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Welcome	
  &	
  Introduc%ons	
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Agenda	
  
•  Goals	
  for	
  Today’s	
  Mee=ng	
  

•  NC	
  Mari=me	
  Strategy	
  Team	
  Analysis	
  Update	
  
–  Industry	
  and	
  stakeholder	
  feedback	
  	
  
–  Market	
  scenarios	
  	
  
–  Infrastructure	
  constraints	
  and	
  opportuni=es	
  

•  Focused	
  Discussion	
  
•  Public	
  Comment	
  

•  Conclusions	
  and	
  Close	
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Goals	
  for	
  Today’s	
  Mee%ng	
  

•  Review	
  market	
  opportuni=es	
  	
  
•  Iden=fy	
  infrastructure	
  constraints	
  and	
  opportuni=es	
  
•  Discuss	
  strategy	
  goals	
  and	
  evalua=on	
  criteria	
  
•  Other	
  items,	
  as	
  iden=fied	
  by	
  Advisory	
  Council	
  



Industry	
  and	
  Stakeholder	
  
Feedback	
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Industry	
  and	
  Stakeholder	
  Mee%ngs	
  
•  Industry	
  Workshops	
  

–  Prior:	
  Agriculture,	
  Non-­‐Ag	
  Shippers,	
  Shipping	
  Lines,	
  Railroads	
  &	
  Trucking	
  
–  Since	
  last	
  mee0ng:	
  Military,	
  Special	
  Zones,	
  Bulk	
  Shippers	
  

•  Focused	
  discussions	
  and	
  interviews	
  
–  Prior:	
  Metropolitan	
  Transporta=on	
  Organiza=ons,	
  NC	
  Department	
  of	
  
Commerce,	
  USACE,	
  UNC	
  Wilmington,	
  YesPort	
  NC,	
  No	
  Port	
  Southport,	
  
Save	
  the	
  Cape,	
  Southport/Oak	
  Island	
  Chamber	
  of	
  Commerce,	
  Brunswick	
  
County	
  Economic	
  Development	
  Commission	
  

–  Since	
  last	
  mee0ng:	
  Clean	
  Carteret	
  County	
  Coali%on,	
  Morehead	
  City	
  Port	
  
CommiGee,	
  Progress	
  Energy,	
  Economic	
  Development	
  Commissions	
  

•  Public	
  workshops	
  
–  Since	
  last	
  mee0ng:	
  Government	
  Officials	
  Briefings	
  and	
  Community	
  
Informa%on	
  Workshops,	
  in	
  Morehead	
  City	
  and	
  in	
  Wilmington	
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Military	
  Workshop	
  
  Ports	
  of	
  Morehead	
  City	
  and	
  Wilmington	
  support	
  limited	
  
military	
  use	
  as	
  compared	
  to	
  other	
  east	
  coast	
  ports	
  
  Use	
  driven	
  by	
  TRANSCOM	
  and	
  “commercial	
  first”	
  policy	
  
  Lack	
  of	
  Ro-­‐Ro	
  capability	
  at	
  Wilmington	
  
  Limited	
  tugs	
  at	
  Morehead	
  City	
  
  As	
  Strategic	
  Seaports,	
  should	
  by	
  regularly	
  used	
  to	
  assure	
  readiness	
  

  Improved	
  access	
  to	
  both	
  NC	
  ports	
  would	
  be	
  a\rac=ve	
  
  Pembroke	
  rail	
  turn;	
  Wallace-­‐Castle	
  Hayne	
  connec=on;	
  US	
  70	
  

  Commercial	
  pressure	
  at	
  other	
  ports	
  is	
  opportunity	
  for	
  NC	
  
ports	
  

  Security	
  related	
  to	
  a	
  new	
  container	
  facility	
  considered	
  rou=ne,	
  
but	
  fixed	
  cranes	
  and	
  dense	
  storage	
  (like	
  APM	
  Terminal	
  at	
  
Norfolk)	
  could	
  limit	
  military	
  benefit	
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Special	
  Zones	
  Workshop	
  
  Today,	
  waterborne	
  goods	
  handled	
  at	
  NC’s	
  logis=cs	
  parks	
  are	
  
primarily	
  moved	
  through	
  ports	
  at	
  Savannah	
  or	
  Norfolk	
  

  Conges=on	
  at	
  Greensboro	
  and	
  at	
  Charlo\e	
  makes	
  NC	
  ports	
  less	
  
a\rac=ve	
  to	
  shippers	
  west	
  of	
  Raleigh	
  

  Unbalanced	
  truck	
  route	
  to	
  Morehead	
  City:	
  110+	
  mile	
  empty	
  haul	
  

  Limited	
  cold	
  storage	
  available:	
  Kernersville	
  and	
  Norfolk	
  

  Lack	
  of	
  Ro-­‐Ro	
  at	
  Port	
  of	
  Wilmington	
  sent	
  shippers	
  elsewhere	
  

