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1.0
INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES

This report was prepared pursuant to a contract with the United States Coast Guard (Coast Guard) dated December 17, 1999, to undertake development of a National Harbor Safety Committees Study.  The results of this Study will be used by the Coast Guard in the development of guidance for Captains of the Port (COTPs) as a tool to enhance local safety coordination in the nation’s ports.  This is to be accomplished by attempting to increase the effectiveness of existing local port safety groups, or through encouraging the establishment of new Harbor Safety Committees (HSCs) where none currently exist, and by encouraging the active participation of COTPs in local port safety coordinating bodies.

In this Study the term “Harbor Safety Committee” is defined in the broadest sense as local port coordinating bodies whose responsibilities include recommending actions to improve the safety of a port or waterway, and which are comprised of representatives of government agencies, maritime labor and industry organizations, environmental groups, and other public interest groups.  These port coordinating groups may be referred to in various ports under different names, such as Port Safety Forum, Marine Advisory Association, Port Advisory Group or other, similar names.  Although they may have additional roles than that normally ascribed to a HSC (e.g. port development and/or marketing), they all serve as a means to ensure communication among all stakeholders within the port, which is the focus of this Study.

The Coast Guard has long recognized the importance of local committees as the key to safe, efficient and environmentally sound port operations.  As noted in the past by Intertanko and others, U.S. port complexes and their associated waterways and terminals are extremely diverse in infrastructure, management, function, and markets served.  Local HSCs are often the only forums available to facility operators and other stakeholders to address issues regarding these fundamental issues.  But, the HSCs themselves vary substantially in their scope and effectiveness from port to port and region to region, and do not have standard guidelines, responsibilities, representation or organizational structures; nor is there a central, national coordinating mechanism in place to promote consistency or synergy among the many, autonomous HSCs around the country.

At the National Conference on the Marine Transportation System (MTS) in 1998, which was chaired by the Secretary of Transportation, senior representatives from a wide spectrum of public and private sector MTS stakeholders agreed that:

· There is a strong need for effective local coordinating organizations;

· Successful local committees should serve as models for other areas to establish coordinating organizations or to expand the roles of existing organizations, and;

· There is generally no consistent mechanism for communication among local public and private sector entities.

In a Report to Congress following the National Conference, the Secretary and the MTS Task Force endorsed HSCs as the preferred local mechanism in a proposed MTS coordination framework.  Existing HSCs would be used as national models for other areas, and their roles are envisioned by the Task Force as potentially expanding beyond safety to encompass the wide range of issues that have been identified as affecting the MTS as a whole.

This Study gathers and presents more details about existing HSCs, and presents the opinions and recommendations of their members as to what might constitute the most effective and desirable mechanism whereby port needs are best addressed and coordinated locally.  In conjunction with telephone contacts, a survey form was developed for the Study and distributed to selected ports across the country (see Appendix A).  The observations, conclusions and recommendations in this report are based on the telephone conversations and information contained in the returned surveys.

As called for in the contract requirements, this Study of existing HSCs identifies:

· Strategies for gaining successful cooperation among the various groups with an interest in the local port or waterway;

· Organizational models that might be applied to new or existing HSCs to increase their effectiveness and/or assist in expansion of their responsibilities;

· Technological assistance that can help HSCs overcome local impediments to safety, mobility, environmental protection and port security; and

· Recurring resources necessary to ensure the HSC’s success.

2.0
PREVIOUS Harbor Safety Committee Background WORK
The key documents that provide background to this Study are listed below.  The latter three documents strongly support the role of HSCs in aiding port management and reducing risk.   

· Harbor Safety Committees, Comprehensive National List of Existing HSC and HSC Like Organizations (USCG, 1999).

· Proceedings of the 1998 National Conference on the Marine Transportation System in Warrenton, Virginia (DOT, 1998).

· Secretary of Transportation’s 1999 Report to Congress, “An Assessment of the U.S. Marine Transportation System” (DOT, 1999).

· U.S. Port and Terminal Safety Study, published by the International Association of Independent Tanker Owners (INTERTANKO, 1996).

Each document is briefly discussed below in terms of its relevance to Harbor Safety Committees and this Study.

2.1
Comprehensive National List of Harbor Safety Committees and Like Organizations

This Coast Guard report provides the name, general organization and organizations involved in all HSCs across the United States, sorted by Coast Guard Captain of the Port zone.  For this Study, the National List provided a starting point and contributed to the selection of the most appropriate ports to survey for additional information.

2.2
Report to Congress: Assessment of the Marine Transportation System (MTS)

This document is extremely important to any discussion of HSCs, as it reflects the goals of the congressionally mandated MTS Task Force, chaired by the Secretary of Transportation.  The Task Force was comprised of senior representatives of MARAD, NOAA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and other state and federal agencies and departments, as well as private sector stakeholders in the MTS including industry and organized labor organizations and public interest groups.  In the Secretary’s Report to Congress the MTS Task Force defines the strategy for the improvement of the present MTS such that by the year 2020:
“
The U.S. Marine Transportation System will be the world’s most technologically advanced, safe, secure, efficient, accessible, globally competitive, dynamic and environmentally responsible system for moving goods and people.”

To attain this vision, the Task force developed seven Strategic Areas of Concern and provided recommended actions for their implementation.  The Strategic Areas of Action with immediate relevance to HSCs include:

· Coordination:  The Report states that improved coordination among and through the public and private MTS stakeholders at the local, regional and national level is a key element of the MTS envisioned for 2020.  Although the Task Force primarily looked at the MTS at the national level, one of its Coordination recommendations is to, “Encourage the creation of Harbor Safety Committees and regional organizations, where appropriate, to address local concerns.”

