VL

Universit
s of Glasgowy

https://theses.gla.ac.uk/

Theses Digitisation:

https://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/

This is a digitised version of the original print thesis.

Copyright and moral rights for this work are retained by the author

A copy can be downloaded for personal non-commercial research or study,
without prior permission or charge

This work cannot be reproduced or quoted extensively from without first
obtaining permission in writing from the author

The content must not be changed in any way or sold commercially in any
format or medium without the formal permission of the author

When referring to this work, full bibliographic details including the author,
title, awarding institution and date of the thesis must be given

Enlighten: Theses
https://theses.qgla.ac.uk/
research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk



http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
https://theses.gla.ac.uk/
mailto:research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk

PORT - PLANNING *AN d
fiegroNAL -oevecopjueNT.

Iriomrd “Ashton, 6.Sc, PhD.

WA dissertation submitted Jbr

the degree of VvAA. Phil,
Oepartmmt of Town £r ffygional Plan-
ning, University of Qlasgoiv:

wApril 1973



".eshe was bold in his plans,and rightedes
great things are not done by those who sit
and count the cost of every desd and act".

lsambard Kingdom Brunel



ACKNGLEOGENENT S,

The misplaceé finger types,and having struck the wrong key.moves
back and tries again! Unlike Edward Piszgerald's imunortal riager mine
had to make regressions as well as progressions. Still,zll things come
to an end,bad as well as good,and at last we reach the final page,the
one everybody reads upon opening a work like this,in the hope of
finding out how it ever came to ba put together - the answer to that,
of course,is neatly hidden within the bibliography!

Heré,spaoe is reserved in order to give mention to tnose to whom
my thanks are due for their contributions of time,ideas,material and
moral supports

Doug Macallum of this Department for his early interest in the
topic before he took flight for South Americaj

Prof.Gordon Cameron and various members of the staff of the
Departmenﬁ of Social and Economic Research for answers to the questions,
"Where can I find....,what can you tell me about...?";

dalcolm Maclehbhan of the Department of Political Economy for
information relating to the developments at lMarseilles~Fos;

Gzorge Murrsy,Bill McKenzie and Colin Baxter of the Scottish
Office and Mr.Mather,Finance Manager,Clyde Fort Authority for giving
freely of their valuable time in lengthy and interesting discussiong

Thanks are extended to all those who contributed by post,
especially the National Ports Council,Messrs. P.Fricke and B.J.Thomas
of the Department of Maritime Studies,University of Wales Institute
of Science and Technology,T.A.Williamson of the larketing Depariment,
Forth Ports Authority and to Mr.William Campbell for the loan of
his dissertation on the Scobttish Stesl Indusitry. My thanks do not go
to the British Transpoxrt Docks Board who refused to acknowledge any
of my requests for information - future researchers take note!

Miss Jean Forbes,my supervisor,desrves special mention for her
brave efforts to read the atroqious handwriting of my draft manuscript =
when it came %0 allocating students to staff for dissasrtation purpéses
she must have drawn the shortest straw!

Finally I should like to use this opportunity to thank Prof.Grieve
for being willing to let a biochemist into his Department to study
and to the S.S8.R.C. whose enlightened policy made available th

financial zssistance to make it possible.

And now - back to the Scobttish Hills!



=

3
C

ABLI

CF COFTENTS:

INTROOUCTION.
PART 1:
1.1 THD ROCHIALY RIPORT,1962.

1.2 THE NATIONAL PORTS COUNCIL and the HARBOURS ACT,1964.
1.3 THE NATIONAL PORTS COUNCILS INTERIM PLAN, 1965.

1<4 TEE PORT OF BRISTOL AUTHORITY'S PORTBURY PROJ“CT.

15 A NATIONAL PLAN FOR THE PORTS.

Demands and Pressures on the Portss
Towards A National Planj
1.6 AN ATTEMPT TO NATIONALISZ THE IMAJOR PORTS.

PART 2:

2.1 THZ PATTERN OF PORT DEVZLOPMINT POST ROCHDALE.
2.2 INPLICATIOY° OF STRUCTURAL CHANGES FOR REGIONAL -
BCONOMILS.
Restructuring of Hinterland Communicationsj
Regional Implications of Containerisationg
The Deepening of Portsy
2.3 THZ TERMINAL CONCEPT and the INDUSTRIALISATION OF
PORT ZOWES.
Ship >ize,
Deep water terminals;
Port located activities;
2.4 MARITINE INDUSTRIAL DIVEICPMENT ARTAS.
2.5 TH% MACROECONOMICS OF THHE i4IDA CONCEPT.
Influences on Po:t Industrialisation in Furope;
6 PORT DEVELOPMENT -~ SOUE BRITISH TCONOWIC AND REGIONAL
VIEWPOINTS.
2.7 THE HUMBERSIDE AND STIVERNIIDE FLASIEBILITY STUDTES.

PART 33

3.1 ATTEMPTS TO EXPLOIT THE MARITIM —INDUQTHIAL POTBNTIAL
OF THEZ CLYD® ZSTUARY.
The 'Oceanspan' Reportss

IN CONCLUSICH...

APPENDICES:

FARITINS--INCUSTRIAL DIZVELODIENT IN FRANCE - THE

EXAMPLE OF MARSEILLES-FOS.

2. PORT PLANNING POLICIES AND THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC
COMMUNIIY.

3. INVESTHMINT CRITERIA AND THE FINANCING OF PORT
DEVELOPMENT PROJZCTS.

-—

BIBLTOGRAPHY.

42.

480
49.
49.
51.

54+
544
55.
57,
60 «
€7
TC.

13.
78.

842
92.
101.

110,

120.

127,



INTRODUCTION.

A seaport is best defined in terms of its function as a place
where each-way exchanges between land and sea transport regularly
take place. This function cannot usually be achieved in exposed
water sites and so it is generally axiomatic that a successful
commercial seaport is equipped with harbour facilities that may be
natural but more usually artificially enhanced. It has been common:
to find the virtues of many places proposed for port development
or programs of major expansicn summed up in descriptions of 'fine
natural harbours'! such as may be provided by drowned deep valleys
or flooded glaciated valleéys. Attractive as such places might appear
on maps,it is only recently that their deep and sheltered waters have
been looked upon as forming a principle factor in the decisions
about where to locate major multi~functional ports,or even 'simple'

terminal facilities Tor certain bulk commodities.

