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transporting goods between
the Port of Savannah and
points to the west.

Unlike the Virginia Inland
Port, the Cordele Inland Port
is not owned by the Port
Authority or the state. It is
being developed by a public-
private partnership between
the Crisp County/Cordele
Industrial Development
Authority  and  Cordele
Intermodal  Services  Inc.
Many different entities have
been involved in the creation
of the Cordele Inland Port,
including  the Port of
Savannah, the Georgia Ports
Authority, the Georgia
Department of Transportation,

and the Heart of Georgia, Figure 22 - Cordele Inland Port Layout

Georgia Central, and CSX  Image Source: Location Georgia.

Railroads.

The total cost of the Cordele Inland Port facility is
projected to be about $8.6 million. Funding for the
project is coming from a variety of sources, with the
majority from a local special purpose sales tax
extension that was approved by voters in the
Cordele area.

The Cordele Inland Port is being built in two phases.
The first phase will have an annual capacity of
20,000 containers, which is slightly more than half
the containers currently handled by the Virginia
Inland Port. Once phase two is completed, the
annual capacity of the Cordele Inland Port is
expected to be 100,000 containers.

Groundbreaking on the first phase of the Cordele
Inland Port took place in July 2010. The facility has
been delayed, however, by a project to repair rail
bridges between Cordele and Savannah. It is
currently anticipated that the facility will become
operational in Summer 2011. Officials are also in the
process of establishing a foreign trade zone in
Cordele, which would help make the Cordele Inland
Port more competitive and improve the customs
process.

Traffic Impact of an Inland Port in Hampton Roads

Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach

The  Southern
Governments (SCAG) commissioned a study to
determine the feasibility of an inland port for the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach (which are
collectively known as the San Pedro Bay Ports).
SCAG commissioned the Inland Port Feasibility Study
due to the large number of port trucks that travel
throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area and
their impact on the regional transportation network.
The study was completed in August 2008 by The
Tioga Group, Inc., Railroad Industries, Inc., and
Iteris.

California Association of

The concept of a major intermodal container transfer
facility in the Los Angeles area is not new. The Port
of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach share a
facility known as the Intermodal Container Transfer
Facility (ICTF), which is located approximately five
miles from the ports. The 233-acre ICTF was
constructed in 1986 by the ICTF Joint Powers
Authority, which is a public entity that was created
and funded by the Port of Los Angeles and the Port
of Long Beach. The facility, however, is operated by
the Union Pacific Railroad, which pays the Joint
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Powers Authority a fee for each container handled at
the ICTF.

The San Pedro Bay Ports currently have limited
space for rail onsite. To maintain capacity at the
port, containers are transported by truck from both
ports to the ICTF, where they are loaded onto trains
While trucking the
containers to the ICTF increases congestion and
it prevents
trucking containers even further to rail yards in
other locations.

and transported inland.

emissions in the immediate area,

Currently, the ICTF operates 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week and 15 trains enter or leave the facility each
day. The ICTF handles an average of 2,500
containers each day, which is approximately 10% of
the cargo handled by the San Pedro Bay Ports.

Because of the limitations of this type of intermodal
container transfer facility, the 2008 Inland Port
Feasibility Study looked instead at sites that would
operate as an inland port. It was assumed that
freight would travel between the Inland Port site
and the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach by
either a rail shuttle or some other type of line haul
technology.

The goal of the study was to determine whether an
inland port could significantly reduce truck vehicle-
miles of travel in the Los Angeles area, which in turn
would generate other public benefits such as
reduced emissions and less congestion. The study
team looked for locations for an inland port that
would have the most potential to reduce truck travel
in the Los Angeles region. With many distribution
centers located in the area around the Ontario
Airport/Mira Loma, the study team determined that
the potential for an inland port to reduce truck
travel would largely be determined by its ability to
serve this area.