  Business	
  incen=ves	
  to	
  collocate	
  industries	
  with	
  complementary	
  
transport	
  needs,	
  foreign	
  partnerships,	
  and	
  deconsolida=on	
  
commissions	
  could	
  enhance	
  use	
  of	
  NC	
  facili=es	
  

  Need	
  coordinated	
  marke=ng	
  with	
  NC	
  Dept	
  of	
  Commerce	
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Bulk	
  and	
  Breakbulk	
  Workshop	
  

  Trucking	
  distance	
  is	
  the	
  key	
  cost	
  differen=al	
  
  Cargo	
  handling	
  cost	
  differences	
  across	
  ports	
  is	
  not	
  major	
  driver	
  

  Deadheading	
  to/from	
  Port	
  of	
  Morehead	
  City	
  limits	
  trucking	
  
availability	
  

  Lower	
  tonnage	
  limit	
  for	
  over-­‐the-­‐road	
  dry	
  trailer	
  vs.	
  container	
  
presents	
  a	
  disadvantage	
  to	
  breakbulk	
  and	
  bulk	
  shippers	
  

  Sufficient	
  volumes	
  needed	
  at	
  port	
  to	
  a\ract	
  a	
  break-­‐bulk	
  carrier	
  

  Service	
  at	
  NC	
  ports	
  is	
  equal	
  or	
  be\er	
  than	
  peer	
  ports	
  
  NC	
  ports	
  need	
  to	
  market	
  themselves	
  be\er	
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Progress	
  Energy	
  
  No	
  official	
  posi=on	
  on	
  NCIT	
  un=l	
  all	
  issues	
  are	
  ve\ed	
  and	
  
sa=sfactorily	
  resolved	
  

  Progress	
  Energy	
  concerns	
  related	
  to	
  adjacent	
  container	
  port	
  
development	
  that	
  would	
  require	
  resolu=on	
  include:	
  
 Poten=al	
  silta=on	
  or	
  compromise	
  of	
  intake	
  canal	
  could	
  contaminate	
  
or	
  affect	
  access	
  to	
  cooling	
  water	
  

 Plant	
  security	
  related	
  to	
  berthing	
  and	
  storage	
  of	
  containers	
  
 Impact	
  to	
  nuclear	
  facility	
  evacua=on	
  plans	
  

 Land	
  access	
  crossing	
  of	
  the	
  discharge	
  canal	
  cannot	
  restrict	
  oullow	
  
 Compa=bility	
  with	
  transmission	
  and	
  distribu=on	
  lines	
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Economic	
  Development	
  -­‐	
  Southeast	
  Region	
  

  40	
  %	
  of	
  poten=al	
  recruits	
  have	
  at-­‐port	
  or	
  near-­‐port	
  requirement	
  

  Ac=ve	
  Bio-­‐Energy	
  (wood	
  pellet)	
  pursuits	
  
  Agricultural	
  need	
  for	
  cold	
  storage,	
  poten=al	
  public-­‐private	
  partnership	
  
  Poten=al	
  synergy	
  of	
  hog	
  spray	
  lagoons,	
  grasses,	
  and	
  bio-­‐fuel	
  
produc=on	
  (military	
  as	
  poten=al	
  fuel	
  consumer)	
  

  US	
  74	
  corridor	
  has	
  poten=al	
  for	
  economic	
  development	
  –	
  parallel	
  rail,	
  
gas,	
  water,	
  sewer,	
  and	
  two	
  parks	
  totaling	
  2,000	
  acres	
  

  Highway	
  access	
  is	
  improving.	
  Addi=onal	
  needs:	
  	
  US	
  74	
  /	
  I-­‐74,	
  Monroe	
  
Bypass,	
  Murchison	
  Road	
  /	
  Bragg	
  Blvd,	
  future	
  NC	
  87	
  /	
  I-­‐74	
  interchange,	
  
service	
  roads	
  between	
  industrial	
  parks	
  

  Limited	
  rail	
  access	
  near	
  port	
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Economic	
  Development	
  -­‐	
  AdvantageWest	
  

  Many	
  port	
  users	
  are	
  using	
  Charleston	
  and	
  Savannah;	
  northwest	
  
por=on	
  of	
  region	
  can	
  use	
  Wilmington	
  

  Exports	
  –	
  automo=ve	
  parts,	
  wood,	
  pulp,	
  paper	
  

  Imports	
  –	
  consumer	
  goods	
  

  Opportunity	
  for	
  value-­‐added	
  industries	
  in	
  automo=ve	
  industry	
  

  Top	
  employers	
  –	
  health	
  care,	
  transporta=on	
  /	
  heavy	
  equipment,	
  
aerospace	
  industries	
  

  Highway	
  needs	
  –	
  I-­‐26,	
  US	
  19-­‐23,	
  US	
  221	
  from	
  SC	
  to	
  I-­‐40,	
  Corridor	
  K	
  

  Frequency	
  of	
  rail	
  service	
  
  Noted	
  Inland	
  Port	
  Study	
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Community	
  Stakeholder	
  Groups	
  

