigation

New London, Ferry Street-Vineyard

 45,000


         Passenger-Only Haven, Martha’s Vineyard

Fishers Island Ferry District


164,000
        47,000

    RO/RO

New London, State Street – Fishers

Island (NY)

Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc.

New London, Ferry St. (CT) –

919,183
      379,885

    RO/RO

Orient Pt. (NY) – conventional ferry service

New London, Ferry St. (CT) –

215,000


          Passenger-Only

Orient Pt. (NY) – fast ferry service

The ferry routes provide “essential” services to island communities that have no alternative travel modes.  This is the case with travel to Fishers Island.  The routes out of New London to Martha’s Vineyard and other vacation islands are other forms of essential service that generally peak during the summer tourism season.

The ferry routes also provide a “complementary” service.  That is, people and vehicles are carried from origin to destination in a more direct route than land-based alternatives.   The service from Port Jefferson, New York to Bridgeport is an example of complementary service. 

Finally, there are those types of routes which are “optional”, which the FHWA defines as providing “an equally direct route as land-based alternatives, but may provide other advantages (e.g., a coastal commuter boat running parallel to congested highways).” 
 The proposed waterborne commuter service between Connecticut and New York City is an example of an alternative form of service for those who wish to avoid the congestion of I-95.

Warehousing and distribution is an essential element of an intermodal transportation system, particularly for bulk and breakbulk cargo that needs to be stored, packed, and hauled by rail or truck to and from the port facility.  A description of each port’s facilities is found in 
Table 4, as published in “Connecticut Ports 2002,” by Global Business Perspectives, Inc., Attachment C.



Table 4. Warehousing, Storage and Intermodal Connections  
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Each of the three ports has fuel handling facilities providing essential shipping support for the state and the region’s fuel supplies.  Bridgeport’s primary fuel handling facilities are in the main harbor.  Operated by Motiva, these facilities are connected to storage tanks in Johnson’s Creek.  Other locations are in Black Rock Harbor (Santa Fuel) and some operations have occurred at the barge facility in Pequonnock.  The total storage capacity in Bridgeport Harbor is 1,697,560 barrels representing 11.6% of the state’s total capacity.  New Haven’s fuel capacity is 9,935,870 barrels or 67.9% of the state’s capacity.  New London’s fuel handling storage capacity is 1,118,970 barrels or 7.6% of the state’s total capacity.

All three ports have Foreign Trade Zone (FTZ) designations from the U.S. government.  They may take cargo into their warehouses from foreign ports, store or modify the cargo and export it without paying certain duties and fees normally applied to import and export cargo.  The designation adds value to the goods through manufacturing modifications within the FTZ and export business for the port.  

Each of the three major ports has a different governance structure.  Bridgeport is a “port district” under State law, organized by the City of Bridgeport.  The Bridgeport Port Authority owns 52 acres and leases property to Derecktor Shipyard, a shipbuilding operation and to the Bridgeport & Port Jefferson ferry terminal operator.   There is a five-member Board appointed by the Mayor.  The Board selects the port’s Executive Director.  The fees collected by the landlord port for use of its facilities pay for operating costs for the ferry terminal and other activities within the Port District.  The City appropriates other funds as part of its transportation services.  The port can receive Federal funds through the city and can float bonds to pay for its capital improvements. For example, the Bridgeport Port Authority received Federal TEA-21 funds to improve its ferry terminal.

A unique management partnership has also been established at Bridgeport and New Haven.  In 1996, Connecticut’s 160 members of the International Longshoremen’s Association (ILA), Local 1398, formed Coastline Terminals of Connecticut, Inc. and purchased port facilities in Bridgeport and New Haven.  They then entered into long term, 25-year leases with Logistec USA, Inc. to operate the facilities at these two ports, thus establishing a labor/management partnership unique in the industry and the world.  Coastline Terminals owns the Cilco warehouse at the Port of Bridgeport and leases the operation to Logistec.