· Funding the MTS:  The Report states, “Funding is at the core of many issues relating to the MTS, but it was one on which the Task Force could not reach consensus.”  Similarly, as will be discussed later in this report, this Study did not identify any consensus opinion among existing HSCs of how a coordinated funding mechanism might be defined and/or implemented, or even if one should be.
· MTS competitiveness and mobility:  As defined in the Report, “…mobility and competitiveness translate into a demand for intermodal services that provide speedy movement through the waterways, ports, and terminal transfer facilities to landside transportation.  Mobility and competitiveness also translate into a demand for ready access to the transportation information that is needed by all parties to the various transactions involved in trade.”
The Task Force made several recommendations to implement this area, of which the following potentially apply to HSCs:
· Landside access to ports:
· “Encourage a concentrated effort of the port interests along a coastal range, primarily terminal operators, to focus attention on these issues…  A united position…would ensure that making such improvements would not significantly change the respective competitive positions of the ports.  The proposed regional and local coordinating bodies can provide the forums to bring the ports, shippers, vessel operators, the landside transport modes, and governments together to address this issue.”

· “Encourage regional, state, and local planners to consider the benefits of an MTS that is an integral part of the local, state, and regional transportation system.  This effort should consider reducing congestion by developing a smart transportation system, and encourage effective facility placement.  Planners should maximize the participation of the private sector in the decision-making process through a number of mechanisms…”

· Systemwide Traffic Forecasts:  The Report recommends the formation of a planning information cooperative for joint development of national and regional traffic forecasts for planners at all levels that, “Involves periodic reviews by representatives of individual industries and ports, shippers, regional and national interests to track actual performance, validate input assumptions, and update incorporating new information.

· Improving awareness of the MTS:  The Report recommends, “State, local and private sector MTS stakeholders should give priority to promoting the overall value of the MTS through their existing trade associations and other outreach efforts.  These stakeholders are encouraged to coordinate their efforts and message…[and] should also:
· “Employ new technology and develop effective communication tools designed to share best practices, personnel training, and collective approaches among the maritime user community and across government agencies;

· “Develop programs and outreach efforts to promote the responsibility of the boater, mariner, and maritime professionals to improve MTS environmental soundness.”

· Information management and infrastructure:  
· Hydrographic and Weather Information:  The Report recommends that the Coast Guard, NOAA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and others, “…must incorporate local stakeholders into the planning, design and implementation of improved systems” of proposed navigation information systems in waterways and ports to provide real-time delivery and display of information.  It goes on to recommend, “NOAA, in conjunction with the USCG and USACE, should work in partnership with local and regional stakeholders to design, develop and install appropriate PORTS technology…”
· Waterways Traffic Management Information:  The Report recommends that the Coast Guard should:
· Conduct port-specific assessments to determine the appropriate …information needs in each port.  The port assessment should be conducted with the participation of all local port users…
· “In collaboration with port stakeholders, investigate potential solutions to the voice communications problems…
· “Continue to recommend upgraded information systems, with stakeholder participation.”
· Security: The Task Force concluded that critical issues related to port MTS security will be considered by a Presidential Commission.
· Safety and environmental protection:  Under this strategic area, HSCs are specifically called on to serve as local committees able “to pursue safety and environmental concerns related to the MTS and develop and execute collective actions,” and it is envisioned that “the mission of the existing harbor safety committees or local planning groups could be expanded to conduct comprehensive assessments of local safety and environmental risks and needed actions.”

2.3
Proceedings of the 1998 National Conference on the Marine Transportation System

These proceedings served as a primary source for developing the Report to Congress described above.  The Proceedings highlights HSCs as a means for providing future coordination between all interested parties concerning port use and development.

As part of the Coordination Issues session, a plenary of 144 Conference attendees identified the following specific roles for the local coordinating structure (HSC):

· Identify problems, opportunities, and recommend solutions.

· Promote public awareness of the Marine Transportation System.

· Resolve local Marine Transportation System issues in the port, consistent with federal and international regulations.

· Represent local area/port in creating coalitions.  Reach out to regional and national coordinating structures.

· Raise visibility of port issues (Federal, state, industry).

· Establish a means to access and refer issues to the National Council.

The Proceedings identified several criteria for achieving a successful coordinating structure for the MTS.  These include: leadership, trust, commitment, achievable goals, build on accomplishments, awareness (broad representation), communication, credibility, honesty, clear mission, generally common objectives, willingness to honor the process and the outcomes, no Federal Advisory Committee Act restrictions, involvement and support of local government officials, and use of a systematic approach with built-in success. 
The Proceedings report that “now is the time to act as there has been enough talk” was a recurring theme throughout the Coordination Issue session.

2.4
INTERTANKO U.S. Port & Terminal Safety Study
The objectives of this INTERTANKO discussion paper are to examine port-associated risks and then to recommend risk-reduction measures.  The study gives major importance to having a clearly defined waterway management system, and specifically calls out that “The Coast Guard should establish Harbor Safety Committees in all tanker ports.”

A summary of the INTERTANKO study’s recommendations that address HSCs, follows:

· Waterway Management:

· Each waterway management system must have participation and input from those with the best local knowledge (frequent users, pilots, etc.) but under the umbrella of the Coast Guard who alone have the authority to “manage” harbor safety in the United States.

· Harbor Safety Committees as specified in a number of local State laws will facilitate development of the recommended waterway management systems.

· Maximum operating conditions or limits on ship movements in each area should be decided upon by the Harbor Safety Committees.  It is expected that they should consider such factors as hazardous wind and current conditions in each locale, and relate these to ship conditions such as size, UKC, and freeboard in ballast, load, or part-load conditions.