  Morehead	
  City	
  Port	
  Commi\ee:	
  
  Encourage	
  ac=vi=es	
  and	
  infrastructure	
  investments	
  to	
  increase	
  
port	
  traffic,	
  related	
  job	
  growth	
  and	
  economic	
  development	
  	
  

  Concern	
  about	
  public’s	
  lack	
  of	
  understanding	
  of	
  port	
  opera=ons	
  

  Clean	
  Carteret	
  County	
  Coali=on:	
  
  Perceived	
  lack	
  of	
  local	
  economic	
  benefit	
  –	
  only	
  nega=ve	
  
environmental	
  and	
  traffic	
  impact	
  –	
  of	
  port	
  opera=ons	
  

  Suggested	
  alterna=ve	
  uses	
  for	
  port-­‐adjacent	
  lands	
  
  Would	
  like	
  to	
  be\er	
  understand	
  what	
  happens	
  at	
  the	
  port	
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Input	
  from	
  Public	
  Workshops	
  

  Government	
  officials	
  	
  
  Interested	
  in	
  overall	
  outcome	
  of	
  study	
  and	
  fact-­‐based	
  findings	
  	
  

  Responding	
  to	
  cons=tuents’	
  concerns	
  related	
  to	
  environmental	
  
impacts,	
  jobs,	
  economic	
  contribu=on	
  and	
  infrastructure	
  required	
  
to	
  support	
  growth	
  at	
  ports	
  

  Public	
  workshops	
  	
  	
  
  Concern	
  about	
  environmental	
  impacts,	
  true	
  job	
  benefits,	
  health	
  
impacts,	
  and	
  adjacent	
  land	
  uses	
  

  Eager	
  for	
  more	
  specific	
  analysis	
  and	
  recommenda=ons	
  arising	
  
from	
  Mari=me	
  Strategy	
  effort	
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Recurring	
  Themes	
  from	
  Stakeholders	
  
  Like	
  earlier	
  input:	
  Jobs,	
  economic	
  growth,	
  and	
  the	
  
environment	
  	
  are	
  top	
  concerns	
  

  Enhanced	
  road	
  and	
  rail	
  connec=ons	
  for	
  cost-­‐effec=ve	
  moves	
  
  Importance	
  of	
  trucking	
  costs	
  –	
  conges=on	
  and	
  back	
  haul	
  

  Refrigerated	
  storage	
  
  Ro-­‐Ro	
  at	
  Wilmington	
  

  Value	
  of	
  integrated	
  strategy	
  that	
  includes	
  Commerce,	
  
Transporta=on,	
  and	
  US	
  Military	
  

  Importance	
  of	
  synergies	
  in	
  land	
  use	
  and	
  transport	
  needs	
  

  Communica=on:	
  with	
  public,	
  with	
  shippers	
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Market	
  Opportuni%es	
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Commodity	
  
Import/	
  
Export	
  

Current	
  
market	
   Growth	
   Considera%ons	
  

Grain	
   Both	
   Large	
   Strong	
   NC	
  grain	
  producers	
  located	
  near	
  port	
  	
  

Wood	
  pellets	
   Export	
   Emerging	
   Strong	
   Industry	
  interest	
  in	
  NC	
  ports	
  
Poten=al	
  to	
  diversify	
  wood	
  products	
  

Wood	
  /	
  paper	
   Export	
   Large	
  	
   Strong	
   Supports	
  exis=ng	
  industry	
  strength	
  

Refrigerated	
  
cargo	
  

Export	
   Large	
  	
  (across	
  
diverse	
  goods)	
  

Strong	
   Local	
  shippers	
  indicate	
  an	
  unmet	
  need	
  for	
  
cold	
  storage	
  

Ro-­‐Ro	
  /	
  
oversize	
  

Export	
   Moderate	
   Moderate	
  
to	
  strong	
  

Supports	
  local	
  supplier	
  industry	
  with	
  
purchases	
  of	
  goods	
  and	
  services	
  

Supports	
  emerging	
  avia=on/equipment	
  
industry	
  

Wind	
   Export	
  
Import	
  

Emerging	
   Moderate	
   Development	
  opportunity	
  =ed	
  to	
  securing	
  
manufacturing	
  within	
  NC	
  

Containers	
   Import	
   Large	
   Strong	
   Growth	
  influenced	
  by	
  policies	
  and	
  
innova=ons	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  containers	
  
available	
  to	
  export	
  shippers	
  

Market	
  Opportuni%es	
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Grain	
  and	
  Soybeans	
  

0	
  

20,000	
  

40,000	
  

60,000	
  

80,000	
  

100,000	
  

120,000	
  

2009	
   2019	
   2029	
   2039	
  

  Forecast	
  extrapolates	
  from	
  current	
  export	
  
volumes—in	
  -­‐state	
  and	
  out-­‐of-­‐state	
  and	
  
assumes	
  facili=es	
  to	
  handle	
  grain	
  are	
  
available-­‐-­‐unconstrained	
  

  Poten=al	
  for	
  greater	
  capture	
  of	
  in-­‐state	
  
produc=on	
  (green)	
  