        
The port in New Haven is a cluster of privately owned terminals, warehousing and backland areas.   The New Haven Harbor Cooperative, Inc. is an oversight group which coordinates among the various terminal operators and is run by a board.  The primary terminal operators are Motiva Enterprises, LLC (liquid bulk); Gateway Terminal (bulk and liquid bulk); Getty Terminal (liquid bulk); Gulf Oil L/P Terminal (liquid bulk); Logistec USA Inc. (break-bulk); New Haven Terminal (liquid bulk); and Williams Energy (liquid bulk).  There is no government involvement in managing the port’s assets, properties or businesses.  However, the 2002 Connecticut State Legislature is currently considering legislation to establish a New Haven Port Authority under the same statute that established the Bridgeport Port Authority.  The City of New Haven would then become engaged in the management of the port.  Efforts are also underway to accelerate the reconnection of rail to the port in New Haven and to improve highway access as part of the reconstruction of the “Q” bridge. 

The Port of New London includes the Admiral Harold E. Shear State Pier at the Connecticut State Pier facilities owned and managed by the Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) Bureau of Aviation and Ports.  Logistec USA Inc. operates the State Pier under an operating and management agreement with ConnDOT.  The City of New London owns and leases facilities to passenger ferry service operators on the New London side of the port.  Amerada Hess owns and operates a liquid bulk terminal in Groton.  The U.S. Coast Guard Academy, General Dynamics Electric Boat shipyard and the U.S. Navy’s submarine base in Groton have facilities along the Thames River at New London and utilize the same navigation channels as commercial vessels and ferries.

The State facilities in New London are leased to private operators.  The State Pier facilities leased to Logistec, USA, Inc., have recently been improved using State capital improvement program funds appropriated to ConnDOT for those purposes.  ConnDOT also recently purchased the railroad pier known as “Long Dock” providing additional berthing and 8 acres of land to the maritime complex.  The New London Development Corporation, with state funds from the Department of Economic and Community Development, acquired additional acreage located in the center of the complex.  Logistec has also entered into leases for two adjacent properties totaling 8.4 acres, bringing the entire State Pier complex to approximately 35 acres.  At this time, only the State Pier’s 12 acres and Logistec’s leased parcels are available for marine terminal operations.  The City of New London has leased its waterfront lands and facilities to others while maintaining public open space along its waterfront and marina areas.  The City invested a significant amount of funds to improve these facilities for OpSail 2000, involving the visit of “tall ships” from around the world.   

SECTION III

GROWTH OPPORTUNITIES
Connecticut’s ports offer opportunities for growth in the movement of goods and passengers, yielding benefits for the state in terms of jobs and revenue.  The ports are “economic engines” for their communities while supporting other community goals such as reduction of air pollution by transporting cargo via waterborne modes rather than on trucks.  The three ports, taken as a whole, provide a diversity of facilities and services which is critical to attracting cargo, maintaining support services for vessels, expanding landside intermodal business, providing access for essential bulk materials, and supporting environmental benefits to the State.

The characteristics of successful niche ports include:

· Facility flexibility to handle diverse cargos including sufficient equipment and backland areas;

· Separation of passenger and freight operations for safety and to allow for smooth flow of access;

· Efficient traffic flow into, through and out of port areas;

· Related industrial districts/free trade zones and warehousing facilities either nearby or on site;

· Direct access to rail and highways;

· Compatible marine industries such as shipyards; 

· Significant local markets within a 50 mile radius and a hinterland of 500 miles or more; 

· Adequate waterside access for safe navigation and vessel calls; 

· Partnerships of port customers and service providers involving terminal operators, carriers, rail companies, trucking enterprises, ship pilots and vessel operators, other ports, manufacturers, labor, and government agencies; 

· Excellent customer service and cost competitiveness;

· Recognition of community concerns; 

· Environmentally sound operational practices; and

· Community support.

Building upon the ports’ strengths as reflected in the above list, the ports of Bridgeport, New Haven and New London are well positioned to grow in terms of cargo volume, passenger utilization, and optimization of their existing and expanded facilities.  While the scope of this report does not include identifying near-term and long-term growth scenarios, there are circumstances taking form at this point in time that could contribute to growth in the movement of goods and people through these ports.  These include proposed container-on-barge service from New York.