Three potential sites were analyzed in detail in this
study. These sites, which are shown in Figure 24 on
page 34, all have good rail connections, access to
highways, available land, and proximity to the
distribution centers in the Ontario Airport/Mira
Loma area. The site closest to the San Pedro Bay
ports was in the Inland Empire near Colton, which is
60 miles from the ports and 12 miles from the
Ontario Airport area. The next closest site was also
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in the Inland Empire near the San Bernardino
Airport, which is 63 miles from the ports and 20
miles from the Ontario Airport area. The final site
was the Southern California Logistics Airport, which
is on the opposite side of the San Gabriel Mountains
from the Inland Empire. This site is 75 miles from
the ports and 46 miles from the Ontario Airport
area.

The study concluded that each of these three
possible sites for an inland port would reduce the
amount of truck travel in the region. A maximum of
nearly 1,200 daily truck trips between the ports and
the Inland Empire could be diverted if there were
two daily round trip trains between the San Pedro
Bay Ports and the Inland Port. The study concluded
that each 200-container train between the San Pedro
Bay Ports and the Inland Port would reduce VMT by
18,400 at the Colton site, 15,200 at the San
Bernardino Airport site, and 4,900 at the Southern
California Logistics Airport site. The study also
concluded that daily regional port-related truck VMT
would be expected to decrease 4.9% with the Colton
site, 4.1% with the San Bernardino site, and 0.4%
with the Southern California Logistics Airport site.
TPO>
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This VMT reduction would largely be
confined to the corridor between the
ports and the Mira Loma area, and
there would be a noticeable increase in
truck activity in the vicinity of the
inland port site. In addition, the study
concluded that this decrease in the
number of port trucks would likely not
be noticeable to the general public.

The study also concluded that the
effort necessary to make the inland
port a reality would not be justified at
this time due to various barriers. These
barriers to implementation include lack
of capacity on the existing rail network,
a much higher cost to transport freight
over the existing drayage costs, and
different priorities for the railroads,
ocean carriers, ports, and regional
entities.
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ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF AN INLAND PORT
FACILITY

This section includes an analysis of the impact that
an inland port facility would be expected to have on
congestion and roadway travel in Hampton Roads.
Various scenarios were developed based on whether
the inland port facility is in place, the time horizon
(Current Year and 2030), and the share of freight the
facility would be expected to handle. These
scenarios, which are listed on page 38, were
analyzed based on the criteria below using the list of
assumptions included in the following section.

Three primary measures were calculated to
determine the performance of each scenario: (1) the
amount of weekday regional truck travel; (2) the
amount of regional truck travel when congestion is
the heaviest (the weekday afternoon peak hour); and
(3) the total amount of congested roadways
throughout the region during the peak hour.

Each of these three measures was analyzed for the
Hampton Roads Congestion Management Process
(CMP) roadway network, which includes the major
roadways throughout the region. For the Current
Year, the CMP roadway network includes a total of
1,634 existing segments, comprising 5,380 lane-miles
of roadway. For 2030, the CMP roadway network
expands to 1,654 segments, comprising 5,610 lane-
miles, which reflects the additions that are expected
to be made to the regional roadway network by
2030.

For those scenarios that do not include the inland
port facility, weekday and PM peak hour roadway
volumes and congestion levels from the Congestion
Management Process report* were used. For those
scenarios that include the inland port facility,
weekday and PM peak hour volumes were
calculated using diverted truck patterns. The routes
that trucks would take between the facility and their
destination are likely different than the routes
drivers would use from the Port of Virginia marine
terminals. Truck patterns were adjusted based on
logical diversion routes, and these adjustments are

4 Hampton Roads Congestion Management Process: 2010 Update,
HRTPO, September 2010.
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addressed further in the Analysis Assumption
section.

The amount of regional congestion was determined
by calculating afternoon peak hour congestion levels
for each roadway segment, and then totaling all of
the congested roadways throughout the region by
lane-mile for each scenario. Detailed information on
both the methods used for calculating congestion
and the CMP roadway network was discussed in the
Existing Traffic Conditions section of this report,
beginning on page 20.
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Analysis Assumptions

In order to determine the impact that an inland port
facility would have on congestion and roadway
travel in Hampton Roads, certain assumptions were
established. These assumptions include the location
of the inland port facility, the level of freight
handled by the Port of Virginia, the amount of
freight that would be expected to pass through the
inland port facility, and changes in truck patterns
due to the inland port.