  If	
  NC	
  ports	
  captured	
  half	
  of	
  exports	
  via	
  out	
  
of	
  state	
  ports,	
  current	
  volumes	
  at	
  NC	
  ports	
  
would	
  increase	
  2	
  =mes	
  

 Grain	
  producers	
  report	
  excess	
  capacity	
  and	
  
ability	
  to	
  ship	
  more	
  for	
  export—this	
  would	
  
increase	
  volumes	
  beyond	
  that	
  shown	
  here	
  

  Shippers	
  maintain	
  there	
  would	
  be	
  price	
  
benefits	
  to	
  expor=ng,	
  benefi=ng	
  the	
  state	
  

Projected	
  growth	
  based	
  
on	
  	
  cost	
  diversion	
  alone	
  

Greater	
  capture	
  of	
  regional	
  
market	
  with	
  new	
  facili=es	
  

Source: AECOM, from IHS Global Insight 
projected growth and PIERS historical data 

Annual	
  Tonnage	
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Wood	
  Products	
  
  Supports	
  large	
  exis=ng	
  NC-­‐based	
  industry	
  
  Strong	
  baseline	
  growth	
  projected	
  (blue)	
  	
  
 Wood	
  pellets	
  industry	
  accelerates	
  growth	
  
over	
  the	
  next	
  10	
  years	
  

  Shippers	
  suggest	
  addi=onal	
  capacity	
  
available	
  for	
  export	
  

  Port	
  has	
  signed	
  an	
  ini=al	
  deal	
  for	
  new	
  
pellet	
  facility	
  

  Strong	
  growth	
  and	
  opportunity	
  to	
  capture	
  
greater	
  share	
  of	
  NC	
  produc=on	
  

  Preliminary	
  results	
  suggest	
  Improvements	
  
to	
  Norfolk	
  access	
  yield	
  large	
  cost	
  
advantages	
  over	
  the	
  forecast	
  horizon	
  that	
  
could	
  erode	
  NC’s	
  market	
  share	
  (truck)	
  

0	
  

200,000	
  

400,000	
  

600,000	
  

800,000	
  

1,000,000	
  

1,200,000	
  

2009	
   2019	
   2029	
   2039	
  

With	
  5%	
  improvement	
  in	
  cost	
  
advantage	
  to	
  	
  NC	
  (red)	
  

With	
  loss	
  of	
  
market	
  share	
  due	
  	
  to	
  

Norfolk	
  improvements	
  
(orange)	
  

Source: AECOM, from IHS Global Insight 
projected growth and PIERS historical data 

Annual	
  Tonnage	
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Refrigerated	
  Container	
  Goods	
  

0	
  

100,000	
  

200,000	
  

300,000	
  

400,000	
  

2009	
   2019	
   2029	
   2039	
  

Baseline	
  growth	
  

  Serves	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  markets—both	
  
agricultural	
  and	
  manufactured	
  goods	
  

  Poten=al	
  for	
  greater	
  capture	
  of	
  North	
  
Carolina	
  produc=on	
  at	
  North	
  Carolina	
  
ports	
  

  Supports	
  sweet	
  potatoes,	
  specialized	
  
tex=les,	
  fresh	
  and	
  frozen	
  meats	
  and	
  fish	
  

  Capture	
  es=mate	
  based	
  on	
  5%	
  
reduc=on	
  in	
  costs	
  and	
  improvements	
  in	
  
non-­‐cost	
  factors	
  such	
  as	
  availability	
  of	
  
cold	
  storage	
  facili=es/containers	
  	
  
(preliminary	
  es=mate	
  for	
  trucks)	
  

With	
  greater	
  capture	
  of	
  
regional	
  market	
  

Source: AECOM, from IHS Global Insight 
projected growth and PIERS historical data 

Annual	
  Tonnage	
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Ro-­‐Ro	
  and	
  Oversize	
  Cargo	
  

0	
  
10,000	
  
20,000	
  
30,000	
  
40,000	
  
50,000	
  
60,000	
  
70,000	
  

2009	
   2019	
   2029	
   2039	
  

  Steady	
  growth	
  projected	
  
 Desirable	
  industry	
  from	
  economic	
  
development	
  perspec=ve	
  because	
  
industry	
  purchases	
  large	
  amounts	
  of	
  local	
  
goods	
  and	
  materials	
  in	
  the	
  produc=on	
  
process	
  

  Es=mate	
  excludes	
  wind	
  power	
  equipment	
  

  Limited	
  diversion	
  poten=al;	
  strategy	
  is	
  to	
  
support	
  local	
  manufacturers	
  

  Firms	
  consider	
  whether	
  port	
  has	
  this	
  
capability	
  when	
  deciding	
  to	
  expand	
  within	
  
or	
  relocate	
  to	
  the	
  state	
  

Source: AECOM, from IHS Global Insight 
projected growth and PIERS historical data 