· Clearly the lead agency in defining and establishing waterway management systems in each port must be the U.S. Coast Guard, but this must be done with the participation and knowledge of local expertise.

· Escort Vessels:

· Action in these areas needs to be taken by the Coast Guard and p8ilots at the local level.  Harbor Safety Committees are encouraged to continue to advise Coast Guard Headquarters on which further areas, if any, would or would not be likely to benefit significantly from tethered escorts.

3.0
Results of this study

Results are described in terms of information gained from the objective and subjective information taken from the surveys distributed.  From these results, the next section outlines Recommendations to fulfill the Study’s objectives.

3.1
Contact with Existing HSCs

Organizations in ports in a total of 18 Coast Guard COTP zones were contacted in order to obtain information regarding HSCs.  Ports were selected based on size, primarily using the list of the top U.S. ports in terms of numbers of vessel calls (Table 1), with consideration given to including ports on all four coasts.  The selected port areas for this Study are listed in Table 2.
Table 1.
Top U.S. Ports and Their Number of Cargo Vessel Calls
(from MTS, 1999; using data from Lloyd’s of London, 1998)
PORT
TANKER
DRY BULK
CONTAINER
OTHER
TOTAL


CALLS
000 DWT
CALLS
000 DWT
CALLS
000 DWT
CALLS
000 DWT
CALLS
000 DWT

Houston
3,450
132,185
807
33,273
515
16,558
2,031
25,798
6,803
207,814

New Orleans
1,660
94,621
3,337
150,999
515
10,071
1,366
20,802
6,762
276,473

Los Angeles
806
57,563
952
49,602
399
102,174
1,365
19,695
5,585
229,034

New York
1,219
62,216
485
21,148
2,462
77,153
1,270
21,848
5,124
182,365

San Francisco
773
55,922
361
12,497
2,150
67,874
382
7,575
3,159
143,868

Hampton Roads
198
8,298
841
66,802
1,643
53,026
571
11,249
3,098
139,475

Philadelphia
1,076
95,577
476
20,069
1,488
8,567
922
10,591
2,996
131,804

Port Everglades
338
13,820
83
2,734
522
11,981
1,807
12,706
2,962
41,241

San Juan PR
155
4,980
83
2,620
734
12,266
1,993
13,762
2,902
33,628

Miami
10
321
26
1,073
671
15,193
1,946
12,673
2,589
29,260

Columbia River
203
10,022
1,303
46,872
607
9,634
456
10,133
2,221
76,661

Charleston
151
5,521
103
3,241
259
50,793
614
13,032
2,157
72,587

Baltimore
146
4,116
499
26,989
4,289
17,887
809
14,250
2,033
63,242

Jacksonville
195
7,632
217
6,504
579
11,426
680
8,761
1,589
34,242

St. Thomas
8
117
21
126
497
56
1,442
8,966
1,475
9,265

Corpus Christi
1,106
64,487
330
16,997
4
0
29
405
1,465
81,889

Texas City
1,209
63,088
122
5,669
0
18
23
242
1,355
69,017

Savannah
123
4,069
222
7,122
1
15,236
526
11,386
1,285
37,813

Seattle
32
1,611
203
9,824
414
33,856
276
5,898
1,266
51,189

Tacoma
82
3,168
307
16,441
755
17,943
338
5,616
1,253
40,168

Tampa
267
7,032
492
17,613
526
62
457
3,843
1,221
28,550

Mobile
137
7,059
465
25,468
5
0
560
10,193
1,162
42,720

Beaumont
816
53,279
151
7,019
1
41
46
990
1,014
61,329

Honolulu
165
9,180
93
4,504
448
12,002
201
2,815
907
28,501

Lake Charles
538
34,817
135
5,729
0
0
177
1,963
850
42,509

*Excludes calls by non-self-propelled vessels under 1,000 Gross Tons.

Note: The Lloyd’s port scheme often combines several ports.  For example, Long Beach is included in the Los Angeles figures, and Oakland is considered in the San Francisco data.
Table 2.  Ports Selected for HSC Surveys

Large (>5000 port calls)

Houston, TX

New Orleans, LA

Los Angeles/Long Beach, CA

New York & New Jersey

Philadelphia, PA



Intermediate (2000 – 5000 port calls)

Charleston, SC

Miami, FL

Mobile, AL

Seattle / Tacoma, WA

San Francisco, CA



Small (<2000 port calls)

Boston, MA

Memphis, TN

Corpus Christi, TX

Providence, RI

Toledo, OH

Portland, ME

Sault Ste. Marie, MN

Tampa, FL



3.2
Key Players and Organizations

The players / organizations within the HSCs are fairly consistent across all port areas.  The universe of answers contained in the surveys include input from the following organizations:

· Port Authorities

· Vessel owners and operators (tankers, dry cargo, barges, ferries)

· Harbor pilots and pilot associations

· Marine Exchanges

· Docking pilots/tug and tow operators 

· Shipping agents 

· Terminal operators

· Industry associations (national, state and local)

· Organized Labor

· Commercial Fishing Industry Associations

· State / Local Government agencies

· Environmental agencies

· Maritime Administrations

· Regional Development Agencies

· Emergency Management Agencies

· LEPC (fire and police departments, harbor masters)

· Federal Government representatives

· Coast Guard

· NOAA (hydrographic group)

· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

· Rarely mentioned government entities:

· FEMA

· DOI

· INS/Customs

· U.S. Navy

· FBI

3.3
Absent and Under-represented Organizations

Environmental citizens groups were not well represented in the HSCs, relative to the industry and government participation.  Follow-up interviews indicated that these groups participate more in the Area Committees, where the focus is on pollution and environmental issues.