However, these ports face several barriers to actualizing these opportunities including a lack of sufficient investment capital; lack of sufficient planning to identify near-term and long-term market demand; and failure to integrate the logistics and infrastructure of the intermodal transportation system.  These barriers can be addressed through implementing a strategy of coordinated efforts involving stakeholders, communities, and government.  Their common objective would be to build and support an intermodal transportation system that can accomplish multiple objectives for moving goods and passengers.

Movement of Goods

The ports have three options for increasing the movement of goods through their facilities.   They can:

1. Increase the amount of tonnage throughput of existing types of cargo in response to market demand, by being cost competitive and by providing other benefits to a shipper such as timely intermodal connections.  An example would be to increase the amount of steel entering the Port of New London that is destined for the Great Lakes and Canada because of improved intermodal rail connections.

2. Handle new cargo from existing or new customers and attract them to the ports by providing cost competitive and efficient services at the port and throughout the intermodal system.  An example would be attracting automobile shipments on car carrier vessels that would then be carried by truck or rail to their inland destinations, provided sufficient backland area is available for this service.  Another example, involving expansion of existing facilities, would be to attract the business of a supermarket chain cooperative to store and distribute food in Connecticut rather than trucking it from Philadelphia as is currently the case.

3. Diversify port operations in cooperation with other ports to handle cargo because it is cost-effective for customers to do so.  An example would be the proposed container-on-barge operation from the Port of New York/New Jersey.

The existing facilities and warehousing and distribution system at each port have their own advantages and limitations, including the fact that all three are in urbanized areas with limited backland areas dedicated to port-related activities.  There are examples of other U.S. ports where cargo throughput has been expanded by upgrading the facilities and services at the port.  For example, the Diamond State Ports Authority in Wilmington, Delaware, a State-operated port, provides food distribution warehousing facilities within the port’s boundaries specializing in frozen seafood, chilled fruit and vegetables.  The trucking industry and the port work cooperatively to attract cargo to the Port of Wilmington because of their nearby “on-dock” facility.

While a detailed statewide study for Connecticut is lacking at this point, the Metropolitan Planning Organizations and State Intermodal Planning Offices of other states have looked at origin and destination of trucks moving goods at ports and within a broad planning area.  In general, trucks continue to be cost-effective and provide the greatest flexibility within a 500-mile radius from the port.  Beyond 500 miles, trains are more cost-effective for moving containerized, bulk and breakbulk cargo to an intermodal destination.  In Connecticut, the rail line from New London could at some point carry cargo in unit trains to Canada if sufficient room inland from the port is provided to build such trains and send the cargo northward.  Alternatively, Connecticut’s rail lines could serve as feeder lines to Class I carriers heading to the Midwest.  Shuttle service using trailers on flat cars (TOFC) could move large volumes of cargo or containers to inland distribution centers.  Cost and efficiency of delivery are the major factors affecting the selection of inland modal transport and shippers may find Connecticut competitive in this regard.

Realistic, potential opportunities for growth include the handling of containers.  As Drewry reports in their 2001 Container Study, the global trend is toward greater containerization of goods.
  For example, grains that were once shipped in the holds of bulk vessels are now bagged and shipped in containers.  The trend toward greater containerization will, in and of itself, require the ports of Connecticut to plan for improving and upgrading their facilities and equipment to handle more containers.  The proposed barge feeder service would be an initial step in that direction by providing a customer base for the needed upgrades.

Again, the utilization and expansion of land areas would need to be assessed in terms of near-term and long-term assumptions about cargo projections.  One way of addressing the near-term need for land has been to fill in slip areas at unused pier facilities with dredged material and cap it with clean material.  This contained disposal facility provides not only a confined area for disposal of contaminated sediment from the waterway, but also a “clean cover” area for expansion of terminal operations.  It is a win/win situation that has been successfully implemented at the Port of Tacoma in the State of Washington and is currently in process at the Brooklyn Navy Yard in New York.