Annual	
  Tonnage	
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Wind	
  Power	
  Cargo	
  

0	
  

5,000	
  

10,000	
  

15,000	
  

2010	
   2040	
  

 Wind	
  towers	
  in	
  31	
  NC	
  loca=ons	
  	
  
 NC	
  has	
  goal	
  of	
  supplying	
  12.5%	
  of	
  
electricity	
  via	
  wind	
  by	
  2021	
  

  Each	
  turbine	
  weighs	
  164	
  to	
  334	
  tons	
  
 Market	
  projected	
  to	
  mature	
  by	
  2025-­‐2030;	
  
long-­‐term	
  ac=vity	
  is	
  maintenance	
  unless	
  
local	
  manufacturing	
  industry	
  develops	
  

 New	
  wind	
  farm	
  going	
  into	
  state;	
  long	
  term	
  
opportunity	
  depends	
  on	
  whether	
  	
  
installa=ons	
  go	
  on	
  land	
  or	
  offshore,	
  and	
  
whether	
  manufacturers	
  follow	
  

  Can	
  benefit	
  rural	
  NC;	
  surveys	
  indicate	
  
general	
  acceptance	
  Source: AECOM, based on current dimensions of 

equipment, NC policy and market maturation forecasts 

Annual	
  Tonnage	
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Chemicals	
  and	
  Phosphates	
  

  Supports	
  large	
  exis=ng	
  industry	
  
  Solid	
  baseline	
  growth	
  projected	
  
  Poten=al	
  for	
  diversion	
  to	
  NC	
  ports	
  but	
  
addi=onal	
  capture	
  not	
  an=cipated	
  to	
  
yield	
  large	
  increment	
  in	
  volumes	
  
(preliminary	
  result	
  for	
  trucks)	
  

  This	
  is	
  already	
  a	
  source	
  of	
  strength	
  for	
  
NC	
  Ports;	
  no	
  cost	
  or	
  other	
  impediment	
  
to	
  remove	
  to	
  foster	
  stronger	
  growth	
  

0	
  

500,000	
  

1,000,000	
  

1,500,000	
  

2,000,000	
  

2,500,000	
  

3,000,000	
  

2009	
   2019	
   2029	
   2039	
  
Source: AECOM, from IHS Global Insight projected 
growth and PIERS historical data 

Annual	
  Tonnage	
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What	
  Affects	
  Cargo	
  Diversion?	
  
•  Rela=ve	
  Cost	
  

–  Es=mate	
  comparable	
  market	
  shares	
  
–  Calculate	
  rela=ve	
  costs	
  
–  Regression	
  of	
  cross-­‐sec=onal	
  data	
  of	
  market	
  shares	
  on	
  
rela=ve	
  costs-­‐-­‐-­‐a	
  1%	
  change	
  in	
  rela=ve	
  cost	
  yields	
  a	
  x%	
  
change	
  in	
  market	
  share,	
  all	
  else	
  equal	
  

•  Non-­‐Price	
  Factors	
  
–  Availability	
  of	
  requisite	
  handling	
  equipment	
  
–  Weight	
  /	
  dimensions	
  of	
  cargo	
  
–  Contracts	
  and	
  shipping	
  calls	
  
–  Availability	
  of	
  containers	
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Next	
  Steps:	
  Economic	
  Benefits	
  to	
  NC	
  

•  Transla=ng	
  growth	
  in	
  mari=me	
  volumes	
  into	
  
economic	
  benefits	
  
–  Shipping	
  savings	
  yield	
  a	
  produc=vity	
  benefit,	
  making	
  local	
  
industry	
  more	
  compe==ve	
  in	
  the	
  market	
  

–  NC-­‐based	
  industries	
  located	
  in	
  state	
  and	
  using	
  ports	
  to	
  
export	
  support	
  	
  in-­‐state	
  jobs	
  and	
  earnings	
  

–  Lower	
  delivered	
  costs	
  result	
  in	
  consumer	
  benefit	
  
–  Reduc=on	
  in	
  truck	
  freight	
  saves	
  road	
  maintenance	
  costs,	
  
limits	
  road	
  emissions,	
  and	
  yields	
  safety	
  benefits	
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Infrastructure	
  Constraints	
  and	
  
Opportuni%es	
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30%	
  

17%	
  

53%	
  

Infrastructure	
  Influence	
  on	
  Delivered	
  Costs	
  

Source: AECOM/URS 

Ocean	
  Transport	
  

Truck	
  Transport	
  

Port	
  Handling	
  

Sample	
  Split	
  of	
  Containerized	
  Transport	
  Costs	
  ,	
  from	
  Wilmington	
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Infrastructure	
  Influence	
  on	
  Delivered	
  Costs	
  
Rela%ve	
  Trucking	
  Cost	
  of	
  NC	
  Timber	
  Products	
  	
  
to	
  Regional	
  Ports	
  

Source: AECOM/URS 

Norfolk	
  

Morehead	
  City	
  

Savannah	
  

Charleston	
  

Wilmington	
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NC	
  Freight	
  Nodes	
  and	
  Facili%es	
  