Table 3 lists all the environmental organizations listed during the survey and follow-up process:

Table 3.  Environmental Organizations Participating in HSCs in Ports Surveyed*
Organization 
Port

Save the Galveston Bay
Houston/Galveston

Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council **
Agency on Bay Management
Dania Beach Improvement Association
Tampa 

Washington Environmental Council*** 
Seattle 

Save the Narragansett Bay
Providence

Save Cape Cod Bay
Stellwagon Bank Marine Sanctuary
Boston

Center for Marine Conservation
San Francisco

Working Waterfront Association
New York/New Jersey

Friends of Casco Bay
Portland, ME

Environment Now

Santa Monica Bay Keepers
LA/Long Beach



*
It should be noted that although the organizations are listed as participants and members of HSC type organizations, follow up research indicated that the level of participation was lower than seen with industry
**
Covers more than just environment issues
**
A consortium of environmental organizations
3.4
Primary Subjects Addressed by HSCs

Respondents consistently identified HSCs as providing the means to organize in a coherent manner to address and resolve issues that affect port operations.  This includes all manner of activities, including safety and navigation (including the maintenance and focus on aids to navigation), port congestion, commercial issues, dredging, establishing a VTS, port competitiveness, etc.  Table 4 indicates the respondents’ views toward the services that a HSC type organization provides (this is also broken down by port size).  

Table 4.  –  HSC-provided Services and Topics Discussed
Port Size
Primary Services HSCs Provide/Topics Discussed




Pollution 
Safety/Navigation
Coordination
Dredging
Commercial

Small
79%
92%
58 %
50%

Medium 
79%
100%
71 %
43%

Large
89%
95%
97%
53%

(We judge these results to have a margin due to some variances in the accuracy of the response)

In some cases, the HSC was first organized as a collective of port operators and facility managers, so its organization also may be a focal point for industrial development and/or marketing.  Table 4 supports the narrative received in many of the surveys indicating that the main services provided and topics discussed by HSCs focus on the coordination of safety and navigational issues, and pollution prevention.

Many HSCs are very loosely organized, sometimes by design and sometimes not, and in these cases the number of issues addressed tends to be fewer.  Others are considerably more structured, with standing committees that address and track a broader range of issues on a regular basis.

Some HSCs reported that they defer pollution issues to the OPA-90 mandated Area Committee, while others indicate that they address pollution issues on a broad scale, not just oil pollution.

3.5
Primary Coast Guard Needs and Requirements

Coast Guard representatives surveyed during this Study consistently related that the HSC serves a very positive function by bringing together the key players that affect port operations and safety, and that no other forum is able to do so.  The HSC fulfills the Coast Guard’s need for opening a path to partnerships, to be able to ensure that the port is effectively and safely managed and that members of the port community are communicating with one another.

Because the Coast Guard does not, in most cases, have direct leadership of the HSC, critical issues and discussions were often more frank and forthcoming than if the Coast Guard were running the meeting.  An example given was that some risk-related issues were brought out as the new COTP personally visited the key players, but that through the HSC much deeper concerns were brought out that otherwise might have remained unknown to the COTP if the HSC did not exist.

Coast Guard respondents appeared to feel strongly that any type of dues would hinder participation.  Some indicated that money allocated in their budget would help with the COTP aiding in the process, not sponsoring.  Some narrative responses indicated that some of the administrative gaps are fiscally related.  The answers indicate, however, that support secured through the imposition of dues would not justify the stigma of  “pay to play” associated with any type of HSC.

3.6
Primary Industry Needs and Requirements

Industry organizations within port areas have long used a marine exchange or similar forum as a means of coming together to solve particular operational problems and/or to serve a common good.  For example, The Charleston Maritime Association was founded in 1926 and now has 450 members, and it influences decisions on port use, training, marketing, navigation, industrial development, etc.

In this survey, industry respondents consistently expressed the need to provide input into decisions that affect their industry and livelihood.  In many cases, they feel they have a considerably greater knowledge of the waterway and of the risks entailed than the government agencies.  Therefore, they feel they are best able to recommend measures to reduce risks or to advise on related issues.

There was a strong need expressed by many industry organizations that it is important for the COTP to maintain a non-regulatory role within the HSC.  The feeling is that the success of the HSC is clearly tied to its openness, which could potentially be lost if the Coast Guard tries to enforce a top-down, “big stick” view on issues.  In the majority of HSCs the government agencies, including the Coast Guard, are not voting members.

As with the Coast Guard, respondents from industry organizations felt strongly that any type of dues would hinder participation in the HSC.  Some indicated that money allocated in the COTP’s budget would help with the COTP aiding in the process, not sponsoring it.  Again, some narrative responses indicated that some of the administrative gaps are fiscally related.  The answers consistently indicate, however, that support secured through the imposition of dues would not justify the stigma of  “pay to play” associated with an HSC.


Many of the questions asked the respondent to agree or disagree with a statement regarding an HSC-type organization: what it takes to be effective, and whether they agree or disagree with a general statement about the idea of a Harbor Safety Committee.  As Table 5 indicates, the majority of the respondents feel some type of HSC is a good idea and is working well in their area.  The data in Table 5 also seem to support the premise that the Coast Guard should sponsor HSCs.  Although the data indicates this, interviews and follow up discussions indicate that both Coast Guard and industry respondents felt a need for the Coast Guard to guide the process working as a partner, not a sponsor.