Location

The inland port facility would be located outside of
the congested urban areas of Hampton Roads in
order to make freight movement as efficient as
possible. In addition, large undeveloped tracts must
be available at the proposed site due to the size of
inland port facilities. The site must also have good
connections to the regional highway and rail
networks.

Many sites in the western portion of Hampton
Roads along the Route 460 corridor meet these
requirements. Large undeveloped tracts of land are
available, and rail access to these tracts is provided

36

by a Norfolk Southern rail line that is part of the
Heartland Corridor.

For this study, the inland port facility is assumed to
be located on the Route 460 Corridor in Isle of Wight
County, as shown in Map 9.

Rail Service

Inland ports not only need good highway and rail
connections to be successful but also regular and
frequent service provided by the railroads as well.
For this study, it is assumed that regular, dedicated
weekday service would be provided by Norfolk
Southern between the Port of Virginia marine
terminals and the inland port.

Port Freight Levels

The amount of freight passing through the Port of
Virginia is expected to increase significantly in the
future as detailed earlier in this report. This analysis
uses the 2010 freight levels (1.9 million TEUs) for the
Current Year scenarios and the 2030 projections

N Assumed Location
for Inland Port

(sa}.

Map 9 —Assumed Location of Inland Port

Traffic Impact of an Inland Port in Hampton Roads
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included in the Virginia Port Authority 2040 Master
Plan (7.0 million TEUs) for the 2030 scenarios.

Facility Use

The projected use of an inland port facility depends
on a wide range of variables, such as which marine
terminal is used to transport the freight, the current
mode of transportation, the origins or destinations
of the transported freight, and whether businesses
will transport freight through such a facility.

Because the facility is assumed to be located in Isle
of Wight County, activity at the Newport News
Marine Terminal would not use the facility since no
rail line crosses between the Peninsula and the
Southside. Only cargo passing through the Port of
Virginia terminals on the Southside can access the
rail necessary to use the facility. Newport News
Marine Terminal's share of the total freight handled
by the Port of Virginia will decrease from its current
8% in the future as capacity is added at APM
Terminals and the Craney Island Marine Terminal
and additional freight is shipped through these
facilities.

Any freight that is, or is projected to be, carried by
rail or barge to or from the Port of Virginia facilities
would not be expected to use the intermodal facility.
This leaves only freight that is currently transported,
or projected to be transported, by truck as possible
users of the inland port facility.

In 2010, 68% of all containerized freight passing
through the Port of Virginia was transported by
truck. Freight transportation professionals believe
that this share will decrease in the future as
improvements are made to rail networks, costs of
transport by truck increase, and roadway congestion
increases in Hampton Roads and across the country.
For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that the
current 68% share of containerized freight
transported by truck at the Port of Virginia will
decrease to 60% by 2030.

Freight that is, or is projected to be, transported
between the marine terminals and locations inside
Hampton Roads (49% of port trucks) would not be
expected to use the facility, since this would be
inefficient and inconvenient for the shippers. This

Traffic Impact of an Inland Port in Hampton Roads
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leaves freight that is carried, or is projected to be
carried, by truck to locations to the west of Suffolk
(51% of port trucks) as possible users of the facility.
These percentages are based on data provided by
VDOT and Moffitt and Nichol and are assumed to
be consistent over the study period.

Not all of the freight that could possibly be
transferred through the inland port would be
expected to use the facility. Companies may choose
not to use the inland port facility due to possible
increases  to  freight transportation  costs,
unacceptable increases to their transport service
times, etc. Based on advice from freight
transportation professionals on the Hampton Roads
Freight Transportation Advisory = Committee
(FTAC), three different levels of facility use are
analyzed in this study: 20%, 30%, and 40%. These
three usage levels were judged to be optimistic and
are therefore used to represent the highest possible
usage of the inland port. Each level is analyzed as
part of the Current Year and 2030 scenarios, and
their impacts are shown in Figures 25 and 26 on
page 38.

Diverted Truck Patterns

The routes that trucks would use to transport
containers between the facility and their destination
will in many cases differ from the routes drivers
would use for the marine terminals. As an example,
trucks that currently transport freight from Norfolk
International Terminals to Richmond would likely
use [-64. With the inland port facility in place, the
driver would instead use Route 460.

