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The papez seeks to describe a prelimipary,
investigatory study aimed primarily at constructing a
framework suitable for conducting ongoing research
into the alternative usage of port resources where
such activity is deemed appropriate,

Analysis of data received from ports having known
activities which deviate Ffrom the ‘'traditional'’
activities of ports sought to -

(a2} identify any relationship between such deviation
and types of port administration; and

{b) gain a ’'feel' <for the range and scope of
alternative activities undertaken by ports.

Additionally replies were reviewed to assess the
attitudes of respondents to the guestion of
alternative usage of port resources.

Concentric frameworks for the ongoing study of the
alternative wusage of port resources have been
successfully developed.

This preliminary work indicates that, in the correct
circumstances, there are economic advantages to ports
and their communities which engage in lateral thinking
and develop alternative strategies for the use of port
Ieasources.




ALTERNATIVE USAGE OF PORT RESOURCES

INTRODUCTION
S oAV ION

Porta ape traditionally v

iewed ag modal int
ing services to transpop

t operators and the usersg of trana-
port, Additionally. the »role or a4 port as a Lenerator op
@conomie activity 1ip its community i1g genarally recognised ag
an  equally important function, There is, however, 1ncreasing
evidence that Dorts are recognising the benefits which sccruye
to a4 greater aroportion of the hinterlang Dopulace from a
wider utilisation of port reaourcea through nen-traditional,
alternative activitiesa,

erchanges providg-

Portae have been aexaminea from a variety of etandpoints
ineluding roles/functions, forme of administraticn. intep-
port competition, congestion, productivity,
charging practices, financial Performance and port-hinterland

relationahipe but nert, it seems, from fn analyais of theip
alternative, non-traditional activitiesg,

eoa8t recovary/

The genesis of the work deger
discussion between
evident that little

alternative agtivities The classic atarting point
of moagt regearch, a literature 8earah involving the Auginet
and Dialog databases (Australian Arechlitecture Database,
Australian Publie Affajirs Information Sarvice, ATLIS,
Australian Leigure Index, Oceanic Abatracts, PAIS Internat-
ional, Magazine Index, NTIS) confirmed g real paucity of

literature pertinent to the alternative activities of portg
consequently, it was

framework in order to provide a basis for

ongoing research, This paper describes how

2uach a framework
has been developead,

BACKGROUND CONSIDERATIONS

Ports® have a variety of rolas

serve, Two commonly acecepted roles
face function between lang and sea
discharge their conmmeraial

Within the eommunity they
are to provide an intep-
transport modes, and to

and soeigl roles, in the widest
gense, within the community the popt servasg., It ig Postulated

that many ports which carry out the finrgt role efficlently
and effectively, by implicatio

be properly fulfilled. The defining of the socigl role of
Ports ias not the purpose of this Paper;: however g central
pPropoaition ig that ports heed to consider their role ag

being much wider than Providing juast g transport interface.
The consequences of

avenues orf eénterprige 4
conesildered when
resources.

re available to the port andg
reviewing the allocatien orf
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Changes generated both internally and externally in both the
business and operational environment make demands on port
resourceaes. Theae changes affect not only the efficiency and
effectiveness o©of the interface function but also reflect on
the wider functions of the port. A polint may be reached where
ag & reasult of change the cost of providing acceszs to and
maintenance of facilities under the port's jurisdiction out-
welghs the benefits derived from traditional usage. This may
lead to inefficient allocation of rpesources or neglect.
Neglect borne of economic realities in turn leads to areasg of
a port becoming underutilised and in time dereilct. In the
past obsolete areas have freqguently been allowed to languish;
however in more recent times some ports with a wider view of
their role in +the c¢community have found obvicus, new and
ingenious uses to which these areas can be put.

Apart from these uses being of direct financial advantage to

“‘the port there are frequently additional wider community
" benefilts In =zome circumstances ports have relinguished or
.have been foreced to relinquish control of non-productive port
'faclilities to other organisations whilieh have taken the opbhor—
““tunity to put the land to good use

_Thg-'contention put forward jig that many ports have either
;' been placed in the positien, or have allowed a valuable
_”resohrce to be capitalised upon by others when, by the use of
‘Lateral thinking and entrepreneurial flair, they could be

- active initiators or participants in some commerclial develop-

ment outside the scope of the traditional port role but

. within the context of the broadexr commercial and scecial roie

_Any. ‘returne generated would spread port overhead costs and

.. ideally provide a surplus to ald capital deavelopments in
- .Areas related to lhe primary port function., This, of course,

“‘raisea the classic isgue of cross-subsidisation. In short,
many ports have the opportunity before them to becaome

T inveived in non-traditiocnal activities: asotivities which have

the potential to produce income from areas which might other-

wise become liabilities, or be removed from port control. Non
o recognition of opportunities removes a possible source of

.lficome, one with the potential to provide a greatar degree of
'figancial flexibility.