Movement of People

The current demand for passenger ferry service can be studied through ridership surveys and origin and destination studies.  The increasing ridership of current service providers indicates that there is a core base of business to build upon.  The advantage of the current ferry system is that both Bridgeport and New London provide ready access to Long Island.  In New London, access is provided to the offshore islands, through a timely service with roll-on/roll-off vessels as well as passenger-only vessels.  The disadvantages of the existing service include difficulty of landside access to the facilities on the Connecticut side, congestion and waiting time.  While significant improvements have been made in both New London and Bridgeport, expansion of this intermodal form of transportation at these and other Connecticut port facilities needs to be assessed as part of an intermodal system.

Should a demand study be performed and indicate sufficient demand for expansion, there are opportunities for expanding this service.  It should be noted, that Federal agencies such as the Federal Transit Administration and the FHWA consider the movement of people by waterborne transportation on a regular schedule to be a transit service.  Federal funds are available to assist with the development of landside terminal areas and to provide loan guarantees for the construction of new vessels.

As noted in the earlier section, there are a significant number of both public and private ferry systems throughout the United States.   Public ferry systems such as those operated by the States of Washington and Alaska are major systems unto themselves utilizing Federal funds, State funds, and ridership fees to operate and maintain their systems.   Privately operated systems using public docks and waterways such as those in New York and Boston need business sufficient to support their off-peak hour trips.  Some only schedule trips during peak hours; others provide services to airports.

The Connecticut State Ferry Service provides service both to tourists from outside the State and for Connecticut residents at river crossings.  The experience of crossing the State’s rivers by ferry has an aesthetic appeal as well as meeting a transportation need.  The Long Island Sound ferry systems are privately operated and use municipal facilities.  The selling points for this system are the “essential” services and “complementary” services as defined by the Federal Highway Administration.  Passengers must determine whether the benefits of saving time outweigh the costs of the service.  The State’s promotional support for ferry systems can assist both public and private operators in raising public awareness of the benefits of taking the ferries.

In looking at future service areas for Connecticut such as the proposed route from Bridgeport to Stamford to Manhattan, origin and destination studies and transportation planning analysis would need to be undertaken.  Public policy issues such as landside parking or access infrastructure requirements would need to be assessed.  Overall, there is an increase in ferry systems throughout the United States and such cities as San Francisco are developing rate structures, environmentally sound vessels, efficient, low polluting fuels and other amenities to attracts riders and ultimately to reduce congestion on their highways.

SECTION IV


DREDGING
In 1998, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and their Standing Committee on Water Transportation issued a report entitled “Water Transportation Dredging and Dredged Material Disposal Management, An Intermodal Issue”.  They have stated:


“The nation’s network of ports, harbors and inland waterways are essential components of our intermodal transportation system.  No cargo comes or goes from the port without also moving on a land-based network of highways and/or railroads.  Thus, any issue affecting the efficiency of ports in handling and disbursing cargo will also have a direct impact on other modes of transportation.”

They go on to point out that it is essential that harbors and channels be maintained and improved.  Since most harbors and channels are not naturally deep enough to accommodate modern vessels, maintenance dredging and long-term improvement dredging for port development are critical to supporting U.S. water transportation’s role in the global marketplace.

The issues pertaining to dredging today include the disposal of dredged sediment which is frequently contaminated with heavy metals and other materials.  Some materials, however, have been judged clean enough for open water disposal.  Disposal options include:

1. Open Water Disposal

Dredged material that is deemed clean (i.e. has contaminant levels below regulatory thresholds) is eligible for open-water disposal.  Sediments disposed in this manner can be either mechanically or hydraulically dredged and disposed of by directly releasing the sediments into the water at the disposal site.  This release can be accomplished by dumping (via bottom-dump scows), clamshelling, or pumping (for hydraulically dredged material).

2. Confined disposal

Sediments not eligible for open-water disposal can be disposed of in confined disposal facilities (CDFs) designed to minimize or eliminate the potential for contaminant migration through various pathways (e.g. surface runoff, leaching, volatilization, and plant and animal uptake).  CDFs can be designed to meet long-term dredging requirements, or they can be short-term purpose-specific solutions (e.g. filling of dead-end channels).

Confined disposal facilities can be subdivided into four main categories, including:

· Subaqueous CDF (confined aquatic disposal);

· Island CDF;

· Nearshore CDF; and

· Upland CDF.