For this study, all trucks using the inland port
facility were assumed to use logical routes between
their origins or destinations and the inland port site.
All patterns for trucks that do not use the inland
port are assumed to remain unchanged.
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Analysis Results

Using the assumptions listed in the
previous section, the freight levels that
would be handled by the inland port are
shown in Figures 25 and 26 for both the
Current Year and 2030. In the Current
Year, it is estimated that between 0.12
million and 0.24 million TEUs would use
the inland port facility annually. This is
similar to the current usage (0.17 million
TEUs) of the MetroPort facility in New
Zealand. By 2030, it is expected that this
use would increase to between 0.41 million
and 0.82 million TEUs each year.

This share of freight expected to use the
inland port facility is not high compared to
the total freight passing through the port.
A level of 0.12 million to 0.24 million TEUs
handled by the inland port facility would
only account for 6.4% to 12.8% of the 1.90
million TEUs that currently pass through
the Port of Virginia each year. In 2030, 0.41
million to 0.82 million TEUs would only
account for 5.8% to 11.6% of the 7 million
TEUs projected for the Port of Virginia.

With these freight levels and assumptions
in place, the following scenarios for the
inland port facility were analyzed in detail:

A) Current Year without Facility

B-1) Current Year with Facility, 20% use
B-2) Current Year with Facility, 30% use
B-3) Current Year with Facility, 40% use
C) Future Year (2030) without Facility
D-1) Future Year with Facility, 20% use
D-2) Future Year with Facility, 30% use
D-3) Future Year with Facility, 40% use

As mentioned previously, for each of these
scenarios the amount of weekday regional
truck travel, the regional truck travel when
congestion is the heaviest during the
weekday afternoon peak hour, and the total
amount of peak hour congestion
throughout the region were analyzed.

Traffic Impact of an Inland Port in Hampton Roads
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Mode (1)

Port
Facility (2)

Destination
3)

Facility
Use (4)

TOTAL PORT FREIGHT
1.90 million TEUs

A

v

TRUCK (68%)
1.29 million TEUs

RAIL/BARGE (32%)
0.61 million TEUs

A

v

PORT SOUTHSIDE FACILITIES (92%
1.18 million TEUs

NEWPORT NEWS TERMINAL (8%)

0.11 million TEUs
s

v

0.671 million TEUs

DESTINATIONS OUTSIDE HR (51%) |

DESTINATIONS IN HR (49%)

0.57 million TEUs
_

v

v

USE THE FACILITY (20-40%)
0.12 - 0.24 million TEUs

DO NOT USE FACILITY (60-80%)

0.37 - 0.49 million TEUs

Figure 25 — Scenario B (Current Year with Facility) Projected

Freight Levels
Staff projections based on: (1) Virginia Port Authority; (2) Virginia Port Authority; (3)
VDOT and Moffitt and Nichol; and 4) Discussions with freight transportation

professionals.
TOTAL PORT FREIGHT
7.00 million TEUs
TRUCK (60%) RAIL/BARGE (40%)
Mode (1) 4.90 million TEUs 9.80 million TEUs
e

Y v
Port PORT SOUTHSIDE FACILITIES (95%)f NEWPORT NEWS TERMINAL (5%) |
Facility (2) 3.99 million TEUs 0.21 million TEUs
Destination DESTINATIONS OUTSIDE HR (51%) DESTINATIONS IN HR (49%)
@) 2.05 million TEUs 1.94 million TEUs

Y 4
Facility USE THE FACILITY (20-40%) DO NOT USE FACILITY (60-80%)
Use (4) 0.41 - 0.82 million TEUs 1.23 - 1.64 million TEUs

st ———— o ———

Figure 26 — Scenario D (2030 with Facility) Projected Freight Levels
Staff projections based on: (1) Discussions with freight transportation professionals;
(2) Virginia Port Authority; (3) VDOT and Moffitt and Nichol; and 4) Discussions with
freight transportation professionals.
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Weekday Regional Truck Travel

Currently there are a total of 1,389,099 miles of truck
travel on the CMP roadway network in Hampton
Roads each weekday. An inland port would
decrease this regional truck travel. Adjusting the
truck trips and patterns as described previously, the
amount of regional truck travel on the CMP network
would decrease to 1,374,768 miles each weekday if
the facility gets 20% use (Scenario B-1), 1,367,620
miles if the facility gets 30% use (Scenario B-2), or
1,360,451 miles if the facility gets 40% use (Scenario
B-3) as shown in Figure 27.