: . Jimportant however, te resalise that the concept of
: }ternative usage ls not for every port; indeed four obvious
‘Bituations exist. Those to which the concept 1s:

ftéﬁally inappropriate;

. appropriate but gubordinate to the primary function of the
port;




ALTERNATIVE USAGE OF PORT RESOURCES

- het only abpropriate but the prima

ry function of the port
with the interface function being g

ubordinate;

- the main foous,

the transpoprt funcetion having bean supar-
sedad.

from a detaileq ¢onsideration of a
are addressed latep

CHANGE : EFFECTS ON PORTS

Before reviewing some of the er
to briefly consider the
community; itg breadth,

fects af change it ig usefyl
9oncept of the port's role in the
and how ports Parceive this.

PPing community. The commun -
ta  szhip coberators, shippers/
the port hinterland, All ape
¢+ @n  the port's

1ty in  +thisg context refeprs
receivers and the inhabitants aof
reliant, to a greater ar
activities and well-being. The
Summarised (Taylop, le74,
creration of the land/sea
eral activities of Tboth
Taylor (1974, PP 3-10) writes not only
ion or phyaical environments andg services byt
of forecaating, marketing, lialson with “sers, costing and
charging. Specifieally related to the last two Points raylor
(1974, P.22) contends that ports should;

- Provide a realistiec cost and charge at
. flexibility to meet tha variety of uge

alac in termas

ructure aof sufficient
re involved, and:

= anticipate change so gg to make suitable investment
decisions

It appears that many port author
the terminail functions teo service

on of all elge,
beliave that to divert

net  obscured any efforte
obdectivee,
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we live 1in times of rapid change: to ighore change or to
foous an anly one small area 1z fraught with danger espec-—
fally in the port industry. Changes imposed on ports on one
nand make previocusly productive areas cobaoclete, whilst on the
other hand provide the opportunity, 1f grasped, to diversify
‘and ~ become lesgs vulnerable in terms of financial dependence
and. short-term trade fluctuations. Thus the nature of change
pecomes an irrepressible modifying force onh the port. What is
being advocated is that since change is inevitable, why not
use 1t to advantage. To participate in activities wider than
those traditiconally engaged in by ports, parallel to the
‘tpangport function, enables elther overall strengthening of
'%hé_ organisation and hence provides indirect benefits to the
community or, alternatively direct benefits from the
intrinsic nature of the activities themselves.

The genesis of change 1Iin the port industry is found in a
" number of aresas including evolving technology., trade fluctua-
.tions‘ competition from other modes and ports, population
frends. ag well as economic, political., soecial and envireon-
mental factors. Ship dimensions, materials handling technol-
6gy ‘and unitisation have, ag never before, placed heavy
..-f#inancial demands on ports in the areas of capital equipment
. {moving and lifting) and capital projects (dredging., navalds
i .and terminal construction). Areas of the port whi¢h webpe
.vpreviously productive 1n terma of break-bulk cargoes cease to

' be -80 as unitisation changes handling and storage techniques
.48’ well as vaegaal types. New handling and storage sysztems
.-.derand -greater land areas of differing physical geometry to
that . required for pre-container berth and wharf layoute.

”.Handlinz equipment requires pavements that can withstand

- heavier point loads both on the wharf apron and in storage
Ciyards.

”5$E¢0nomic considerationa invoilved in upgrading or redeveloping

areas” that are 1in reasonable condition but do not suit the
requirements of the day may lead to further underutili=zation
s 0F . obsolescence. Areas of the port that need repair are
ifPequently neglected due to viahiliity considerations - usage
_"Gersus degth of avallable water versus ccst of dredging etc.

- Trade fluctuations due %o the world econcmy, competition from
_QQVelcpinz nations, protectionist policies and subsidies as
wWell  ‘as more efficient competitors can make areag of the
port, including specialised areas, redundani. Competition

rem . . adjacent and trans—-shipment ports, or  commercial
_racticel Such a3 centralisation may reduce throughput to the
extent that facility wviability is eroded.
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Urban growth patterns gcreate access and flow problems from
the landward side of the port Minimal room is available for
expansion or upgrading of rail systems and heavy vehicular
traffic causes road congestion, noise and air pollution
problems. Soecial awareness of the environment hasg involved
ports in the need to change. Air poliution in the form of
dust around bulk porta and odours around chemical facllities
have caused stringent controls to be adopted. In the case of
dangercus goods the neceassity to locate awey £prom urbkan
cantres pDecomes desirable. The restrictions on the disposal
of dredged material, particularly that which contains toxic
waste, has prevented necessary maintenance or redesign whiceh

in turn can cause areas of a port to become unusable for
commercial ships.