•  Map	
  12	
  –	
  Nodes	
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Source: AECOM/URS 
 Note:	
  agriculture	
  exists	
  across	
  the	
  state;	
  	
  the	
  
areas	
  of	
  dense	
  agricultural	
  produc=on	
  
illustrated	
  are	
  intended	
  to	
  be	
  representa=ve	
  



Funded	
  STIP	
  Projects	
  

Source: AECOM/URS compiled from  ESRI, NCDOT, 
and USGS ThematicMapping 
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Poten%al	
  Truck	
  Travel	
  Time	
  Savings	
  (2040)	
  
Funded	
  STIP	
  Projects	
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Morehead	
  	
  City,	
  NC	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:25	
   0:10	
   0:17	
   0:02	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:13	
   0:03	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:11	
   0:16	
   0:17	
  

Wilmington,	
  NC	
   0:03	
   0:12	
   0:04	
   0:07	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:01	
   0:02	
   -­‐-­‐	
   -­‐-­‐	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:20	
   0:08	
  

Norfolk,	
  VA	
   0:07	
   0:11	
   0:18	
   0:02	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:04	
   0:01	
   0:02	
   0:01	
   0:01	
   0:01	
   0:01	
  

Charleston,	
  SC	
   0:16	
   0:02	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:11	
   0:13	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:04	
   0:03	
   0:13	
   0:02	
   0:10	
   0:04	
  

Savannah	
  ,	
  GA	
   0:13	
   0:02	
   00	
   0:11	
   0:12	
   -­‐-­‐	
   0:04	
   0:02	
   0:13	
   0:02	
   0:19	
   0:04	
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0:15	
  to	
  0:29	
  reduc=on	
  

1:00	
  or	
  more	
  reduc=on	
  
0:30	
  to	
  0:59	
  reduc=on	
  

Source: AECOM/URS 



Funded	
  STIP	
  Projects	
  Plus	
  

Source: AECOM/URS compiled from  ESRI, NCDOT, 
and USGS ThematicMapping 
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Poten%al	
  Truck	
  Travel	
  Time	
  Savings	
  (2040)	
  
Funded	
  STIP	
  Projects	
  Plus	
  

NC	
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↓	
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Morehead	
  	
  City,	
  NC	
   	
  0:13	
  	
   1:32	
  	
   1:22	
  	
   0:47	
  	
   0:59	
  	
   0:50	
  	
   0:42	
  	
   0:20	
  	
   0:33	
  	
   0:18	
  	
   0:46	
  	
   0:46	
  	
  

Wilmington,	
  NC	
   0:14	
  	
   0:53	
  	
   0:31	
  	
   	
  	
  0:31	
   0:17	
  	
   0:21	
  	
   	
  0:09	
  	
   0:12	
  	
   	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
   	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
   1:08	
  	
   1:28	
  	
  

Norfolk,	
  VA	
   1:10	
  	
   	
  0:14	
  	
   0:18	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  0:07	
  	
   1:40	
  	
   0:04	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  0:01	
  	
   0:02	
   0:14	
  	
   0:01	
  	
   	
  0:07	
  	
   	
  0:07	
  	
  

Charleston,	
  SC	
   0:57	
  	
   0:02	
   0:11	
  	
   0:26	
  	
   1:00	
  	
   	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
   0:16	
  	
   	
  0:08	
   0:43	
  	
   	
  0:07	
  	
   0:11	
  	
   0:23	
  	
  

Savannah	
  ,	
  GA	
   0:53	
  	
   0:02	
   0:11	
  	
   0:26	
  	
   0:30	
  	
   	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
   0:16	
  	
   	
  0:07	
  	
   0:18	
  	
   	
  0:07	
  	
   0:11	
  	
   0:11	
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0:30	
  to	
  0:59	
  reduc=on	
  

0:15	
  to	
  0:29	
  reduc=on	
  

1:00	
  or	
  more	
  reduc=on	
  

Source: AECOM/URS 



North	
  Carolina	
  Freight	
  Rail	
  Network	
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Source: AECOM/URS compiled from ESRI, 
NCDOT, CSX, Norfolk Southern,  USGS 

ThematicMapping world borders dataset 



Railroad	
  Access	
  and	
  Service	
  

•  New	
  rail	
  service	
  connec=ons	
  to	
  inland	
  sites	
  
–  Global	
  TransPark,	
  Faye\eville	
  

•  Improved	
  port	
  connec=ons	
  
–  Rail	
  reloca=on	
  to	
  Morehead	
  City	
  
– Wallace	
  to	
  Castle-­‐Hayne	
  
–  On-­‐dock	
  or	
  near-­‐dock	
  rail	
  yards	
  

•  Opera=onal	
  enhancements	
  
–  Pembroke	
  turn	
  
–  Terminal	
  efficiencies	
  

•  Corridor	
  Improvements	
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*	
  Environmental	
  screening	
  does	
  not	
  include	
  full	
  environmental	
  impact	
  analysis	
  