The reason for the change in smphasis to include a consideration
of such locations has its origins in the rapid change that has taken
place in overseas transport technology,particularly during the 1960's
which,in the maritime sphere,saw the introduciion of container
ships,bulk carriers of increasing dimension,principally for crude
0il and iron ore (and even for combinations thereof in ths oil/bulk/
ore,0B0,vessels) and the lighter-aboard-ship,lASH,development.
Integrating with these on the landward side came the 'Freightliners!
and special 'company trains! for the movemsnt of large quantities
of homogenous materials by rail; and in Britain,but increasingly in
Western Burope,a network of crude oil and refined product pipelines

was beginning to take shape.

The commercial importance of a given port is essentially
preportional to the amount of import and export cargo in the porit's
hinterland,minus the amount of cargoe that could pass through the
port but which is attracted to a rival port or ports. The type and
volume of this diverted cargo is proportional to the superiority of
the number and type of sailings,the superiority of land transport-
ation facilities,the superiority of institutional factors, under
which head might be included trading and financial practices,including
special rates and governmental intervention in the way of subsidies.
Such a qualitative description,including as it does,certain quanti-

fiable parameters,is applicable’ to the trading position of many ports,

-
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certainly in the past,and indeed of many today. But it fails to %ake
into account the.impact of transport tecunolosy and the value of
physical assets like the availability of deep sheltered water and
flat estuarial land. The importance of harbour facilities has,until
recently,been overlooked,though it might be worth adding that a
British Committee on port terminolgy found that "the words port and
harbour have become interchangeable" ! Bearing in mind that the

type and method of shipmeﬁt of certazin mdterials.places greafor
emphasis on the need for good harbour as opposed to port facilities,
i.e. conventional quayage and back-up facilities such as transit
sheds and wareshouses,the transport of break-=tulk cargoes by modern
methods has necessitated major alterations to the physical chape

of ports (a good illustration of this is provided by a comparison
of the layout of port facilities at Marseilles with those of Fosjsee
map accompanying Appendix 1). Break-~tulk cargo used to be described
as general cargo,not a very satisfactory term since it refered
specifically to heterogeneous dry cargo packed in small lots such as
food,or high value per unit weight raw materials or manufactured
broducts and all generally bound for many consignees. Many of these
cargoes pass right through the port since their high value fto weight
ratio mekes it economic te transpori them welatively long distances
by road or rail. The conventional ways of handling these cargoes
have been revolutionised by the use of various 'through'® transit
unit cargo nmethods,principally by container but also as palletised
cargo,as unit loads in vehiclés,road or rail,travelling as rollwon/
roll~off traffic and even as unit loads in barges or barge carrying
(LASH) vessels.

On a wide view and in economic terms the port is an interface
between two modes of transport linking producer and consumer. As such
it is an economic barrier,but economies of scale in one of the modes
of transport or in the manufacturing process make the jumping of this
barrier a relatively minor cost. This happens when bulk cargoes ars
processed at large water front factories., Break-bulk cargoes have,
however,always encountered both a physical and economic barrier at
ports because of handling and sterage difficulties which usually
increase ship turn-round time = and a shipper will tell you that
his vessel is only naking money when his vessel is on the high seas!
Unit transport has ensured that the stay-in-port time is reduced to

a minimum,but it has also required both the ports and shipping lines



to undertake large scale capital investueni to achieve what iw
technically possible. Ovzrseas Contvainers Ltd. and Associated
Container Transpertation,the U.K.—-Austrzlian Container Shipping
Consortium have spent £80m on ships,depots and containers; a zingle

container berth costs over £2m and a 300,000 ton oil tanker &9u.,

By and large there has been no lack of finance in recent years
for ths developmentvand implementation of technological advances in
ship design,both for bulk cargoes and unitised traffic in one form or
another. Road hauliers and the railways have matched this investment
and these agencies began to call the tune with respect to port
development. If a port wanted to atitract this new and lucrative
business it had to dance accordingly,necessitating the taking of large

and exvensive steps.

The most obvious impact of shipping developments upon ports
has been the increasing size of vessels,but new types of ship with
different methods of cargo handling can have profound repercussions,
not only upon port layouts,but also upon the ability of a port to
retain or advance its relative position in a national (or internaticnal)
leauge table. The increasing size of vessels,notably the bulk carrier,
has been a feature of shipping since the Second World War and ports
have struggled to berth these ever larger ships,creating an effective
master-servant relationship. One brakes factor on the economiesg of
scale that encourage naval architects to build bigger and yet higger
vessgels is the reduction in the flexibility of operation as fewer
ports become capable of handling them. Furthermore,it has been
demonstrated that designers of bulk terminal fécilities base their
" calculations on the assumption that no control can be exercised by
the ports on the rate at which vessels are presented for discharge,nor
over the time of arrival,making it necessary to plan for efficiency of
utilisation of facilities of about 50%. This is a master-servant
relationship with avengeance for it implies that half the cost of such
port undertakings are beyond the control of port managements. To
compound this gituation,the shipping companies,consortia and bulk
fleet operators control resources far in excess of the individual
port authorilies,or which are likely %o be alloted to any one of
them. ¥While the port may have a monopoly of location,which is fixed,
the ship can,in ccsence,be tethered ranywhere that its operator regards.
as suitable for meeting rquirements.



In door to door deep sea transport,ocean freight charges
(transport,loading and discarging and port expenszes paid by *the
carrier) are the largest single item (calculated as 62% of the
total transport cost on the North Atlantic itrade ini1968) and
explain why ocean carriers have been the innovators of through-transit
systems. Port charges,on the other hand,are a relatively minor item
(estimated at about 10%). Thus porss cannot compete with each other
simply by adjusting their charges. Conpetition is based upon service
rather than price (i.e. variation in port dues); more frequent
sailings to given destinations; faster turn-~round of vessels; good
labour relationsjfreedom from fog; no lock system etc. Therefore
ports compete with each other to achieve this 'product differentiation’
vis—a=-vis other ports,ie.s. competition for investment or for the
approval of investment plans. But underlying this competition,it is
the manangement decisions of the world shipping fleets which provides

the foundations upon which port planners have to build.

The existing pattern of British ports iz one of diversitys
diversity in size,functionymethod of operation and of ownership,
a situation which is the product both of geocgraphy and of history.
There are some 360 harbour authorities in Creat Britain,although the
ten largest plus the British Transport Docks Board control 90% of
the volume of oversseas trade and about 75% of total traffic. A long
coastline,with no town much more than 100 km from the sea have
combined to see ports developing to satisfy mainly local needs,
many localities requiring a port to ensure their economic prosperity.
The reason for the dispersed pattern of port location lay in the
relatively high costs of inland transport and the smallness of ships.
Even tdéday the inland component forms a large proportion of door
to door distribution costs and this has tended to give ports an
unlimited local monopoly with cargoes tending to travel via the

port closest to the shipper.