The 'Anyport' model of port development (Bird, 1971, pp.
68-72) 1llustrates the process of port change dua to factors
such as those previousgly mentioned.

During the eras of the primitive pcrt (lst era), marsginal
quay extensicn (2nd era), and marginal quay elaboratien (3rd
era) the focusg of the surrounding population centre is on the
port area Dally life, commerce and industry and the day-to-
day running of the population centre revolve about the port.
Quayside buildings, transit sheds and warehouses characterisa
the area immediately behind the waterfront. As the population
caentre expands and land-~based transportation modes develop
the autherity o¢f water transportation decreases and the
community looks ocutward away from the port. As land transport
systema develop =shipping finds itself hetter served by dock
elaboration {(4th era) and simple lineal qQuayage {(5th era)
located downstream of thea original port facilities

During thege latter eras of port development transition in
industry alsc occurs, Centres of industry move away from
heavy production, which relies on the existence of sea ports,
towards more sophisticated production areas such as consumer
gocds. A8 a consequence, industry moves away from the port
environment to locatilions near land-based radial centres which
are the focus of road and rail interchangee. The further step
towards electronics-based industyry alsce places a location
emphagls on air ports. In eassence communlcation with the sea
port 1s mailntained but now I1nvolves, to a much greater
degrea, land-based traneport modes

Time <¢onstraints i1mpoged by dock syatems and river pasgages
are incompatible with today'se s2hipping environment in general
and with g¢ontainerised traffiec in particular. Thus, today, we
see the development of lineal quayage (5th era) and special-
ised quayage (6th era) as characterised by T-head jetties
and. although not specifilically included 1n Bird'e model,
contalner and offshore terminals
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As  transit <cimes through the urban 2prawl inersase for land
transport the foous, rather than being away from
population centre turns inward towards

areas. The realisation has occurred that in many cases a most
valuable asset ig being overlooked; valuable in taerms of real
estate and available inner ¢ity land, as a recreational and
residential resource, 48 a - source of local history and,
importantly, &8 a gource of potential development. It is the
use of these areas, the remnants of Bird's eras 1 through 5
that present potential for those ports and pert communities
that s8tlll possess these facllities

It 4= evident from responses received that many port author-
ities see old underutilised areas of the port ags a nuisance
rather than posseassing a potentlal %o develop alternative
activities. However, in fairness, many ports are governed by
legislative provisionsa that do not permit them to engage in
non-traditional &lternative activities. This rsaises the
adestion of who 1ig best fitted to develop under-utilised
facilities; the port authority as in the case of San
Francilsco, the port authority in partnership with private
dhterprise ag in the case of the Maritime Serviceg Beoard orf
NSW in Sydney, brivate enterpricge

Brisbane. To

to

;'- why ia 1t that private enterprise hag generally bean happy
'-{to hecome involved 1in such projects: projects whicoh have Iin

“the main been succes2sful., Implicit in thisg private enterprize
- asgoelation ls the element or commercial viabillity at
o-acceptable risk levels.

. SCOPE QF ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES

When- reviewing the methods adopted by ports that have areas
-wﬁieh are becoming lnereasingly marginal to operate four
;rEEponses are evident. Portz have:

5done nothing, regulting in derelict areas;

Sdeed the areas with 3hallow access for coastal shipping or
Sfighing fleet activity which results, in some lnstances, in
Underutilisation of assets;

Ccarried out  expengive dredging andg rebullding programs
“Aneurring large capital ¢ostg and ongoing maintenance

voeluntarily, er compulsorily, relingquished control
araa; generally to tha city or the state who hsve
used 1t in conijunction with a private developer to
.their mutual benefit

723
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This poses some interesting questions such as: do ports know
what business they are in and has the buziness emphasis of
rODrts changed with the development of any given community?
The obvious angwer te¢ the firat queation is obviocuasly yes in
relation to the transport interface. But what of thelr role
in the wider sense? Have port manhagements the flexibility and
the breadth of wvision _to engage 1n projects ocutside the
traditional sphere - to utilise the resources under theilp
control to the utmost? The answer to this in some cases is
poasibly no, and definitely he in others.

In order to determine the range of alternative activities in
whiah ports are engaged some forty pobvts, known to be
involved 1in alternative activities, were targeted. Tarseted
porte were primarily located in the USA and Australis as thnis
reflected the authors' personal experlences. The results of
the investigatory survey are presented in Table L: Categories
of Alternative Activities, and Table 2: Summary of Responses
from Port Authorities replying positively to the Investi-
gatory Survey. It 1s reccgnised that the survey can be
eriticised on a number of grounds, including 1its selective
approach and the non-determination of a statistically signif-
lcant sample, however i1t 1= emphasised that at this early
stage the purpose was to gain a feel for the type of alterna-
tive activities which are carried out which, in turn, would
allow the development of a framework for properly structured
future research.