Table 5. - Selected Survey Questions and Responses

Survey Question
Agree

%
Disagree

%
Neither or N/A

%

An HSC would work or is working in my area.
95
0
5

I have a positive first impression about HSCs.
89
>1
10

Coordination within a Port is the most important for an HSC.
46
27
27

Using the web and other technology would make it easier for me to participate in an HSC.
54
20
26

I would like the Port to sponsor the HSC activities.
46
48
6

I would like the State to sponsor the HSC activities. 
29
48
23

I would like the USCG to sponsor the HSC activities. 
52
29
19

The idea of an HSC is appealing.
99
<1


(We judge these results to have a margin due to some variances in the accuracy of the response)

3.7
Public Interest / Environmental Group Issues and Concerns

As illustrated in Table 3, public interest / environmental groups do not appear to have much direct contact with HSCs.  Regarding activities affecting the port, environmental groups more commonly participate in Area Committee work, and in the Environmental Impact Analysis (EIA) review process, as in the case of dredging projects.

The limited participation that is evident was focused on improving safety to navigation, as in requiring tanker escorts and in pilot licensing.  

A feeling of “tokenism” and “swimming against the tide” was also expressed, in that there is an impression among the public interest groups that the HSCs are dominated by industrial interests that do not give proper attention to environmental issues.  This leads to a sense of powerlessness and eventual withdrawal from HSC activities, especially common as funding resources for environmental causes (as non-governmental organizations) are usually limited.

3.8 HSC Mission Statement and Charter

The principal elements of any organization are its Mission Statement (or reason for being) and the rules or charter under which it is organized and operates.  Neither the Mission Statement nor the organizational charter need to be complex, but can be rather simply designed to provide general guidance to the organization and its operation.

Due to the relatively ad-hoc nature of HSCs to date, it was found that most do not have a Mission Statement or a Charter.  Of those that have a Charter, only those in the state of California are prescribed in legislation.  Others are commonly documents of a few pages that generally define the objectives of the HSC and its organization and operating rules.

For reference, Charters from the ports of Portland ME, New York & New Jersey, Sault Ste. Marie, MI, and Los Angeles/Long Beach are enclosed in Appendix B.
3.9

HSC Organization and Supporting Staff

The organizational structures of HSCs vary considerably from port to port.  There are several influences to these structures including:

· Historical development – HSCs that have existed for decades have developed an organizational structure that has proven effective for them.

· Objectives – HSCs that developed from, or are offshoots of, port authorities or port administrations are more likely to have business development committees.

· Government requirements – in the case of California, the makeup of the HSC is defined by state regulation.

· Geographic distribution – HSCs within a geographically large COTP zone that contains several distinct commercial ports will have different compositions than one where all members are closely aligned around a single port.  Port competitiveness in these cases influences the make-up of the respective HSCs.

· Size of Port Operations – small ports are likely to be less formally organized than large ports.

Bearing these differences in mind, the key organizational elements and staff of HSCs are described below.

3.9.1 General Membership

The membership of the HSC is generally open to participants as either voting or non-voting members.  The official “HSC” may restrict voting membership by election or State/Federal agency selection.  Otherwise, the HSC is generally open to all those interested in participating.

Support of HSC coordination and administration most commonly comes from the COTP’s staff, although in some cases funds are provided by the local Marine Exchange (as in California and Puget Sound) or the Maritime Association (as in New York/New Jersey).
3.9.2
Managing Board

A Managing Board, which can be called various names depending on the port, may or may not be present.  The purpose of the Managing Board is to provide overall management and direction to the HSC, so these Boards are more commonly found in larger HSCs.

3.9.3
Standing Committees

Standing Committees (also called Working Groups) form the backbone of the HSC organization.  Committee Chairpersons can be elected or selected.  As indicated below, Standing Committees vary widely among port areas and show no relation to port size.  In many cases there are no Standing Committees, so that all work is performed by Ad Hoc Sub-Committees.

Table 6.  HSC Standing Committees listed by Port Size
Large

Los Angeles/ Long Beach

Operations Navigation Safety & Piloting

Long-Term Planning & Technical Advisory
Steering & Administration Support
New York

Management Board

Steering Committee

Operational Risks in the Port

Commercial Risks to the Port



Philadelphia

(none)



Medium

Charleston

Events

Government Affairs

Marine Exchange

Marine Firefighting

Marketing

Navigation and Operations

PORTS (NOAA program)

Warehousing & Distribution
San Francisco

Human Factor

Joint Planning & Partnership (VTS)

Navigation

Prevention Through People

PORTS (NOAA program)

Tug Escort Group

Underwater Rocks
Mobile

Navigation

Operations

Port of Theodore

Port of Chicksaw

Seattle / Tacoma

Waterways management

Ongoing safety

Incident reporting

Proactive cleanup initiatives

Port infrastructure

Ballast water

Marine sanctuaries

Waterways uses

Emergency response
Miami

Navigation safety

Aids to navigation

Regulatory processes



Small


Boston

(none)
Corpus Christi

(none)
Memphis

(none)

Portland, ME

Navigation

Membership Election
Providence

(none)
Toledo

(none)

Sault Ste. Marie

(none)
Seattle / Tacoma

Waterways Management

Ongoing Safety

Port Infrastructure

Ballast Water

Marine Sanctuaries

Waterways Uses

Emergency Response
Tampa Bay 

By-Laws

Financial

Operations

Technical

The supporting staff for the Standing Committees tends to be voluntary.  It is derived from the Committee’s member organizations at no cost to the HSC.  In most cases, supporting activities are administrative in nature, i.e. distribution of agendas and minutes, schedule coordination, provision of a meeting room etc.
3.9.4
Ad Hoc Sub-Committees

Much of the HSC’s work is done by designated Ad Hoc Sub-Committees.  Sub-Committees are formed to tackle specific issues, such as changes in navigational routings, navigational restrictions, anchorage issues, high-speed ferry concerns, high-accident rates, etc.  In each case, the Sub-Committee membership includes the interested/affected parties.  The Coast Guard is frequently represented in Sub-Committee activities, and is often the driving force for the formation of a Sub-Committee to review a problem and offer solutions.