However,in recent years,as alluded to earlier,this situation
has changed in some notable respects. Inland transport is becoming
relatively cheaper and more efficient. With the creation of the
motorway network and the advent of containerised loads,road haulage
- firms have mushroomed; British Rail's freightliner concept for
moving unitised lbads at high speed has enabled the linking of the
regions with the national,ports throﬁgh Inland Clearance Depots
at which customs facilities are available. Inevitably,shipping lines

have begun to concern themselves with the complete door to door



movement of consignments. Furthermore,the advent of such systems
allows the exporter to operate just as easily and cheaply through
relatively distant ports as through a local one. The ones likely

to suffer,of course,are those ports which have invested large sums
of money to cater for this traffic. Because inland transport costs
and time are so much lower,the effective hinterland of such ports

is now much larger than it used to he. Against this,however, has

to he weighed the fact that individual ports can now have the
technical capacity to handle in one year a large proportion of
British cargo of a given type and on a given trade route. The shipper
then,in his effort to achieve the best (lowest) rate for handling a
unit of cargo through one of these ports can conduct business in
such a fashion that intensive price cutting is liable to develop
between those ports eager to secure the traffic that will earn for
them the revenue which their major investments in modern facilities
were intended. A 'price war' between say,Greenock and Tilbury, for

a share of the North America container trade can establish ludicrous
rates which allow for only the barest return on capita,l invested in
the necessary port facilities. A similar situation could develop
should a shipping concern decide to cut out one of perhaps four
ports-of-call in Britain and Nestern Europe in order to gain another
one or two round trips per vessel per annum on a particular route,
thereby increasing his return on capital at the expense of public

or private investment,but in either case national resources, locked

up 1in modern port facilities.

The following is an attempt to investigate these structural
factors originating in the field of international transportation and
to see how they impinge upon the port industry of this country and
the maritime nations of Hestern Europe; to look at the way individual
port authorities attempt to accomodate these structural changes,
with particular reference to bulk raw materials traffic and to show
how this might lead to the large scale industrialisation of port
locations. It is this change in the role of a port - from that of
simply a node at a transport interface to that of being a location
for primary prccessing and manufacturing activities - which has
important implications for regional and national economies; what has
happened along these lines in Britain and how do events here compare
with those on the Continent - and have ports been viewed as agencies

of regional economic development?

Before considering such Questions as these the scene must

first be set and that means examining government attitudes and policy



curtain rises,in the next secticn,in 1962 with the publication of
an important document in the nistory of British port development -

tae Rochdale Report.



PART 1



1.1 THS_ROCTIME RTPORT, 1962,

In 1961 the Government decided thatl the time had come to take
s comprehensive look at our major ports in terms of their adequacy
to meet present and future national needs. The fact that such a
review was not undertaken until the early 1960's,some fifteen
years after the end of the war,illustrates one point of contrast
between the British port situaticn postiwar arnd that of the ports
of Northewest Europe. Comparison between the lack of developments
in the U.K. ports and the major port developmesnts completed or
proceeding on the Continent underlined the fact thzt there had
been an unwillingness to give them any priority in the allocation
of resources. Since World War II capital exipenditure had besn
confined to minor projects with only negligible additions to deep
water berthage (with the notable exception of bulk ore terminals).
Except for bulk cargozs,such as iron ore and grain,particularly
the former,the positicn was very unsatisfactory since the trend
towards ever larger bulk carriers had already been clearly
established. There were valid explanations for this situation.
The continental ports had to make a fresh start at the end of
the war by comprehensive reconstruction,with favourable financial
treatment,at a time when Britain was fully extended in re-opening
her world markets with severely attenuated financial resources.
But the hard fact was that the physical state of the British
ports was little different from that which was in existence at

the beginning of the First World War.

Governmental concern about port investment was one of the
major reasons for setting up in 1961 a 'Committee of Inquiry into
the Mz jor Ports of Great Britain' under the chairmanship of
Lord Rochdale. Its terms of reference were ammounced in the
House of Commcns in March of that year. Mr.Ernest Marpies,the
then Minister of Transport in a Conservative Government,
instructed the Committee "to consider to what extent the major
docks and harbours of Great Britain are adequate to meet present
and future national needs; whether the methods of working can be
improved; and to make recommendations". Many aspects of the port
industry have been the subject of official inquiries both before
and since VWorld War II. For example,Royal Commissions were

appeinted in 1853 and 1902-to advise on the complex problems of

-



the great ports of lLiverpool znd London. In 1945 the Cooper
Comnmittee reported cn the Clyde Istuary and inlg95l the Britiz
Transport Commission produced its 'Review of Trade Harbours' under
powers given to it by the 1947 Transport Act. There have been
numerous others,but ths Rochdale Committee was the first official
body to carry out a truly cmprehensive survey in this field.

The terms of reference given to the Committee were certainly
widely dravn. Indeed the Minister of Transport had made it clear.
in reply to questibns in the House of Commons that no subject
affecting the major ports of Britain should be excluded. Some

idea of the scope of the inquiry may be had from the Tollewing list
of conclusions taken from the Report (para. 629),to which the

Committee attached specizl importance:

ae. the need for a properly planned program of port
development,which should be supervised by a nen-
operational National Ports Authority equipped with
statutory powers; /

b. the need to concentrate development (with the

exception of develcpments te meet the special
requirements of the oil and ore trades) at

selected existing major ports on the main estuaries
which already dominate the couniry's foreign trade.

c. the need for an early start on suitable schemes to

provide additional deep water dry carge berths.

d. the need for revision of port statutes and the
concentration of ownership of port and related
undertakings.

e. the need for the creation of new esturial port
authorities incorporating the main British
Transport docks and other ports.

f. the need to regard ports as commercial undertakings
and for a comprehensive overhaul of their financial
and accounting arrangements.

g. the need for more statistical information about
the port industry.
h. the need for a major advance towards decasualisation
of dock labour.
i. the need for increased efficiency and productivity.
Jo the'need to ensure good access to the rorts.

kX. the neced for a wide ranging program of research.