The activities contained within Table 1 comprise a composite
of those occurring in and about the port areas surveyed. They
have specifically been mentioned in literature provided in
answer o the investigatory survey. The extent of port
authority involvement in any one of these specifically
addressed activities varies from ftotal control through tc
some tvpe of landlord function. A few activities represent
~uges to which underutilised port land has been put, with
little evidence being available <+to show port authority
invelvement. These are areas referred to previously as being
land which has been appropriated due to 1ts lack of suitabii-
i1ty in teday's port environment.
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TABLE 1: CAIEGORIES OF ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES

Property Management
Leasing of retall, commercial and light industrial Prop-
erties and warehousing faclilities dneluding cold
atorage.

Recereation and Leisure

Marinas, sporting complexes
fields, tennisg courts).

(go2f courses, athletics

High Technelogy Cohcepts

Self contained high technology living and working envip-
onments {(i.e. the Technoport Concept).

Skill Marketing

The supply of  auxiliary transport support servicesn
either marine or aeronautical, based on the rescurce
inherent in a skilled and well-trained workfobce.

Expertise Marketing

Congultancy services, publication of manuals and books,
camputer problem-solving and time-sharing of computer
capaclty.

farry Services

Tourism Activities

Water front amalgams of static and dynamic marine-—
orientated displays and activities, restaurants, shops,
markets and aguariums.

Residential Activity

Hotelsz, condeminiums, dwellings=s {both new and/ocr
restored or converted water front buildings), floating
hotels (ships which are no lenger economic but have a

‘past' 1.e. the 'Criana' in Tokyo, the 'Queen Mary' in
Long Beach).

Cruise Industry Activity

{contd over)
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TABLE 1 (contd)
10. Aeronautical Activity
The running of aip ports and/or associated facllities
such as catering.
11. Trade Centre Activity
The proviasion of services to shipping industpy ugers and
beripheral service organisations. Leasing of office
space and the provision of business services. Conference
activity.
l12. Cultural Activity
Broadly inecludes museums, theatres and historical
conservation of aignificant architecture within the
water front precinct.
13 Parks
Walkways, accessg areas, camping grounds, ecology - wild-
life breeding and observation arsas (1. e. wetlandg)
14. Fishing
The provision orp facilities for the fishing industry as
a primary rather than secondary function in relation to
¢argo handling
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TABLE 2:

Activity

Category
Port

Osaka
Yokohama
Singapore
Oslo
Agtoria
Baltimore
Canaveral
Los Angeles
New York

Qakland
Pniladelpnia
San Diego
San Francisco

Bell Bay
Brisbane
JBunbunry
Bundabersg
Burnie
Darwin
Fremantle
Geelong
Geraldton
Gladstone
Melbourne
Townaville

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM PORT AUTHORITIES
REPLYING POSITIVELY TO THE INVESTIGATORY SURVEY

13 14 Administ,

Port

Municipal
Municipal
Autonomous
Autonomous
Municipal
State
Municipal
Municipal
Municipal,”
State
Municipal
Municipal
Municipal
Muniecipal

Auronomous
Autanomousg
Autonomous
Avtonomous
Autonomous
Autonomous
Autaoncmous
Autonomous
Autonomous
Autonomous
Autonomousg
Autonomous

A few ports, notably some 1n the USA and Japan, demonstrate a
thorough knowledge of the possibilities raised in the Burvey;

“they are aiready
remainder presented

actively and profitably
a4 gpectrum of attitudes ranging from an

invelved.

The

'attempt to understand the question through non-comprehension

" to total rejection of the question
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A cursory inapecticn of our data indicates that the municipal
form of port administration i1z inclined %o be more active in
alternate activities than those ports with the autoneomous
trust form of port administration The reasons for this could
Pe reiated to the legislative framework in whienh port
authorities operate however, this hypothesis requires further
teating.

BARRIERS TO THE PURSUIT QF ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES

The varianee noted in attitude and invelvement led to a
congideration o# the question: why 18 it that some ports
derive significant income from alternative usagae whilst

others ignore these results and remailn oblivicus to apportun-
ities

To suggest that the view of management hag been toc narrow,
which Iln some cases may be warranted, i1s to over-simplify the
situation. Naturally a degraee of priority and consideration
to aexisting port investors and users must be malntained.
Geographical sasituation, population cost/beneflt and obliga-—
tion to traditional sectors may mitigate against action: how-

ever three other factors have been identified in the conteaxt
of the investigatory survey

These are:

1. the legislative factor -~ the charter, mandate op legis-
lative provisiens under which the port is founded and

operates e g. National /State, Autonomous Trust, Munici-
pal, Private;

2. the c¢apital factor - the fact that capital may not be
avallable for guch activity and the ability to raise
extra funding outside the uanrmal channels ig vrestricted
or non-existent;

3. the rescurces factor - planning. purchasing and organis-—
ing such projects, particularly when referring to larze
scale zites, are outgide the resources available to most
port authorities.