Recommendations are generally passed up to the Standing Committee under which the Sub-Committee operates, or to the HSC general membership, as applicable.  After review and approval, they are passed to the HSC for final approval and implementation.  As the Coast Guard is usually a non-voting member of the HSC, there is the chance that changes are necessary before regulatory / Coast Guard implementation.  However, as the Coast Guard has been part of the process from inception, there is less likelihood of this occurring than if these decisions were made without their prior participation.

The supporting staff for an Ad Hoc Sub-Committee is usually derived internally from the member organizations.
3.10
Meeting Schedules and Locations

Most HSCs meet on a regular quarterly basis.  However, there are exceptions, as in California and elsewhere, where the HSC meets bimonthly and monthly.  The meeting schedule of the HSC and its Committees and Sub-Committees, however, is highly flexible and depends on the issue at hand.   Table 5 shows the meeting frequency relative to port size:

Table 7.  Frequency of HSC Meetings 

Port Size
Frequency of HSC Meetings




Monthly 
Bimonthly 
Quarterly 
Semiannually 

Small
21%
20%
58%
<1%

Medium 
50%
14%
36%
0%

Large
0%
39%
61%
<1%

Issues also drove the frequency of full HSC meetings, especially in the ports where the organizational structure was less formal.  Subcommittees and work groups may meet more frequently depending upon the situation.

Both the surveys and follow-up discussions with respondents indicated that the location of the HSC meetings float between the various participants.  The majority of the meetings were held at Coast Guard, Port Authority, or Marine Exchange locations.  The fact that meetings were not held at a set location seems to encourage the sense of alliance amongst the participants.






· 
· 
· 





3.11 Perceived Strengths and Weaknesses of Existing HSCs

The survey included a request for narrative remarks to the question, “Please indicate what you feel are the strengths and weaknesses of any proposed Harbor Safety Committee-type of framework.”  The responses have been extracted verbatim, and are listed in Appendix C.

As indicated in section 3.2 above, respondents represent a broad range of backgrounds, perspectives and points of view from both the public and private sectors.  Taken in their totality, trends in the narrative remarks become evident on various issues.  These remarks are considered to substantiate the data in the surveys, and were key to the conclusions reached in the Study.
To summarize the narrative remarks:

· Respondents listed twice as many Strengths as Weaknesses, indicating general consensus that HSCs are a positive entity
· HSCs should have written statement of purpose, guidelines and/or operating procedures
· Focused and productive subcommittees are important
· Members have to be dedicated and interested in the issues with which they are involved
· HSCs provide a consensus-based approach to addressing port issues, which facilitates acceptance of decisions
· HSCs are the only forum where all stakeholders come together on an equal footing
· Stakeholders / participants stay focused on safety and the environment, and come to realize they have common goals, regardless of point of view
· HSCs work because the Coast Guard and other government agencies are partners in the process, not controllers of it
· It is important for the Coast Guard to be supportive member and not dominate 

· Government agencies must be careful to support the consensus, and not undermine it by pushing its agenda too hard

· HSCs enable the public to interact with the industry, and they hear one another’s point of view
· The agenda must remain dynamic, or people will lose interest
· The administrative support work can be a problem
· Agendas shouldn’t become too narrowly focused on too few issues
· Important to not let individual members’ agendas dominate or overly influence discussions of issues
· HSC needs to be empowered to influence change, not just talk about issues
· Too many subcommittees with the same people on them are a bad idea
· Public interest groups don’t participate enough
· Can’t charge for membership.  “Pay to play” is counterproductive and won’t work
· HSCs are difficult to make work where competitive ports are close together
· COTP cannot participate in multiple HSCs, due to personnel/time demands and competitive nature of ports within the same COTP zone
· Any national HSC framework or program must be advisory only.  HSCs are local entities that address local issues.  Different ports have different needs
4.0
Conclusions 

4.1 Strategies for Gaining Successful Cooperation Among the Various Groups with an Interest in the Local Port or Waterway
All survey data, interviews and follow up discussions were included in the recommendations of any type of strategy for successful cooperation.  The following six recommended strategies reflect all of the information received in the survey.

1. Mission - There should be a national HSC Mission Statement.  This Mission statement should be able to include all types of port areas, not just those with a strong COTP presence.  Similarly, all HSCs should have a written statement of purpose, guidelines and/or operating procedures as long as these guidelines support a process that allows all stakeholders to effectively participate.

2. Meetings - It is important to maintain a frequency of meeting at least every other month.  The core component of any meeting is its agenda.  The agenda must reflect all parties’ issues and must remain dynamic, or people will lose interest in the process.  Meetings must be conducted in a climate of mutual respect by all participants, regardless of point of view.  Focused, productive subcommittees are important.

3. Utilize an Invisible Hand - Government agencies must be careful to support the consensus, and not undermine the process by pushing their own agendas too hard.  The survey forms, interviews, and follow-up discussions with both government and industry organizations consistently indicated that in instances where government agencies support the consensus, the process works better.  HSCs work because the Coast Guard and other government agencies are partners in the process, not controllers of it.