Subaqueous CDFs

Confined aquatic disposal (CAD) facilities consist of depressions, or pits, in the floor of a water body into which contaminated sediments are placed for disposal.  These pits can be “borrow pits” created by sand mining operations or they can be created expressly for the purpose of CAD.  These pits are filled with dredged material to a specified capacity, and then capped with clean material, such that the contaminants in the sediments disposed in the pit are contained within the CAD facility. 

Island, Nearshore, and Upland CDFs

Construction of the other three categories of CDFs (island, nearshore, and upland) is similar, in that dikes or other containment structures are constructed to contain the contaminated sediments, isolating them from the surrounding environment.  Retention of contaminants within the CDF can be achieved through operational controls (e.g. placement sequence and use of drainage layers) and/or engineered features such as covers, liners and leachate collection systems. CDFs can be built on land; in water adjacent to land; or in open waters, resulting in an upland, nearshore, or island CDF, respectively.  In some cases, an intrinsic benefit to CDFs is that the land reclaimed through construction of the CDF can be used for revenue-generating activities.  Examples of land uses at constructed CDFs include container terminals, parking facilities, and parkland.

3. Beneficial Use

Beneficial use of dredged material seeks to make productive use of the contaminated sediments as opposed to simply disposing of them.  Methods used to render contaminated sediments acceptable for beneficial use include decontamination using both thermal and non-thermal means, and amending the sediments with lime, cement or other pozzolanic additives to stabilize or “lock-in” contaminants.  In recent years, a number of beneficial use opportunities have been identified and in some cases implemented, including:

· Brownfields remediation; 

· Parks and recreation;

· Strip mine reclamation and landfill cover; and

· Structural and non-structural fill; and

· Aggregate material.

Connecticut’s deepwater ports need maintenance dredging to assure safe navigation for vessels calling upon the ports of Bridgeport, New Haven and New London.  In addition, maintenance dredging is needed along the Thames River to meet the needs of the U.S. Department of Defense.  The long-term planning for dredged material disposal for ports bordering on the Long Island Sound is being undertaken by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers involving Federal, State and local agencies, port-related stakeholders, and community interests.  There are several examples of such planning efforts which have been used successfully in the past, one of which is the Puget Sound Dredged Disposal Analysis (PSDDA) effort begun in the 1980s.  The State of Washington, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Corps of Engineers developed a jointly acceptable action plan to identify 1) acceptable unconfined open-water disposal sites; 2) acceptable dredged sediment testing and test interpretation procedures; and 3) formal unconfined open-water disposal site management plans.  Upland, confined, and nearshore capped disposal options were also addressed on a generic or nonsite-specific basis.  A programmatic Environmental Impact Statement was prepared and supplements provided for subsequent implementing actions by the EPA and the State.

The PSDDA was a positive example of Federal/State agency cooperation in developing a programmatic approach to dredged material testing and disposal.  It was successful inasmuch as it dealt with clean material.  When dealing with contaminated sediments, the process for reaching agreement becomes more complex and lengthy, involving questions of science, negotiations among stakeholder parties, and the balance of the dredging and safe navigation with environmental stewardship.  Efforts such as those which followed PSDDA in San Francisco with its Long Term Management Strategy planning process took years of efforts and millions of dollars to prepare a strategy and coordinated permitting process.  

The Sitcum/Milwaukee Waterway Project, in Tacoma, Washington, is an example of a successful nearshore confined disposal facility (CDF) involving contaminated sediment.  In conjunction with cleanup efforts in Commencement Bay, Washington, a nearshore CDF was constructed in 1993 using material dredged from the Sitcum and Blair Waterways by placing fill in the former Milwaukee Waterway.  Approximately 868,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment and clean cap material were placed in the Milwaukee Waterway, reclaiming 23 acres of land that was subsequently paved and used to expand an existing container terminal operated by Maersk/Sealand.  Dredging for this CDF was staged such that the most contaminated sediments, from the Sitcum Waterway, were dredged and placed first, followed by less contaminated material from the Blair Waterway.  Clean sand dredged from the Blair Waterway was used as cap material for the CDF.  Selection of a nearshore CDF as the disposal alternative for this project resulted in sediment disposal costs of less than $10 per cubic yard.