Thege three factors are now congidered.

It has ©been sald (Jeohhngon, 1971, p.141) that the extent to
whieh port undertakings can diversify into other activities,
for example alrport operations, 1ls often limited by their
powers. The charter of any organisation will determine the
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functicnal rarameters of the Port. IThe quoting of the Queeang-
land Harboursa @ Director of Harhours and
Marine he atates (J, Leach, parg.
cotnm.,

eitther:

1. Harbour Lands - land whieh ig required for use in
R connection with the harbour; onr

2. Industrial Lands - land  whish  would bpe Bultable rsop
- manufacturing, industrial, op business
Purposes, and the use and development
ef whieh fop such  purposes wWould be
likely <o improve the trade of the

harbour.

Additionally any land held by & Harbour Boarg whioh igz
surplus to the requirements of the Board, under the above
- desglgnations, must be disposed orf. Therefora Queensland
" Harbour Boards are not able to indulge in activities whien
.'dapart from the traditional of : However the

lnterpretation

important ports in complying
S with . governing legislation, Too narrow an interpreta-
“tion  will leagq to lost opportunity, rn the USA the mandate
‘‘dgtatements Somea Angeles,

. whieh portga operate 1
- Féderal legislation focusing on rights Public accaszg
- {Kildon, 1981, p.128),

-Finaneial policies, whieh May or may not be ag g result of
'législative brovisions, will affect the ability op a port
authority to raige capital. Johnson (1971, p 139) considersg
-that_ ports may also bhe subject to a marked degree cp staty-
tory control, for example as regards limits on investment,
jhorrowinz and charging Powersa, and that some bPorts are solely
_qoncérneq With the provigion ©f infra-structure -and the
_fcphtrol of navigation while eothers also provide g wide range
f gocds andg gservices.

‘Many :bf the USA ports have the righnt to issuye bonds te

ebmpanies _&nd members of the Publie. Because interest earned

- free of Fedenal and State income tax such bond lasues are

SParticularly attractive to those with high tax lisbilitieg

(Ggss._ 1970, p.24). Two t¥ypes of bonds, the General Obliga-

tionﬁ Bona  ang the Revenue Bond, are issued; the difference
that the former
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port and as such is easier to issue and attraects a higher
interest rate. As a consequence ports able to igsue bonds are
more likely to be publicly scrutinised because ports' credit
ratings are regularly as@esged and published as a gulide to
potential investora. The market is interested in the gecurity
of the port as a whole, not the profitability of the project
the bonds are intended te finance. Thus= a more profitable
project in a port with a lower overall performanca may prove
more difficult or expensive to finance (Goss, 1979, p.25).
The disadvantages to poorly performing ports are obvious. The
advantages of thig system, apart from an element of financial
flexibllity, are the need for a4 port to be gseen to perform to
axpectation and the indirect invelvement of the public in ite
well-being and daevelopmant.

Within Australila, finance ig derived from four sources:

1. Federal government grants - this only occcurs occeagion-
ally and for specific small =secale projects {Go=s, 1979,
p.23).

2. State government loans.

3. Direct borrowings from finaneial institutionsg. These

borrowings are often explicitly or implileitly guaranteed
by ancother publie authority by way of form assets
{inscribed stock op debentureas}) which must be hald &g
part of statutory regerve requirements.

4. The ports' own resources

Control over aggregate borrowing was achieved through Federal
Policy decisions which atipulate the pPercentage reserve
ratios to be held. The differences between the USA and
Australian approaches to the game problem are selif-evident.

The scale and scope of a propoged project will have a slgnif-
icant bearing on whether ©r not a port should be the majon
participant in an alternative use project, or whether it
should act az a partial rarticipant providing the ingtigation
and direction during the development stage only and then
retaining a long-term interest as a landlord. Thae Walsh Bay
and Woolloomoolee Marina pProjecte instigated by the Maritime
Services Board of NSW are exXamples. When the area conegldered
for some alternative use pProject 1is of such dimensions as to
dilute the resources of the port in termas of finance, time or
expertise 1t 1s clear that the port authority's reole should
be that of inatigator only The redevelopment of the London
up-river decklands and Sydney's Darling Harbour are classic
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examples of zuch a situation Clearly the sheerp magni tude aof
the projects precluded any alngle exisating organisatien,
other than one whose acle respongibility was to ¢carry out the
from being anything other than Peripherally involveda,
Confliets of interest often arise because the great
variety of existing needs and @ontrolling authorities
involved 1In any water front develcocpment. Tsukio, Sagi, vasui
and Tamura (1984, p.4) state that there are more than
cases2 where the path to completion has been a harrdwing-one.
due to differences in the systems and methods applied ang
areas of Interest of the pParties concerned not only from the
eity and harbour authorities but slse from the public and
private sector toce. This view reinforces the @stablishment of
& s8ingle autherity to control very large alternative usage
projJects.