• Offers	
  ocean	
  access	
  
• Provides	
  adequate	
  protec%on	
  from	
  wind	
  and	
  wave	
  ac%on	
  

Water	
  
Suitability	
  

• Avoids	
  Na%onal	
  Parks,	
  Wilderness,	
  and	
  Refuge	
  Areas	
  
• Avoids	
  Military	
  Lands	
  
• Complies	
  with	
  Coastal	
  Barrier	
  Resources	
  Act	
  (COBRA)	
  
• Limits	
  displacement	
  of	
  other	
  uses:	
  vacant	
  lands	
  or	
  exis%ng	
  port	
  use	
  
• Meets	
  minimum	
  port	
  terminal	
  requirements:	
  200	
  acres,	
  3000’	
  berth	
  

Land	
  
Suitability	
  

• Limits	
  extent	
  and	
  cost	
  of	
  dredging	
  as	
  compared	
  to	
  alterna%ves	
  
• Offers	
  opportunity	
  for	
  cost-­‐efficient	
  container	
  terminal	
  opera%on	
  
• Offers	
  opportunity	
  for	
  cost-­‐effec=ve	
  land	
  access	
  
• Limits	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  as	
  compared	
  to	
  alterna=ves*	
  

Compara%ve	
  
Cost	
  and	
  
Impact	
  

• Proposed	
  terminal	
  size	
  and	
  expansion	
  capability	
  are	
  well-­‐matched	
  to	
  
projected	
  market	
  demand	
  

Compara%ve	
  
Benefit	
  

Poten%al	
  Deepwater	
  Port	
  Sites	
  

In
iti

al
 S

cr
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ni
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na
ly
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U

nd
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w
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N

ex
t  
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ep
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Deepwater	
  Port	
  Sites	
  1	
  &	
  2	
  

Source: AECOM/URS compiled from  ESRI, 
NCDOT, USDOT Freight Analysis Framework v3.1,  

USGS ThematicMapping world borders dataset, 
SeaMap SA 2001, and Moser and Taylor 1995 37	
  



Deepwater	
  Port	
  Site	
  3	
  

Source: AECOM/URS compiled from  ESRI, 
NCDOT, USDOT Freight Analysis Framework v3.1,  
USGS ThematicMapping world borders dataset, 
SeaMap SA 2001, and Moser and Taylor 1995 38	
  



Deepwater	
  Port	
  Sites	
  4	
  &	
  5	
  

Source: AECOM/URS compiled from  ESRI, NCDOT, 
Brunswick County, New Hanover County, USGS 
ThematicMapping world borders dataset, SeaMap 
SA 2001, and Moser and Taylor 1995 39	
  



Deepwater	
  Port	
  Site	
  6	
  

Source: AECOM/URS compiled from  ESRI, NCDOT, 
Brunswick County, New Hanover County, USGS 
ThematicMapping world borders dataset, SeaMap 
SA 2001, and Moser and Taylor 1995 40	
  



47’  51’  45’  47’  51’  45’  51’  45’  

45’  47’  51’  

Annualized	
  Dredging	
  Costs	
  
Site	
  3	
  and	
  Site	
  6	
  have	
  the	
  minimum	
  

Source: AECOM 
Pamlico	
  County	
  sites	
  (Sites	
  1	
  and	
  2)	
  
would	
  require	
  significantly	
  greater	
  
capital	
  investment	
  for	
  channel	
  dredging	
  

47’  
45’  47’  51’  45’  47’  51’  
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Container	
  Capacity	
  Expansion	
  Alterna%ves	
  
 A:	
  Wilmington	
  –	
  1	
  Berth,	
  Reach	
  Stacker	
  (RS)	
  

 B:	
  Wilmington	
  –	
  2	
  Berths,	
  Reach	
  Stacker	
  (RS)	
  	
  

 C:	
  Wilmington	
  –	
  2	
  Berths,	
  Rubber	
  Tired	
  Gantry	
  (RTG)	
  

  C1:	
  Opt	
  C	
  +	
  Dredge	
  to	
  45'	
  +	
  20%	
  Reduc=on	
  in	
  Dwell	
  Time	
  

  C2:	
  Opt	
  C	
  +	
  Dredge	
  to	
  47'	
  +	
  35%	
  Reduc=on	
  in	
  Dwell	
  Time	
  

  C3:	
  Opt	
  C	
  +	
  Dredge	
  to	
  51'	
  +	
  35%	
  Reduc=on	
  in	
  Dwell	
  Time	
  

 D:	
  Morehead	
  City	
  –	
  2	
  Berths,	
  RTG,	
  45’	
  water	
  

  D1:	
  Opt	
  D	
  +	
  Dredge	
  to	
  51’	
  +	
  20%	
  Reduc=on	
  in	
  Dwell	
  Time	
  

 E:	
  Southport	
  3	
  Berths,	
  RTG,	
  51‘	
  water	
  
  E1:	
  Opt	
  E	
  +	
  Automated	
  Stacking	
  Crane	
  (ASC)	
  