There are lessons to be learned from the PSDDA example as well as long-term management strategies prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area and other areas.  The National Dredging Team, a cooperative effort among Federal and State agencies involved in the dredging and dredged material disposal process, does have regional dredging teams which facilitate informal communication among agencies on such issues as maintenance dredging and dredged material disposal options for the ports of Connecticut.  Informal as well as formal consultations can assist in resolving issues related to needed dredging projects in Connecticut and the Long Island Sound region particularly among Federal and State regulatory agencies.

One of the characteristics of successful dredged material disposal projects has been leadership.  The commitment of key agencies to resolve issues and move forward needs to be supported by key policy leaders as well as technical experts.  This requires a commitment of time and resources.  A combination of Federal, State and local resources are needed to move a dredging program forward.  In Connecticut, the need is for maintenance dredging to allow vessels clear passage and safe navigation so as to avoid potential damage to vessels and to remain competitive in terms of cost and service.

It should be noted that both public and private port terminal operators have undertaken a significant number of projects to protect and enhance the environmental conditions of their nearshore environment.  According to the American Association of Port Authorities, public ports spend millions of dollars each year developing wetland sites; enhancing habitat sites; monitoring water quality projects and recycling materials.  The ports of Connecticut have worked closely with the State’s Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to provide good environmental stewardship at their facilities and in conducting their operations.

SECTION V

PORT SECURITY
In the past, port security generally has been of the same type of security afforded industrial operations – security guards, gates, and fire alarm systems.  In a post-September 11th environment, however, ports and harbors are being viewed as vulnerable to terrorist attack.  Naval bases such as the submarine base in New London remember the U.S.S. Cole incident and restrict waterside access to their facilities.  Submitting the names of crewmembers and cargo manifests to the U.S. Coast Guard several days in advance of arrival in U.S. ports are among new requirements for carriers.

Currently, the U.S. Congress is preparing legislation that will likely require security assessments, worker identification cards, and a cargo inspection system, primarily focused on containers.  Funding assistance would be available for ports to implement the measures.

Grant monies are currently available to ports and private terminal operators from the Transportation Security Agency at the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) for security assessments and projects at critical national seaports.  In determining which of the 361 ports in the country qualified as “critical national seaports”, the DOT decided that those ports that have controlled access for vessels from certain countries due to national security already would qualify.  These controlled access ports are part of the waterways adjacent to Department of Defense facilities.  New London/Groton, Connecticut, is listed in the DOT’s Broad Agency Announcement as a “critical national seaport” as a controlled port.

Another criterion to qualify for the Federal grants is that a port or terminal must be “a nationally important economic port responsible for a large volume of cargo movement or for movement of products that are vital to U.S. economic interests as required for national security.”
  The fuel terminal at the Port of New Haven, as noted in an earlier section, handles the jet fuel for Bradley International Airport and for the Massachusetts Air National Guard Reserve Base in Westover, MA.  The New Haven facility and the fuel supply it handles is part of the U.S. government’s Strategic Petroleum Reserve.  This should qualify the terminal and the port of New Haven as a “critical national seaport.”  Bridgeport also handles petroleum products and is critical to meeting the needs of the state for waterborne commerce.

The first round of grants for vulnerability assessments and security projects are expected in June.  A second round of funding is expected to be available beginning October 1, 2002.  The ports will likely be required to install fences, gates, security systems, and some way of communicating with local law enforcement and first responder groups.  The grants may not cover the entire costs of these projects and priority will be given to those ports which propose to pay for part of the projects with their funds.  For some ports, this has meant diverting their capital improvement project funds for cargo terminal and other facility upgrades to port security projects.  The source of funds for the Federal monies is unclear at this point; one option proposed by the U.S. Senate involves an extension of a current tonnage fee to generate Federal funds.

A gate system to check credentials of those entering a port – terminal labor, truck drivers, and other workers will be needed.  A uniform credentialing program is being considered by the Federal government that would involve some version of a “smart card.”  According to the DOT, a properly designed standardized credentialing system “should produce improved efficiencies and reduce or eliminate redundant requirements e.g., multiple background checks and separate credentials for each local terminal and facility.”
 