MANAGEMENT OF ALTERNATIVE USAGE PROJECTS

The preliminary investigation indicated +that many of the
projects praviousiy thought to be at laast in =zome part port
Sponsored were in fact not. Further investigation found that
a variety of management structures have been, and are being,
employed to enable the development of underutilised port land
and facilities teo proceed. Broadly speaking three Bpecialiged
forms of management structures have been adopted with the
port structure as a fourth.

Waterfront Mahagement Councils/Commissions

Theze organisationg comprise a mixture of all levels of
government, private business and citizens Eroups.” The
mber of local government

of a munieipal siructura. Glazer and Delaport (1980,
P.15) report this approach being taken in san Francizco.

Quasi Public (non-profit) Development Cerporatians

Ihese organisations provide an unaligned third paprty
negotiation role, when for what ever reason, diffi-
dultiers have beean experianced between local officials
and developers. Typically this occurs when traditiona:l
Publice’ efforts to guide development have not been
successful . Developments within the Port of Baltimore
have been achieved by using +this method {(Glazer and
Delaport, 1980, p.20)
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Thesze oerganisations elther
specifio Projects.
structures to Buit a

leagse or Purchase lang fop
New Yoru uses a numbar af management
given situation: thisz being one.

4. Port Authorities

Glazer and Delaport {1980, P.24) congiden that the

combilnation of lagal authority, fiscal strength ang

8ubstantial Political gilve port autheritieg
significant p

A number of pPorts
developed,
tise. New York inastances 8ilx siten identiriag for devel.-
opment, returnin > having Z£ehnerated an
additional 20,000 Jobs and UsS$3no million annually in

Payrolls (Kildon, 1981, P.138) Kildon (1981, PP. 143~
145K) als=o reports that gSan Dlego Port revenue From
Bropeprty ePerations wag more than three timeg greater
than revenue fronp obkerations in the finaneial
yYear 1g8q, the aspect rebresenting 40% of

total raevenyes . W York eXample, employment
ganerated by the firmg QcCubying  the Properties was

g8ubstantig)l _ 300,000 People. In the San Francisce port
area comnmercigl

port's total ober

year 1984/
85 (san Francisco Port Authority 1985, p. 10), The share
of Profits generated by Subsidiary and assceigted
companlies with whom the Ppopt of Singapore 1= involved,
in  tne 1984

after tax (Sing

It is results aych
when, and under what

Projecta appropriate for
initiatad and

broad terms to

that determines whathenr
ceonsidered fop
be a function o
community needs.

42 thaesge whigh l=ad to the Question or
circumstances. are altarnativa use

& given port and how shoyla they be
managed? There is no set answer, except in
the finanedig] viabiitty

tion or a Port is te ba
What that uge might
the arag and the pe

8 given gee
alternative use,

f the location of
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SPECIFIC BENEFITS - THE EXAMPLE QF THE CRUISE INDUSTRY

For a port to Successgfully become involved in the eruize
industry requires not only an understanding of the varlables
but alsc a commitment to the philogophy. Morecver, a dagree
of lnveatment is also necegsary: the seaport industry must
become more involved in assisting the expangion of the c¢ruise
induetry by developing its own facilities as the cruige lines
develop their products. (Lunetta, 1985, p.2.)

The <classificaticon of alternative usage can be applied to
partieipation by portz in the eruise industry becausge:

-~ the operaticonal nature of passenger participation requires,
amongst other things, the provigion of port facilitiem;

the provision of more than just facilities for the vassel
and disembarkation of paggengers, i.a an environment
consistent with the tone of the erulse Daclage;

thiz implies the need for investwment in a aspecialised area
outside cargo handling or other traditional associlated
funectiong.