Reach Stacker (RS) 

Rubber Tired Gantry (RTG) 

Automated Stacking Crane (ASC) 
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43	
  

A. Wilmington (1 Berth, Reach Stacker) B. Wilmington (2 Berths, ReachStacker) 

C. Wilmington (2 Berths, Rubber Tired Gantry) 
D. Morehead (2 Berths, Rubber Tired Gantry) 

Source: AECOM 



Annual	
  Container	
  Terminal	
  Capacity	
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At	
  Southport,	
  normalized	
  to	
  2.1	
  million	
  
TEU	
  capacity	
  for	
  comparison	
  purposes	
  

At	
  Wilmington,	
  with	
  various	
  opera%ng	
  
scenarios	
  and	
  water	
  depths	
   At	
  Morehead	
  

City,	
  with	
  varying	
  
water	
  depths	
  

Current	
  
year	
  

(~50%	
  of	
  
capacity)	
  

45’	
   51’	
  

51’	
   51’	
  

51’	
  47’	
  

45’	
  

42’	
  42’	
  

42’	
  

Source: AECOM 

TEU	
  =	
  twenty-­‐foot	
  equivalent	
  unit	
   44	
  



Annual	
  Cost	
  Comparison	
  
Container	
  Terminal	
  Opera%ng	
  at	
  Full	
  Capacity	
  

←	
  FY11	
  Actual	
  compared	
  to	
  
Container	
  Terminal	
  Alterna%ves	
  

Includes	
  incremental	
  capital	
  costs,	
  
annualized	
  over	
  30	
  years,	
  plus	
  annual	
  
stevedoring	
  and	
  terminal	
  costs	
  
without	
  regard	
  to	
  cost	
  responsibility	
  

Source: AECOM 
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Cost	
  per	
  Vessel	
  Move	
  	
  
	
  Container	
  Terminal	
  Opera%ng	
  at	
  Full	
  Capacity	
  

←	
  FY11	
  Actual	
  compared	
  to	
  
Container	
  Terminal	
  Alterna%ves	
  

Includes	
  incremental	
  capital	
  costs,	
  
annualized	
  over	
  30	
  years,	
  plus	
  annual	
  
stevedoring	
  and	
  terminal	
  costs	
  
without	
  regard	
  to	
  cost	
  responsibility	
  

Source: AECOM 
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Cost	
  per	
  Vessel	
  Move	
  	
  
Container	
  Terminal	
  Opera%ng	
  at	
  50%	
  Capacity	
  

←	
  FY11	
  Actual	
  compared	
  to	
  
Container	
  Terminal	
  Alterna%ves	
  

Includes	
  incremental	
  capital	
  costs,	
  
annualized	
  over	
  30	
  years,	
  plus	
  annual	
  
stevedoring	
  and	
  terminal	
  costs	
  
without	
  regard	
  to	
  cost	
  responsibility	
  

Source: AECOM 
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Terminal	
  Capacity	
  vs.	
  Cost	
  per	
  Move	
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Source: AECOM 

%	
  of	
  FY11	
  Cost	
  at	
  Full	
  Capacity	
   %	
  of	
  FY11	
  Cost,	
  Opera=ng	
  at	
  50%	
  Capacity	
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Includes	
  incremental	
  capital	
  costs	
  for	
  
terminal	
  development	
  and	
  dredging,	
  
annualized	
  over	
  30	
  years,	
  plus	
  annual	
  
stevedoring	
  and	
  terminal	
  costs	
  
without	
  regard	
  to	
  cost	
  responsibility	
  

Excludes	
  landside	
  access	
  costs	
  



Comparison	
  of	
  Cost	
  Efficiency	
  
at	
  Candidate	
  Deepwater	
  Port	
  Sites	
  

 Economies of scale will allow cost per move to decrease as volumes increase  

 To realize a total annual capacity of up to approximately 1 million TEU, it is 
most cost-effective to max out the existing facility at Wilmington than to build 
a new terminal somewhere else 

 Cost efficiency of a new terminal at Morehead City at 51’ depth is comparable 
to dredging Wilmington to 45’, without considering landside access costs  

 Morehead City’s relative distance to population centers may make it less 
appealing to shippers as compared to Wilmington or other sites 

 Overall, Southport sites can be more cost effective than Morehead City if 
landside access costs to Southport are 25% less than to Morehead City 

 Cost calculations for new terminals favor Automated Stacker Cranes due to 
high productivity and low labor needs 

TEU	
  =	
  twenty-­‐foot	
  equivalent	
  unit	
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Focused	
  Discussion	
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Suggested	
  Discussion	
  Topics	
  

•  Market	
  Scenario	
  Risks	
  and	
  Challenges	
  
•  Infrastructure	
  Constraints	
  and	
  Opportuni=es	
  
•  Evalua=on	
  Measures	
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Public	
  Comment	
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Conclusions	
  and	
  Close	
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