4. Structure is Important - Even the most informal organizations that utilize ad hoc subcommittees must pay attention to structure.  The structure must be able to take into account the size of the geographic port area, and the type of industry within its infrastructure.  For example, an organizational model that works well in a spread-out COTP zone with a small staff may be too informal for a larger port.  Having one person or organization on more than one sub-committee can tend to dominate issues, and can stifle the contributions of others.

5. Action Items should Regularly be Tracked - Some of the listed weaknesses implied that issues that tend to become political are usually championed by one strong entity.  By tracking and maintaining a transparent issues for all who are interested, issues may be resolved, tabled or given enough notoriety to avoid these problems.

6. Fees will not work - The Coast Guard, and some state agencies, are funded to provide administrative support services.  Marine Exchanges are funded voluntarily by their members and they provide more than HSC-type services.  The majority of surveys and discussions indicated that any type of user fee will be counterproductive and won’t work.  A successful strategy for funding should rely on small public appropriations to provide human resource (not just fiscal) support to help with the administrative burden of keeping committees, subcommittees and their respective issues on track.

4.2 Model Organizational Structure for New or Existing HSCs that might Increase their Effectiveness and/or Assist in Expansion of their Responsibilities
As addressed in section 3.9 above, there is general agreement among HSCs as to the general organizational structure of the HSC, although the particular elements of that structure (e.g. Sub-Committees and Ad-Hoc Committees) can vary greatly. 
The responses obtained from the surveyed ports indicate that HSC structures differ from port to port.  This is not surprising considering their varying compositions, methods of formation, and issue-oriented objectives, as well as the wide variety of size, configuration, age and complexity among the ports they represent.  In many cases, the HSC organization has evolved to its present structure over time, and will likely see additional changes in the future in response to changing influences, including possible national MTS initiatives.  It was anticipated that there would be trends among small, medium and large ports, respectively, but no such trends became evident in the survey.
That being said, there are a number of common organizational elements that are relatively common across all HSCs and that can serve as an organization model for new HSCs.  These are diagrammatically illustrated in Figure 1, and described below.  In addition, the HSC Charters in Appendix B provide additional guidance to the organization of an HSC.

Figure 1. Model HSC Committee Organizational Structure
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1. The full membership of the HSC is composed of many entities (see section 3.2), with their ability to attend depending on interest and other factors.  Members are defined as voting and non-voting.
2. The HSC commonly has a Managing Board, Board of Directors, or other body that oversees the day-to-day scheduling and operations of the HSC, and influences the agenda.  This body is commonly elected from key elements (e.g. pilots, shippers, etc.) and includes representatives of government agencies.  In New York, these sectors are defined as 28 key groups.  Each Member of the Management Board has an alternate.  Members are voting or non-voting.  The federal and state agencies are usually non-voting.  Port Authorities and industry representatives are voting members.

3. The full HSC or Managing Board relies heavily on the work performed by Committees.  Larger ports are usually more formalized and have several designated Standing Committees.  Standing Committee membership is commonly selected by the full HSC, or by the Management Board if present.
4. Standing Committees may be led by a selected or elected Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson, and may be supported by a Secretary.

5. Ad-Hoc Committees are established on an as-needed basis, with selection being made by the Management Board or the full HSC.  An Ad-Hoc Committee may report to a Standing Committee, or directly to the Managing Board or the full HSC membership.  Usually, the Committee’s work is first submitted to the Standing Committee, which may recommend changes, before going before the full HSC or Managing Board for a vote.

In smaller ports, the Managing Board is usually not needed.  Similarly, Standing Committees may not be needed, relying on issue-oriented Ad-Hoc Committees to review problems and make recommendations to the HSC.
It should be noted, as was expressed by respondents, that the idea of expansion of the HSCs’ responsibilities could be problematic.  The MTS Report to Congress states that “[HSCs’] roles are envisioned by the Task Force as potentially expanding beyond safety to encompass the wide range of issues that have been identified as affecting the MTS as a whole.”  It must be remembered, however, that each HSC’s role is defined by, and therefore can only be expanded by, that HSC.  Attempts from an “outside” entity to expand its role, or influence any other change on an HSC, may or may not be welcomed or accepted.
4.2.1
HSC Membership
HSCs should endeavor to include the following organizations in their membership, to the extent that the respective organizations are active in a particular port:

· Port Authority

· Vessel owners and operators (tankers, dry cargo, barges, ferries)

· Harbor pilots and pilot associations

· Marine Exchange

· Docking pilots/tug and tow operators 

· Shipping agents

· Terminal operators

· Industry associations (national, state and local)

· Organized labor

· Commercial fishing industry associations

· State and local government agencies

· Environmental agencies

· Maritime Administrations

· Regional Development Agencies

· Emergency Management Agencies

· LEPC (fire and police departments, harbor masters)

· Federal Government representatives

· USCG

· NOAA (hydrographic group)

· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

· FEMA

· INS/Customs

· U.S. Navy

· Environmental / Citizens groups

Many respondents indicated membership in their HSC by environmental groups but, as discussed in sections 3.3 and 3.7 above, it is most often the case that they are invited to attend but do not participate.  This is frequently due to the volunteer nature of many of these groups, and the fact that HSC meetings take place during working hours.  Nevertheless, they should be encouraged to become members and participate in the HSC process as much as possible and they should be kept appraised of Committee work, including agendas and minutes of meetings.  
Citizen groups have important and legitimate interests in port activities and planning issues, and in many cases they have the political clout to make themselves heard outside the HSC if they feel they are being excluded or ignored.  
Much the same approach should be taken toward other groups whose participation is desired but which, for whatever reason, do not participate regularly.  Mailings and other information sharing are low in cost and risk and high in impact, and may go a long way toward defusing criticism.
As port operations and development have the potential of affecting natural resources and other environmental issues, there will likely be increasing impetus to include environmental group representation in HSCs in the future.  This is clearly indicated in the DOT MTS Report to Congress:

“The environmental protection of the MTS ensures its desired efficiency and safety.  In recent years, there has been a growing public awareness of potential adverse environmental impacts from the MTS. ... Improving integrated and non-regulatory approaches that involve all levels of government, MTS users and all stakeholders is important in addressing the future trends and challenges in MTS environmental protection.”