In 2030, it is projected that the amount of truck
travel on the CMP roadway network will increase to
2,078,398 miles each weekday. With the inland port
facility in place, the amount of truck travel on the
CMP network would decrease to 2,032,772 miles
each weekday if the facility gets 20% use (Scenario
D-1), 2,009,991 miles if the facility gets 30% use
(Scenario D-2), or 1,987,147 miles if the facility gets
40% use (Scenario D-3) as shown below.
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Based on these results, the addition of an inland port
only slightly decreases the amount of total regional
truck travel in both the Current Year and 2030. In
the Current Year, the amount of regional weekday
truck travel on the CMP roadway network would
only decrease between 1.0% (20% use scenario) and
2.1% (40% use scenario). In 2030, the impact would
be greater but would still only be a decrease
between 2.2% (20% use scenario) and 4.4% (40% use

scenario).

The impact is even smaller when looking at the
effects of an inland port on all vehicle travel. In the
Current Year, the decrease in total regional travel on
the CMP roadway network would only be between
0.04% (20% use scenario) and 0.08% (40% use
scenario). In 2030, the decrease would be between
0.10% (20% wuse scenario) and 0.19% (40% use
scenario).
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PM Peak Hour Regional Truck Travel

There are a total of 66,452 miles of truck travel on
the CMP roadway network during the peak travel
hour each weekday afternoon. The amount of
regional truck travel on the CMP network would
decrease to 65,825 miles during the PM peak hour
each weekday if the facility gets 20% use (Scenario
B-1), 65,513 miles if the facility gets 30% use
(Scenario B-2), or 65,199 miles if the facility gets 40%
use (Scenario B-3) as shown in Figure 28.

In 2030, it is projected that the amount of truck
travel on the CMP roadway network will increase to
99,611 miles during each weekday PM peak hour.
The amount of truck travel would be expected to
decrease with the inland port facility in place to
97,742 miles each weekday if the facility gets 20%
use (Scenario D-1), 96,808 miles if the facility gets
30% use (Scenario D-2), or 95,872 miles if the facility
gets 40% use (Scenario D-3).
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Similar to daily regional truck travel, the addition of
an inland port only slightly decreases the amount of
truck travel during the PM peak hour. In the
Current Year, the amount of regional truck travel on
the CMP roadway network during the PM peak
hour would only decrease between 0.9% (20% use
scenario) and 1.9% (40% use scenario). In 2030, the
decrease would be expected to be between 1.9%
(20% use scenario) and 3.8% (40% use scenario).

Looking at all regional travel, the decrease on the
CMP roadway network during the PM peak hour
would be between 0.02% in the 20% use scenario
and 0.04% in the 40% use scenario for the Current
Year. In 2030, the decrease would only be between
0.05% (20% use scenario) and 0.09% (40% use
scenario) based on the analysis.
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Figure 28 — Weekday Peak Hour Truck Vehicle-Miles of Travel in Hampton Roads Under Various Scenarios
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Regional Congestion

As shown in the Weekday Regional Truck Travel
and PM Peak Hour Regional Truck Travel analyses,
an inland port would be expected to have little
impact on miles traveled in the region. With such a
small decrease in regional travel, the impact of an
inland port on regional congestion would also be
expected to be small.

Currently 534 lane-miles (or 12% of the CMP
roadway network) are congested during the PM
peak hour. With an inland port in place in the
Current Year, the amount of regional roadway
congestion during the PM peak hour would not be
expected to change regardless of scenario, as shown
in Figure 29.