When referring to the variables that ‘drive' the cruige
industry, Lunetta (198%, p.23) States, 'only when the aseaport
industry understands these requirements sand brepares ltgelf
to lend every measure of assistance to the crulze lines in
meeting thelr goals, will the future zuccess and profitabil-
1ty of cruising for both the Seaport and cruige industries be
agsured ! A great many ports find themselves in the
‘awkward pogition of wanting tao Promote their cruise activity,
but not wishing to spend public funds for the promoticn of a
particular 1line. This <can create problems with Qther port
activities wishing the game treatment. (Nelson, 1985, p.23.)}

So. what 13 the financial return for a port which decildes to
enter the cruise market? The @conomic impaet can be aubstan—
tial hnot only in the port itself but also Iin the hinterland

"behind the port. The direct economic impact on the port of

. Miami in 1985 was of the order of US$Q, 75 billion {Nelson,
1985, p.26) to US$1 billion (Lunetta, 1988, p.3), with the

:Indirect benefits to Dade County being of the order of Us$a. 5
L blilion. This 1is a most apectacular example; however other
. POorts derive quite useful incomes when viewed against their
~inveastment in facilities {excluding general port overhead
coatal,
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Baltimore (1984)
Leitimore

Terminal cogt yUssgpe millien - Revenue yssg1 million {(five
veseels only for the ¥

ean), (Nelson, 1985, p.24, )
Bogton (1984)

Terminal cost  Ussu millien - Revenua more than Usg3 5
million,. (Nelson, 1985, p.24 )

San Diego (1984)

Only o114 facilitiag are being ugeq pPresently, The total
ilmpact has not been aAssesmsad but g atudy

is underways

It is known however that a &

50 faot vesael
Will sgpenq USg10. 5 million anny

cailing weekly

ally an bunkering, Proviagions
and port fees. Paagengenr 3pending will be assesgsged in the
impact study, (Nelsan, 1985, p.24.)

gan Francisec (1984
=== zf&ncisco

The Piep 35 terminal
aruise traffio
both 8esthetic
front Specia]l
Tenovated a5 4

terminaj with ags8oclated commercial pe
restaurant and small s8hops!'

The firgt
Stage of thig development wWas completed inp 1982 The bpresent
(1981) economie

the order or Ussap
million perp Year, (Nelson, 1985, p.30.)

l¥. The San

modern

Port Canaveral (1984)
—=—= xahaveral

In 1984 eruige
reventue Producedg
of Canaversl, 1985,

designed to

erminal facllities Bright c¢elours and
tropical landscapinz Provide g festive island atmosphere,
‘They are inexpensive but viable and satisfactory to the
industry . ' an

on initigz capital.

The gpectacular

BTrowth 1n thpe 2]
would now gee crui

uise market i
8 revenye axceead
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The relevance to Austraiian

to wider market

gevaral coruise lines are themszelves
destinaticons. Thoge destinations apre increaaingly

Pacific BRBaain (Fairplay, 1986p, p.il), the South Pacifia
Islands and Australia being amongst them.

I* 1is appropriate to mention that expansion in erulsing dces
not need to result ip conflict with general carge handling
activity. This has been amply demonstrated in a numbeyr of
ports. Whether a popt decides to pParticipate in the crulise
business 1z one of simple economics

'... What has to be sacrificed in order to participate .. te
the point where economie gains oagn be realigzad without
Jeopardisging existing general cargo activityer’ {(Nelson, 1985,
p.23)

and

'Can tThe part accommodate oruilise 2hips without spending
millions of dollare with no guarantee that the cruise
business will suceceed 1in that Particular poprt?! (Nelson,
1385, p.23).

. Both

. ing
and  the multiplier effect Fuch participation would have on
the community behind the port.

- THE DEVELOPMENT QF AN INVESTIGATORY FRAMEWORK

"The . point 1ig made by Kildon {1981, p.157) 1ip her Boston

‘Harbour Management Study thsat often a catalyst ig needed for

.4 . -change 1in direction within A port TFor the Port of Seattle

“1¥. was  the Publiec exposure of miemanagement whereas 1in the

case Port of San Diego an inabillity to compete with

larger Californian Ports for marine commerce facilitated the
Property management {Kildon,

attempt to compile ang define clearly the variables
in al1 alternative use Projects a framework is

showing the barameters which gurround any declgion
must be considered when agseasling a
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Al Projectsg

De they large op 2mall can be defined in termg
of a mix orf;:
1. type:
2

3cale both 1in Physical anqg financiagl terms;

3. 9conomic basis op objectivea;

4, initial instieatina Or motivating boedy or organisation;
5. Projecyt management regime;

6

Spectrum of benaefita in the social sengae.