In noting that in post-war years the ports had been
relying on the major invesimenis undertaken at the turn of the
century, the Committee addesd that they had nevertheless coped
with a considerable increase in many trafficas. However,attempts
to present some forecasts illusirated the hazards involved in suc
exercises by over-egtimating dry cargo but under-estimating
petroleum tonnages for the year 1966. Nevertheless,the importaunt
conclusion from its forecasting was that port capacity would
have to Be increased substantially; capacity both to berth
bigger ships and to cater for the increased tonnages of cargo
they would be carrying,not only bulk commedities,but also
containerised loads,which would require space adjacent to berths on

a scale not previously available at most Briiish ports.

To bring the physical condition of the major ports up to a
standard commensurate with the advances being made in tranéport
technology meant the spending of large sums of money and so it
would have been short-sighted of the Commitiee not to hawve given
any consideration to the evaluation of invsestment proposals.,

In reviewing the then existing system for the control of investment
expenditure,it felt it to be doficient in the following respects as

far as the major ports were concerned:

as. it was & purely negative form of control; no attempt
was being made to encourage a port to undertake
investment which might be considered to be in the
national interest;
b, it did not apply any independent econémic test of
the need for a proposed development scheme; so long
as the port's finances were sound,the scheme technically
unobjectionable and the cost reasonable,there would be
no case for withholding approvalj
c. it 4id not attempt to relate the proposals of one
port with those of another; so long as similar
schemes at two or more ports are sound technically
and financially,approval would not be withheld on
ithe grounds of possible duplication of resources;
de. it did not provide a framework within which a program
of major development could be evolved on the basis of
national as distinct from local requirements;

e. it did not apply to new works financed out of reserves.



Prom this it is obvious that the Committee saw not only that
economic control was lacking,but also that the ports had in fact
commonly.embarked‘upon investnent expenditure that yielded a poor
economic return,the financial well being of a port being supported,
i. in the esarlier years of a new development by its existing assets,
and ii. in later years by increases in the price level whick had
reduced the effective burden of the debt. The Committee had also:
expressed its disquiet concerning the influence of port users. They
saw the value of local users showing a direct interest in the efficient
daily running of the port but stated that "divided loyalties must
scmetimes make it difficult for them to take a dispassionate long
term view of financial problems'". Whilst this remark refers to a
likely problem over interest in port charges,it is conceivable
that a similat conflict could easily arise in the case of proposals
to invest in what users would regard as improved facilities:

The physical state and financial structure of the major British
ports as revealed by the Rochdale Committee lead to the major
recomnendation contained in their Report,for the establishment of
a National Ports Authority (paras. 140-153);

"We have devoted a good deal of thought to this matter and we
are firmly of the opinion that there is a need for some central
machinery which,while still seeking to take the fullest possible
advantage of local initiative and responsibility,will make it
possible for a national policy for the ports to be formulated on
the basis of the recommendations made in this Report,and for the
execution of this policy to be kept under continuous supervision".

This expressed a desire to combine the advantages of a national
authority with those accruing to port trusts,autonomous except in the
. field of national policy making. Some of the Authority's most important
functions would be to deal with port development and capital investment,
as weli as with related matters such as pricing policiess

The Authority '"should be empowered and required to grant or

withhold allitems of capital development above a minimum figure at
all ports,vhether financed out of borrowing or out or reserves",

and,"the Authority should seek to encourage investmen? in suitable
cases as well as to discourage it in others. It should have the power
to veto schemes in the last resort and direct ports to undertake
schemes which it regards as essential. Ports should be able to appeal
to the Minister of Transport against such vetoes or directives,but

we hope and expect that recourse to this provision would seldom be
necessary".

In paragraph 143 the .Committee decided against the idea of
vesting the role and the power of the proposed National Ports

Authority in the Ministry of Transport itself. Among the reasons

given was the followings



"eeoein the case of certain functions which we regard as vital,
e.2+. control of capital invesiment,machinery fo hsaring of appesalg
may be needed end we would not thinlt it degsirable for tho Ministex
of Transport to consider appeals against decisions made by his own
stalf". :

It is of interest Yo note alsc that the Committees rejected the
idea of ports as a '"'public service" ;entitled on occassion to subsidy;

"There are,in our view,no sccial or other reasons why the ports
shouid have to be supperted by the tax-payers; it is not in this way
that an efficient and economic port system can be achieved".

It wanted the Hational Ports Authority to evaluate any invesiment
proposals by locking at the economic benefit accruing and comparing
this with economic cost. Perhapes not surprisingly the operational
details were not spelt out! Any scheme which was sanctioned should
be financed by the port concerned by raising a loan on the cpen
market (to supplement internal financing,if -any). If this was
impractical, the Government might assist by msking a loan as '"the
lender of last resort" and "the loan ghould Ve at the prevailing
rate of interest,since an artificially low rate would amount to a
subsidy". Exceptionally,a subsidy by way of a capital grant might
be justified,e.g. if the port develcpment was desirable "in the
context of a Government backed development plan' for a particular

region or area.

Rochdale then,did not simply point a finger at under-
investnent in British ports. But,despite wide terms of reference,
neither was the Committee in a positicn to consider exactly where
and how much shculd be spent to bring Britain's port facilities up
to an acceptable standard. Instead they considered it to be one
of the duties of the proposed Natioral Ports Authority to stimulate
the required investment,as‘well as to tackle the exceedingly .
difficult problem of assessing the relative merits of the investment
proposals which might then be forthcoming. This aspect of port
planning will be discussed later and an attempt will be made to
relate it to something which the Report makes but brief mention =

the role of‘ports in regional development programs.

But first,vhat of events post—Rochdale?



1.2 THE_NATIOVAL PORTS_COUNCIL and the FARBOUBS ACT,1964.

The Government accepted many of the recommendations contained
in tae Rochdale Report,published in Sepiember 1962, In July 1963 it
created the National Ports Council (hereafter refered to as ths NPC)
as a non-statutory body with Lord Kochdale as its first chairman,
in order that it might undertake prevaratory work prior to its
establishment as an independent body when the Harbours Act 19642
received the Royal Assent. This was " an Act to establish a
National Ports Council for the control of harbour development and
for giving financial assistance for the improvement of harbours;
to make other provisions respecting the construction,improvement,

maintenance and management of harbours...".