Given the number of private terminal operators involved in the development and operation of Connecticut’s ports and their specialized cargo handling and warehousing needs, it is clear that cooperative discussions of port security vulnerabilities and counter-terrorism measures are required. Individuals with Department of Defense security clearances are needed to facilitate these discussions and set up appropriate coordinating bodies.  Nationally, the U.S. Coast Guard has taken a lead in utilizing their existing authority and knowledge of the port industry to create effective coordinating bodies.  The public and private terminal operators need to be a part of these discussions and commercial traffic operations and requirements considered in implementing new security measures and procedures.

SECTION VI

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
In consideration of the above discussion, conclusions regarding the future growth of the three major ports of Connecticut can be summarized as follows:

1. The Ports of Connecticut and, in fact, the entire cluster of maritime industries, contribute to the overall economic well being of the State of Connecticut and its residents.

2. The Ports of Connecticut are critical links in the intermodal movement of goods and people to and from the State, within the region, and internationally as well.

3. The Ports of Connecticut are “niche” ports that have a significant number of positive attributes typically associated with successful niche ports.  Building on these strengths, the ports have realistic opportunities for growth through increasing tonnage of current cargo, attracting new cargo and customers, and diversifying port operations in conjunction with other ports.

4. Those Ports of Connecticut with ferry terminals are part of an intermodal system to move people and goods and are positioned for expansion should user demand and government policies support new locations and expanded facilities for new vessels such as high-speed ferries.  

5. The Ports of Connecticut require periodic dredging to provide safe navigation channels and to support cost-competitive shipping important to the state’s economy.  

6. The Ports of Connecticut include two critical national seaports, the controlled access port in New London/Groton and the strategically important petroleum product terminal in New Haven elevating the importance of implementing security measures at these ports.  Bridgeport is also critical to meeting the state’s need for waterborne commerce and petroleum supplies.

It is clear that the three major ports are extremely important not only to the State, but also to waterborne commerce and public transportation in the region.  There are challenges to be met however, steps taken today will help secure viable ports in the future.  The following recommendations are presented for consideration by both public and private sector parties. 

1. A market study of goods movement demand into and out of the State needs to be undertaken for a baseline planning year which will be used to identify near-term, mid-term, and long-term growth scenarios for cargo through Connecticut’s ports.  Based upon the results of the study, a strategy to attract cargo to all of the state’s ports should be developed in a cooperative fashion under an “umbrella” state maritime policy.

2. Building upon previous studies, a pilot project to identify freight flow in the state involving all modes of transport and identifying bottlenecks would be beneficial.  The state should consider establishing freight mobility advisory groups involving shippers, carriers, and other stakeholders.  A workshop bringing together public officials, intermodal freight transportation interests, and stakeholders should be considered as part of this freight mobility planning effort. 

3. An in-depth ferry system demand survey and analysis should be conducted including variables related to speed of vessels, types of services, operating schedules, and origin and destination preferences.  This survey will be essential in analyzing requests for service expansion and in identifying the benefits of high speed ferry service to the State’s overall transportation system.

4. A “dredging task force”, led by a state agency, should be formed to identify the key issues related to dredging Connecticut’s harbors and to identify an action plan and strategy to address them, including a timetable and budget.  The effort would complement the Long Island Sound Dredged Material Management Planning process and involve port operators, environmental groups, and other stakeholders.  The action report should be prepared within a year of appointment of the task force.

5. A lead “homeland security” agency at the State level should interact with the ports and Federal agencies in assuring that all public and private terminals are prepared to comply with expected new Federal requirements.  The State’s ability to implement U.S. port security requirements in cooperation with Federal agencies and local governments will benefit from an integrated approach that considers the three major state ports as a whole.

6. The State should establish coordinating mechanisms to maximize the benefits of public and private investments in port infrastructure and logistics of the intermodal systems.  For example, economic development funds can be “packaged” with transportation improvement funds and environmental cleanup funds to maximize the impact of Federal funding programs.  A focused strategy for such improvements is needed.
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