In 2030, HRTPO staff projects that there will be 1,435
congested lane-miles on the CMP roadway network
during the PM peak hour. With the inland port
facility in place, the amount of regional roadway
congestion during the PM peak hour would change

41

very little based on the analysis. In fact, congestion
would slightly increase with 30% use (Scenario D-2)
and 40% use (Scenario D-3) due to additional
congestion along the Route 258 and Route 460
corridors in Isle of Wight County.
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Figure 29 — Congested PM Peak Hour Lane-Miles in Hampton Roads Under Various Scenarios
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OTHER IMPACTS

Although the inland port facility analyzed in this
study appears to have little impact on travel and
congestion, other aspects of the regional
transportation system and regional economy
would be greatly impacted by such an inland
port. These issues would affect the viability of
such an inland port, however, they are not
addressed in detail in this study.

Transportation Impacts

Based on the analysis and assumptions included
previously in this report, up to 0.24 million TEUs

in the Current Year and 0.82 million TEUs in 2030
could be expected to use the inland port facility.
While small compared to the total cargo handled
by the Port of Virginia, it is still a large amount of
freight. In fact, 0.82 million TEUs represents the
entire amount of freight handled by the Port of
Virginia as recently as 1993. If 0.82 million TEUs
were served by the inland port facility in 2030, this
would equate to approximately 400,000 containers
each year, or 16 trains carrying 100 containers each
weekday.

This large amount of additional rail traffic would
lead to several issues. The amount of space needed
to handle this many railcars would dictate a very
large inland port facility. This number of additional
trains on the Norfolk Southern line could also
conflict with its other rail traffic operations,
especially with higher volumes at the Port of
Virginia and an expected increase in the share of
Port of Virginia freight using rail.

This increase in rail traffic caused by the inland port
would also lead to additional conflicts with roadway
traffic at at-grade rail crossings. Additional delays
for roadway travelers would result, as would
additional safety conflicts. This would particularly
be an issue in Suffolk and Isle of Wight County,
where few of the crossings along the
Commonwealth Railway and Norfolk Southern rail
lines are grade-separated.

An increase in freight rail traffic due to the inland
port could also conflict with regional and statewide

Traffic Impact of an Inland Port in Hampton Roads
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Rail Crossing on Route 258 in Isle of Wight County

initiatives to increase intercity passenger rail service
to and from Hampton Roads. Plans are already in
place to start Amtrak passenger train service along
the Norfolk Southern corridor between Norfolk and
Petersburg in 2013. The corridor is also being
considered for high speed intercity passenger rail
service in the future.

Economic Impacts

An inland port in Hampton Roads could be
beneficial as an economic development initiative.
Most other inland ports and intermodal container
transfer facilities built across the United States and
the world were conceived of as an effort to foster
economic development. Some, like the Virginia
Inland Port, have proven successful at creating jobs
and increasing port market share over a period of
time. A facility of this type could assist in recent
efforts to develop the western parts of Hampton
Roads into a distribution center hub. This will be
particularly true as the freight levels rise at the Port
of Virginia in the future and additional distribution
center space is needed.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to examine the
expected impact that an inland port facility located
in the western area of Hampton Roads would have
on regional roadway travel and congestion. As
shown in the analysis, an inland port may do little to
lower regional travel levels. In the Current Year,
weekday truck volumes would only be expected to
decrease between 1.0% and 2.1% under the various
scenarios, with total regional volumes only
decreasing between 0.04% and 0.08%.  These
changes would be even lower during the busiest
travel hour in the afternoon, and there would also be
no changes in regional congestion levels with the
inland port, regardless of scenario.

In 2030, the facility would be expected to have a
larger impact, but still do little to lower regional
travel levels. Weekday truck volumes would be
expected to decrease between 2.2% and 4.4%, with
total regional travel only decreasing between 0.10%
and 0.19% under the various scenarios. There
would therefore be very little change in regional
congestion levels, and in some scenarios would even
lead to additional congestion around the inland port
site in Isle of Wight County.
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PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENTS

As part of the Hampton Roads Transportation
Planning Organization’s (HRTPO) efforts to provide
opportunities for the public to review and comment
on this draft report prior to the final product being
published, a 2-week public comment period was
provided. The draft Traffic Impact of an Inland Port
in Hampton Roads report was issued from July 6,
2011 through July 20, 2011. No public comments
were received.
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