Section 1(1) of the Act states "there shall be a Council to be
called the National Ports Council,which shall be charged with the
following dutiess

a. formulating comprehensive plans for the improvement of

existing and provision of new harbours in lreat Britain
and of services and facilities provided at such harbours;

b. promoting the execution of such plans (so far as they are

approved by the Minister);

and,

d. tendering to the Minister advice with respect to the
taking of action calculated to secure the improvement,
maintenance and management of harbours in Great Britain
in an efficient and economical manner and the adequate
means of accesg te such harbours by road and rail.

In one important respect the role of the Council differed
from the proposals made by the Rochdale Committee. In;tead of
being an Authority with executive pewers,the Council was to act
merely as an advisor to the Minister of Transport,although it did
have powers to collect statistics and other information,and te

initiate research.

Section 9 of the Act makes important reference to the control

of harbour development;

".esthe Minister,with a view to securing the proper control in
the national interest of schemes of harbour development that appear
to him to involve expenditure of a capital nature,may by order,
prohibit,in such cases as may be defirned in the order by reference to
size,cost,relation to other projects,purpose or any other criterion
occuring to him to be appropriate,all persons from undertaking,or
sacuring the undertaling of any of the following projects" — the most
inportant for our purposes being -~ '"the executien of works for the



construction,reconstruction,improvement or repair of a harbour®,

In accordance with this section,the Conb 0l of Harbour Developments
Order,1964,wa3 iésued in September that yea*. This prohibited thz
undertaking of harbour developnents (as defined) where the cost of
the project exceeded £500,000,except under an authorisation grarnted
by the Minister under section 9 of the 1964 Act. Thus,contrary to
the Rochdale proposals,it is the Minister of Transport who takes
the decisions rather than the NPC,although the Minister is obliged
to consult with the Council before giving a decision. With the
Council in an advisory role,therc is no scope for the appeal procedure

envisaged by the Rochdale Committee.

The Government,in accepting that -there was a pressing need for
injection of capital inte the ports,was at the same time obviously
concerned lest rescurces be wasted by unnecessary developnent. One
supposes that the basic fear was that development would océur at too
many ports resulting in extravagant over-provision of facilities if
money were made freely available or,alternatively,no really worthwhile
development anywhera if limited resourcee had to be divided amongst
too many ports. Hence the concept of a national body to prepare a
national plan. But the body so created,by being purely advisory in
naturé,was devoid of the authority to take firm decisions on the hest
locations for port development and to initiate those schemes
considered desirable. With the cost of any substantial new works or
improvement almost certain to top the £500,000 limit set by the
Government for projects not needing Ministerial approval,it was
making sure of being able to take an active part in assessing their.
value., This,then,was the political setting in which the NWPC had to
try to evolve principles by which to guide the ports irn meking their
own pians and proposals for developmentyand against which their ideas
had to be judged.

*¥ Article 3a of the Control of Harbour Development Order 1964
Statutory Instrument 1386 of 1964 (published September 15; 19645
implemented Section 9 of the Harbours Act 1964.

However,the figure of £500,000 was raised subsesequent to the
publication of the White Paper,'Financial Policy for the Ports’
in September 1971,to £1m and this was implemented by the
Control of Harbour Development(Amendment) Order 1971,Statutory
Instrument 1874 of 1971,which came into operation on December 6
that year. :
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1.3 THE WAYION PORT COUNCIL'S TWTERIM PLAN, 1965,

The National Ports Council was torn in a hurry,probably partly
due to the serious ills Ffouand in the ports by the investigationg of
Rochdale and which the Government were eazger to cure; but perhaps
also bescause British ports were beginning to come forward with major
investment proposals after a long peribd of relative inactivity.

From its creation until the end of 1964 the Council received details
of investment schemes estimated at about £53m. Other schemes were

being prepared by port anthorities but were not yet ready for submission
to the Minister in accordance with section .9 of the Harbours Act. In
this situation the NPC was more than likely feeling a little rushed;

it had not yet aquired the statistical data or the analytical framewerk
needed td enzble it to devise a 'definite' national plan and so give

a fully considered opinion on the individual proposals. But neither
did it want to wait until this situation had been rectified for fear of
either loosing the opportunity to comment on schemes or of causing
unreasonably delay. As the Council's Annual Report for 1965 commenteds;
"it became clear at an early stage that substantial improvenents to

the ports of Greal Britain would be required gefore a full plan of

development for the ports could be drawn up" ~.

Thus,in July 1965 the NPC published an ‘'Interim Plan' 4 in which
it backed most of the investment proposals which had been devised by
a number of individual port authorities. Specifically it recommended
development schemes at 14 ports involving the construction of about
70 new berths and the renovation of about another 46,involving
"capital expenditure in the region of £150m. The Council was satisfied
that'there was no danger of over~investment in these proposals. The
arrears are serious and the prospective growth of traffic considerable'.
In effect,the Council was stating that there was a prima facie case
for development at the 14 ports; nevertheless,

"for each project coming within the scope of the Harbours Act,
the port authority concerned will be expected to prepare a fully
docunented assessment and submit it to the Minister for examination
and advice by the Council...After detailed reviews of this nature
it may well be that modifications would have to be made to the
projects which are set out in the Imnterim Plan but the Council are

satisfied that the broad pattern of development which is put forward
here is socund".



The first of the following two tables describes the nature of
the investment proposals for eight of the fourteen ports ccvered by
the Interim Plan. The perte selected are in no sense the eight largest
in Great Britain but are representative of locations where schemes
were in hand to deal principally with traffic other than bulk
commeditien. It is worth noting the quanﬁitative importance of London
and Liverpool and the inclusion of the Portbury scheme,which will be
considered in more detail in the following section; how insignificant
too appears the £500,000 'limit' . The second table serves to
summarise the history of the selected investment schemes,the content

of which will be illuminated by the following brief comments.

Southampton: a proposal to spend &£16m (rather than the £12m estimated
in the Interim Plan) appears to have met opposition in the NPC and/or
the Ministry of Transport. As the scheme allowed for the piecemeal
conatruction of additional facilities,the British Transport Docks
Board was authorised to spend £2.5m on a single container berth.

In 1969 an application was lcdged for section 9 authorisation to

spend £11.4m on a further three container berths.,

Livernool: by 1965,when formal application was lodged for the
construction of 14 (largely 'conventional') berths,the cost of the
new dock at Seaforth had risen £10m to £45m. Presumably the WPC liked
neither the cost of the scheme nor its emphasis on conventional cargo
handling. The Npc study of the scheme and consultation with the Mersey
Docks and Harbour Board led to a revision of the proposal,to provide
ten berths at a cost of about £33m but better adapted to modern

* handling techniques.