Figure 1 iliustrateg the broag macra environmental factaoprg
which Surround any specific Projeat considerationg whilsgt
Figure 2 1llustrateg the more detailed micro

repregent an Sxpanded form og
mentioned, Whilst
Separate, the reality is,
all interactive and
dontention that

for the angoing et

micro factorsg asg
that these variables g
trued asg suah,
ameworks can NnowWw be usag
Usage of port resources

of Courase,
should be cong
these ceoncentric fp
udy of alternative

ra

In particulap we expect to undertake the following:

1. 4 detailed follow-
& full picture of ¢

2. an examination o leglislative Provisions affecting
Ausgstralign Port authoritiesg in order to determine thein
ability to e

hgage in alternative activities;

3. a8 detaileq examination, using the micero factoprg encapsu-—

lated 4inp the framework, 9f a numbep of Atstralian arcd
overseasg alternative Usage Projects with
determininz




LEWARN & DUNN

FIGURE 1 INVESTIGATORY FRAMEWORK - MACRO FACTORS
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ing

Organis- LEGALITIES
ation

POLITICS

Economic
Basis

ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS

Project . Type of
Scale _ Operation

Spectrum
of

Benefits
to Societ

FINANCING

CATALYTIC FACTORS
Y
\-—__.—-

CHANGE

TECHNOLOGY
COMPETTTION
~ TRADE FLUCTUATIONS
. POPULATION DYNAMICS




ALTERNATIVE USAGE OF PORT RESOURCES

FIGURE 2 INVESTIGATORY FRAMEWORK - MICRO FACTORS
INSTIGATION ORGANISATION
- Government
Originated
- Entrepreneur/
Developer
Originated
. Port Autherity
ECONOMIC Originated
BASIS TYPE OF
REGIME
] . Government/
- Commereial Develaper Join
' _ Venture
Break-Even . Entrepreneur/
Developer
- Non-Commercial Managed Ventur
- Port Managed

- Small (e.g,
individual - Development
projects)

. Mid-Scale (e.g. - Re-development
Co-op projects

Venture

. Large (e.g.
- Statutory
Bodies)

PROJECT
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Leisure/
Recreation)
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CONCLUSIONS

The determination of which of twe development schemes igs
prefarable needs to e Judged with careful consideration.
Kildon (1981. p.5) raisea the qQuestion of whether the market
place 13 adequate to determine the development configuration
af the harbour or whether there is a need for public inter-
vention €0 assure that publice as as private
interests are protected. An dimpiied note warning is
offerad in this regard by Rosei (1985, p. 1) when he Writes:

"More importantly, the Port's [referring to San
Francizco] example illustrates the synergy inherent in
a real rather than e 'stage set! Juxtapoaition of the
working waterfront and 1ts more genteel counterpart of
offices, shops, restaurants., parke and open gpace. "

In redeveloping areas, the trend is towards 'adding meaning'
rather than Juat filling wup an avallable area. Rogai's
mesgage regarding authenticity and balance adads welght to
this view. ’

A Bpeaker at the Asgociation of Australian Ports and Marine
Authorities Conference in 1984 peferved to a finuaneing threat
being preszented to Austraglian ports. The view was expregsed
-that the Increased ¢ost of port development finance for
traditional facilities, following the switeh during 1984 to
market interest rates and the need for port authorities to
carry the f£ull borrowings, could precipitate something of a
financial eriais (Senrope, 1984, P.67). In light of this view
it is obvicusly rertinent for port autherities to be examin-
. ing all facets of port income and in particulsr potential
' sources which, in the past, may have been overlooked., To look
for unexplored QPportunity does not infep a deviation from
the primary popt funection, but rather a way of alding and
ensuring the viability of the ongolng services provided by
the port to its communi ty.

Finally, 1t 18 of interest to note the major redevelopment
Schemes underway, or about to commence in Australian perts.
In Sydney, the Darling Harpbour, wWalsnh Bay and Wooloomooloo
Schemes compare with sSohe of the larger overseas develop-
mentg, whilgt the Port of Fremantle has been the beneficiary
of America's Cup investment. Brisbane (e.g. redevelopment of
the 40 hectare Expo '88 site), Adelaide (e. g, Harboursgide
Quay redevalopment of a 13 hectare waterfront site),
Melbourne (e. g the World T'rade Centre) and Hobart (e.g. a
.new watarfront international hotel) are examples of saelective
alternative usage projects which guggesats that Australiats
capital city ports are, at the very least, pPrepared to bescoms

involved in activities of 3 wider nature.
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Cleariy alternative
Port situationg thus
examination of tThe
framewory davel
able alternativ g in any glven aituation. This
eould avoid Praoblema guch a8 h

the Worlg Trade Centre whereg it hasg been suggested that pPorg
ratas to shippers may pige increased loan
repaymantasa associated with leaa favourable exchange rateg,
which during 1985./88 cauead a Agi1L4. 4 million trading lags
(Joy, 1987, P.9.) Thia 1loas is clearly

due to improper
financiagl Planning causing the Vietorian Government to
¢ongider the sale

management doesg

_ number of
time and effort to

School op Nautical Studies
for so efficisntly typing
« must also pe recorded.
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