Environmental interests within ports are commonly addressed through the Area Committees mandated by The Oil Pollution Act of 1990.  The Area Committees focus on protection of the environment from oil and hazardous substance spills.  However, many non-spill related pollution issues, such as dredging and others addressed by HSCs, have environmental protection components and that may currently not be adequately addressed by the HSC.  Therefore, there is an environmental absence within the decision-making process of many HSCs.

4.3
Technological Assistance that can Help HSCs

In terms of operational support technology, for the most part HSCs use letters, email, fax and telephone for correspondence and notification of upcoming meetings.  Only a small number of ports utilize a specific HSC-activity Web site, although others are in the process of developing one.  One participant cautioned using technology in place of an actual meetings, saying it removed the necessary “face to face” value.  

The data received relative to requests about required technology were inconsistent with other answers regarding the use of the Web and email.  Almost all of the respondents agreed that using the World Wide Web and email could aid in the process, but were doubtful that the maintenance necessary to make this successful could be accomplished.  The population surveyed universally endorsed the use of a Web page in some role.  The breakdown in the consistency occurred when it appeared that non-local entities might control and maintain the Web site and its subject matter.

Closer review of the narrative responses also gave indications that certain ports (smaller and medium size ports outside the State of California) see no need to infuse technology into the process just yet.  The reluctance to embrace any sort of Web-based solutions appeared inherent to the nature of the industry.  The technology would be accepted if it could in some way ease the administrative and informational needs of the stakeholders; after that, they might be interested in seeing how it might provide input to help them address and resolve issues.

An outside interested party currently may have a difficult time getting information regarding the HSC’s activities, processes and recommendations.  A Web-site having this type of information may assist in making the HSC’s inner workings transparent to the public, as well as to the national MTS coordinating structure.  The Portland, ME, Port Safety Forum, in particular, posts the minutes of their meetings on the COTP’s Web site, providing a very open system of information to the public.
A centralized, National HSC Web site that includes links to databases and other sources of information and technology applicable to HSCs and the MTS in general, would be of benefit to many HSCs.  An example of the type of useful data that might be made available in this manner would be the system-wide traffic forecasts developed by the planning information cooperative envisioned by the national MTS Task Force in the Secretary’s Report to Congress (see chapter 2.2 above).

Overall, however, communications and technology issues were not expressed as a significant problem area by respondents, for several reasons.  These include:
· Previous working history – HSC members are mostly well acquainted with one another from their port activities and use the HSC format for a continuing dialogue.

· Pre-established meeting schedule – HSC meetings are scheduled well in advance, and so are marked on each member’s calendar accordingly.

· Meeting reports – The minutes of meetings are commonly distributed to all members.
4.4
Recurring Resources Necessary to Ensure the HSC’s Success
As addressed in section 2.2 above, funding is at the core of many issues relating to the MTS, but it was one on which the MTS Task Force could not reach consensus at the national level.
Similarly, this Study did not identify any consensus among existing HSCs of how a coordinated HSC funding mechanism might be defined and/or implemented, or even if one should be.  The survey indicated that the issue of funding is not considered problematic by most HSCs.  As they are currently organized, the only funding needs that were identified were administrative, primarily distribution of minutes and agendas, mailings, and perhaps the cost of letterhead, and most respondents rejected the concept of any central, or national, dues structure in which they would be obligated to participate.


The one notable exception is the State of California, where HSCs are required (and defined) by state law and are supported by state funding.  This allows the HSCs in California to hire, through the State, a contract service provider to handle administration, organization, and facilitation duties, including keeping all records, handling mailings, and maintaining permanent files.  With annual budgets in the $30,000 and $40,000 range, this arrangement may not be feasible in other areas of the country in the absence of an outside funding source, such as the State.

One California Marine Exchange expressed the opinion that without a formal legislative mandate, backed up by funding from some source or other, it would be difficult to keep the HSC functioning properly.  Even with the funding they currently get from the state, there are thousands of volunteer hours put in at no compensation.

In the very few cases where an HSC has a presence on the World Wide Web, it is generally hosted within a member’s existing web site and the cost is absorbed by the host, such as a Marine Exchange.  It may prove desirable for more HSCs to develop their own Web sites over time, as a means of facilitating communications within and outside the HSC, in which case additional costs may be incurred.  Some HSCs may continue to be able to host their site through members’ existing sites, with the cost potentially being absorbed by the host member.  However, it is possible that in many ports the HSC membership will have to bear the cost of this communications medium through some more direct funding structure, such as dues.  Respondents emphasized consistently that such a decision can only be made locally.

There appears to be significant resistance among public and private sector organizations alike to any national HSC structure that would control them in any way, including the levying of dues.  When asked about their willingness to pay dues to an HSC, nearly all respondents indicated it would hinder their decision – or even their ability – to participate.  Some HSCs are supported administratively by the local Maritime Administration or Marine Exchange, to which members already pay dues.

The Study did not identify any consensus opinion that recurring HSC resources are needed.
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