Clyde: the Annual Report of the NPC for 1966 refers to the newly
formed Clyde Port Authority having put forward a scheme for a container
berth at Greenock rather than a scheme for -major development up=river.
The Interim Plan,however,gave backing to both these proposals and it

is not clear whether the idea of a new dock in Glasgow was dropped on
the CPA's own initiative or because it was told informally that

section 9 authorisation would not be granted.

Grangemouth: progress on the new entrance lock here has had a
chequered history,firstly under the auspices of the British Transport
Docks Board and then under the control of the new Forth Ports
Authority who,in 1968,made a new application under section 9.
Revisions followed consultations and at last construction got under
ways when completed in late 1973 it will allow vessels up to



Description of selecthed investment proposals as enviseged in

the Interim FPlan.

Port. Propozed investment. Estimated cost,
Sme
London (Tilbury). Extend new branch dock in Tilbury 15

(enclosed) in two stages yielding
respectively 7 and 3 new deep water
berths,most of them for container
handling.

Southampton

(Western Docks). Extension of (tidal) docks to provide 12

6 new berths. (Envisaged by BTDB as
part of a long term plan to provide
30 berths costing about £60m.)

Bristol (Portbury). Construct a new enclosed dock 27
comprising large euntrance lock and
9 deep water berths.

Ul

Liverpool (Seaforth). First stage of a new dock providing 3
14 berths using the existing lock to
Gladstone Dock. (Envisaged as part
of a long term plan to provide a
total of 32 new berths and new lock).

Clyde. Glasgow: new (tidal) dock at Shieldhall 7
. with 6 berths(or new dock downstrean at
Erskine,if preferred by CPA).

Greenock: provision of tidal container 15
berth.
Grangemouth. Construct new entrance lock and dredge 6.9

approach channel,giving deeper water.

Leith. Construct new entrance lock,giving 5=6
increased depth of water at existing
(enclosed) docks,and enclosing the
existing outer tidal harbour. (Work
begun in May 1965, just before
publication of Interim Plan).

Hull. Extension of (enclosed) King George 9
Dock to provide 7 new conventional
berths. (Envisaged by the BTDB as the
first stage of a scheme which would
eventually provide a further 12 berths
and a new entrance lock).

Source: National Ports Council, ‘'Port Development — An Interin Plan’4.



*69561 ;3x0dey sseadoxd 4a0g, woxg
218p Joyjofsjaodey TRUUUY JJN WOXF LTUTBW SUOTSTOSP LIFsTuTry pue suoT3eoTTdd® § UOT3088 U0 €1E(Q 390IN0S

oLel G961 0°9 : g Y961 00T eoueIjuUy
igitet

Azpmoo @mpmeﬂvmo:v 10°9Q 6961 surdd® PpesSTAOI PUOOSS

S8 e $99/G96% Geg*L G961 00T eoUBIFUF
1ganowaSurInH

6961 L96L e sox L961 TN Y2 9961 Joousary

$opATD -

zL6l Lo6lL L*€g se L96} *xeyq 133 9961 (pesTABI) ysaoFREg

Ahﬁpﬂm 2X8U 698 = JJIN U3 T4 UOTSSNOSTP JI99JB POTIIPOW msonomv 47 Gs61l ysIo0Jeeg
. syoodaear]

ox 8961 4L1ne G L96L*ady 3ouQ 188n

ox 9961 £L1np L2 V961 Lew Langyaod
sTorsTag

(qaxeq ISUTBRUOO JIOF SOTETTTOBI TBUOTLTPDR,) l g961 s¥ooQ sei’

Qo614 L9611 G2 sex L6} *uep 9961 UY3I8q IsureiUO) S{O0Q 3Sep

(£z3ue 3xoU Q88

-0dfl UJTH UCTSSNONTD I03Je ozTs Ul peonpex L[jeoid sweyos) ‘9l 9961 | eseydejxe s3o0Q 4S8y
tuogdueuonog

8961 L96: LS sex 9961 66 9964 ¢ e3eg

8961 G961 Levi sex G961 G*6 G961 g e8eyg
$LI0qTTL

PSUSTUT  Po3IeLg g pesTIOYLNY o18(Q wy ereq omeYog
1500°150 3800 PejBUTISH
pesTASY
UCTIONIFSUOD UOTSTO8P 6 uoT3o0eg
UOTUM UT I8 jxodsury] Jo LI3STUTL)R Jepun uotT4eOoTTAdY

sstesodoxd juswiseAuTr jx0d pejoores Jo LX09STH ¥ *)



we ] Qo
24,000 dwt to enter the port.

The changing'picture since the appearance of the Rochdale
Report may now be summarised. The Committee was anxiocus to stimulate
investment in the ports. Table 18 on p.76 of the Report gives the
figures for investment expenditure by port undertakings from 1949 to
1961 snd shows that the figure of £7.7m for the first year of that
period had steadily risen to a peak of £23.6m by 1961. But this
figure still represents 0.6% of the total national expenditurs of
£4,100m. Although direct comparisons are difficult to make,the
1960 total is still a low figure when it is considered that £162m
was spent on shipping,£168m on the railway system and £83m on roads

and lighting. By comparison,there has been a steady if not spectacular

increase in port investiment 1962-70;

Capital Bxpenditure by the Poris of Great Britain, 1962=-70.

162 163 164 165 166 167 168 169 '70

*

22 19 20 24 35 46 45 48 40°  gn.

Source: Digest of Port Statistics 19695.
*NPC Anmual Reports,1969,197C.

The slow start was probably due to the length of time taken
to make plans; whether the increase after 1964 can be attributed
to any stimulatory effect of the newly created NPC is left to

conjecture. Certainly it was willing to embracé most but not all

" of the schemes then being put forward by the port authorities in

its Interim Plan. Subsequently both the NPC and the Ministry of
Transport became more selective and a number of schemes have boen
rejected or reduced in size. Of the eight selected ports,thes cost
of the schemes other than those at Leith and Grangemouth was
estimated at £107m in the Interim Planj but the value of schemes
authorised amounted to only £66m of which £54m was accounted for
by Tilbury and Seaforth! The schemes included here do not take
account of investment in spec*aiised facilities such as ths
construction of a deep water iron ore terminal at Port Talbot.
Tables 2 and 3 of'Port Progress Report! 6 give a comprehensive

list of port development schemes in recent years.

-



It is noteworthy that schemes refersd to the IPC under sectiom 9
of the Harbours Act come fren statuiory and non-statutory bodies,ac
well as established port authorities oif one type or another. The
folloving examples are taken from a list of submissions to ths Council
in 1971:=

Applicant. : Description of Scheme. Estimated cost.
&
Blue Star Line and Construction of a cold store 780,000
West Coast Stevedoring transit shed and handling
Itd.,Liverpool. equipment at Berth S1,
Seaforth.
Dover Harbour Board. Congtruction of rolle-on/roll- 2,500,000

off herth and related works
in Dastern Docks.

Falmouth Container Construction of deep water 10,500,000
Terminal Ltd. trans-shipment terminal for

containers.
British Railways Provision of an end loading 624,000
Board. ramp and associated facilities

at Pishgusrd Harbour.

Barlpar Development Reclamation of Bathside Bay, 12,378,000
Company Ltd. Harwich,and development of
container and Ro—~Ro berths.

|

South of Scotland C%nstructlon of an oil jetty 1,782,000
Electricity Board. Inverkip,Firth of Clyde,
to supply new power station.

Thus,with the advent of the NPC,there was created for the first
time in the history of the British ports,a system to allow for the
external examination,and in some cases pruning of the ambitions of
the various port authorities to expand or improve their facilities,
though it must be added that an indirect check had existed-and continues
to exist via the money market when port authorities seek to borrow.

The examples above also demonstrate that maritime orientated projects
of essentially non-maritime undertakings are not beyond scrutiny by

- .
ths Council.

Considering primarily port development projects,this examination

might be regarded as a successful and long overdue deployment of

econonic rationality. Before reaching any conclusions on this score



it is necessary to examine not only the result and decisions

“arisiag out of the vetting procedure,but zlso the steps of that

procedure, This would have been impossible,however,but for the
exceptional existence of published information on the calculations
and evaluations of a major schems wvhich was submitted for section 9

T

authorisation by the Port of Bristol Authority .



1.4 THE PORT OF BRISTOL AUTHORTTY'S PORTEBURY PROJECT.

Garnéttg has commented that although port investments increszsed
substantially post=-Rochdale,the optimum system would not be achieved
by stimulating investment per se,for it is necessary to ensure that,
i. investment is profitable wherever applied,and ii. the invesiment
makes the most profitablé possible use of rational resources. The sccond
does not necessarily follow from the first and Garnett finds that in
the case of port developmeni it has not,in practice,done sec. This
conclusion is based on the fact that poris have been able to convince
the authorities that their investments will earn the necessary retbturn
on capital,but the national system which has been established does not

maximise discounted benefits over costs from a national point of view.

An example of the problem facing those charged with the task of attempting
to appraise investment proposals is the question of providing for

the growth of container traffic generally,as well as on specific routes.
Future development at over half a dozen U.X. poris has been formulated
with the object of capturing a significant amount of the trans-Atlantic
container trade,resulting in possibly ten specialised berihs when it

has been calculated that as few as four would have the technical
capacity to handle the 1970 volume of trade which could be containerised
on the basis of physical characteristics. Liverpool and the Clyde

both attempted to justify their claims on the assumption that each

alone would attract the North of England traffic. Both ports now have
container terminalsj but attempts to provide Bristol with similar
facilities met with Qovernment opposition. The case of Portbury is
_important in the history of port planning for it gives a unique insight
into the application of investment appraisal methods and the problems

encountered in attempting to apply them in this sphere.

A Description of the Portbury Scheme.

Increasing trade through the port of Bristol had led to intensive
development of the constricted sites constituting the city's principle
dock system,the Avonmouth docks on the north-—east side of the Avon,
not oniy for conventional port working,but also for the processing of
bulk cargoes (for details of the type and development of these activities
see F.Halker,'Econémic Growth on Severnside'9). Additional traffic and

a growing concern for the inability of the existing facilities to
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cope with further expansion,particularly with regard to the increasing
dimensions of bulk carriers (the lock built in 1908 had a length of
only 875' and a width of 100') had,by 1963,1led the port authority to
aquire 2000 acre site at Portbury on the Somerset bank of the Avon
as an initial step towards the realisation of a scheme to construct
a new dock which had first been considered as early as 1958. The
Rochdale Committee had emphasised ~ indeed over—emphasised! -~ the
further growth to be expected in Britain's maritime trade and
consequently the Port of Bristol Authority felt that it was now
opportune to begin work on the new dock. Accordingly,a scheme was
formally submitted to the Minister in May 1964,in anticipation of
the coming into effect of the provisions of section 9 of the
Harbours Act which did not,cf course,receive the Royal Assent‘until

June of that year.

Stage I of the scheme involved the constructior of an entrance
lock 1200' in length,140' wide with a depth of 47'. The intention
was to develop 1000 acres of the site initially to provide 9 deep
water berths. The planned utilisation of these berths set one aside
for petroleum imports,one for the import of zinc ores and concentrates,
three for container traffic and four berths for general cargo. The
Portbury project was included by the NPC in their Interim Plan but
two features distinguished it from the other port developmenis
recommended by the Council in that publication. First,it involved
exceptionally heavy capital expenditure in relation to the amount
of new port capacity to be provided - £27m for 9 berths. This high

cost was accounted for by the fact that construction would take

" place on a greenfield site,providing a large lock on an estuary of

very high tidal range; and the scale of the project was such as to
allow for an ultimate expansion up to 40 berths. Stage II in fact
was planned to provide a further 16 berths at the relatively
modest cost of about £23m. The second feature of the whole project
was that its economic justification postulated a higher rate of
increase of general cargo tonnage passing through the Port of
Bristol than that required in support of the developments proposed

at the other major port dealt with in the Interim Plan.

The Portbury scheme was undoubtedly one of the most ambitious
port development projects ever proposed for this country and
envisaged nothing less than the creation of a third major
international port for Britain.‘In view of its exceptional features

the Government thought it right to order an intensive examiration
of the proposals,a process which resulted in the passage of more than



two years before the Minister announced his decision on the
application. The 1664 Annual Report of the NPC noted that "major
schemes require léngthy exanination” and in its Report a year later
it indicated that it had tendered its advice {0 the Minister in

May 1965 and went on to state the nature of that advice,namely that
"the scheme should proceed”. The disclosure of a Council recommendation
prior to Ministerial decision had not occured with any other
subnission to the Ministry. It was,according to a statement made in
the Vhite Paper on PortburyT,hased on twe primary considerations;
Tirstly the desirability of developing a third major desp sea liner
terminal,and secondly, the general case for providing first class

new capacity at such a major port as that of Bristol.,

In that twelve month period before expressing favourable views
regarding the project the NPC had sought further information from
the Port of Bristol Authority. Specifically the NPC wanted to compute
discounted cash flow rates of return on the investment and discovered
that the figure on an expenditure of £27m ranged from zero to 7.7%!,
depending on the traffic forecdasts employed. It is noteworthy that
the dcf rate of return over two selected periods of 50 and 80 years,
based on Port of Bristol Authority data,was of the order of 7.5%
compared with consultant's figures of nil and 0.9%. Yet at the same
time the PBA registered a strongly held view that this method of

assessment was inappropriate to major port projects such as this!

The NPC saw the principle advantages of development at
Portbury as being:~-

i, +the creation of really deep water berthé the national
need for which appeared to be self evident and which
would cater for the largest foreseeable bulk carriers
of commodities other than petroleum and iron ore. The
provision of new general cargo berths for export traffic

would rectify an imbalance in the trade through Bristol.

ii. an opportunity to reiieve the inevitable pressure on the
ports of London and Liverpool which would be likely to
arise in the late 19/0's given a steady growth in the
national economy. Additionally the Council thought it
right to bear in mind the part which planned location
of port facilities could play in making possible a shift
of emphasis away from South East England.



iii. completion of the }4,M5 and Ssvern Bridge would provide
Portbury with first class rcad communications which no

cther port would have.

But the Council added;

"There is very little experience to go on in assessing the merits
of a port investment scheme of this nature. In the Council's view the
problem is one which calls more for an excercise of judgement than
the application of an accounting formula'.

This was rather a strange statement for them to make in view of the
fact that they had insisted that a def exercise be conducted = perhaps
that was merely intended to prove the truth of their first conclusion!

But they went on to illuminatej

"Nevertheless it is right to mako as judicious appreciation as
possible of traffic forecasts (on which revenue expectaiions
necessarily depend)..."

".esthe Council consider that the def return will be near the
7.5% based on the Port of Bristol Authority forecasts. Whils we should
have liked to a higher indicated rate of return emerging from the
discountsd cash flow exercise we feel bound to observe,first,that the
whole traffic forecasting exercise is,for a scheme like this,highly
speculative,and second,that we are not satisfied that in the current
situation def or any other purely financial analysis should be the
overrididing criterion for reaching decisions on port projects for
long term invesiment".

and,

", ..the Council have concluded that on balance the advantages
of the Portbury scheme outweigh its disadvantages. They feel that
special importance should be attached to the matters of comrunications
and labour relations and also wish to lay emphasis on the fact that
their conclusions have been reached on the assumption that the
Government has a firm intention to further the industrial development
of the South West and in particular of the immediate hinterland of
Bristol,as a means of reducing the pressures of all kings...in the
South East".

After receiving all of this advice from the NPC the Ministry of
Transport deliberated for a further fourteen months. Towards the end
of this period material became available which cast an entirely new
light on the subject of the destination of imports and the origin of
exports,port planning in the past having bsen conducted with little
help from statistical or factual information of this kind. The

information arose from a study done by Martech Consultants Ltd.,who



carried out é majcr survey on behalf of tﬁe Port of London

Authﬁrity in respect of dry cargo traffic flows except iron ore

and coal in 1964.-The NPC had the opporiunity to study this data.
They conceded that the 'wreanch' of established traffic flow patterns
through existing ports would have to e considerable for Poridbury
(or any other 'third' terminal) to be succsssful. This principally
meant the securing of traffic handled by Lendon and Liverpool.

The Council wers of the opinion that such a change "in the environment"
to be desirable from a planning point of view,but recognised that
"the extent to which this alteration in the environment would be
possible,even over the long term,is a matter of judgement. It is

a fact whickh would have to be accepted that the success of Portbury
as a counter-magnet to London and Lliverpool depends to an important
extent on the Government's determination to change the existing

pattern of industry".

These views were expressed by the Council in a memorandum to
the Ministry dated June 30,1966,in which it also reiterated its
support for Portbury for reasons essentially similar to those it
had expressed in May 1965. In July 1966 the Ministry published a
White Paper on Transport Polioy10 which recorded the Government's
first reactions to the NPC's Interim Plan of which Portbury was a
part. It accepted the overall plan in principle and declared its
intentions to "press ahead with an expanded program of port
development". But the White Paper also went on to reject the
Portbury scheme in the following manner;

After studying both "recently completed analyses of port
traffics and their relationship to port hinterlands",and also
trends in containerisation which suggested that fewer berths
are required than had previously been thought, "the Government
believes that the case for allocating a substantial part of
the resources available for port investment tc¢ the creation of
a new liner terminal,whether at Portbury or elsewhere,has not
yet been made out...The CGovernment is therefore inviting the
National Ports Council...to consider alternative proposals
for the development of the port of Bristol.."

As already indicated,the stated recasons for the Minister's
decision were set out in detail in the Portbury Paper,an unusual

document in so far as it made public both the Government's reasons

tehind a negative decision and included g memorandum from the NPC

disagreeing with the Government's views,whose main arguments can

»

e summarised thus:-
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the data collected on behalf of the Port of Londeon Authority
had demonsirated that two thirds of Britain's exports travel
loss than 75 riles to the port of export and that some 80%
of the inward flow of goods travels less than 75 milez from
the port of import,from which it may be concluded that
"Britain's ports have concenirated and clearly defined
hinterlands". It was then apparent "that there is relatively
little export traffic within a radius of 75 miles of Bristol
which had not already been forecast as using that port".In
other words Bristol's hinterland was regarded as having
insufficient economic activity to generate the export traffic

envisaged by the PBA (see 2 below).

the Ministry had analysed the data using a gravity model,
"not only to describe’the existing situation but also as an
attempt at forecasting future potential flows based on
existing trends". This suggested a level of 0.26m tons of
dry cargo = a figure well below the 2,7m used in support

of the scheme by the PBA. There was,however,fair agreement
on the future level of Portbury's imports. (it is well o
remember,however, that this model under~sstimated by one third
the actual exports through Bristol in 1964,see Table 6 p.55
of reference 10,while giving totals slightly in excess of
actual for London and Liverpcol both for exports and imports.
A more important point is that the model merely assumed the
continuance of existing trends,an assumption which may

well be invalidated when a large new investiment project is
introduced).

even if Portbury could attract more exports than predicted,
this would only be achieved at the expense of diverting
traffic from other ports and which originated in areas
75=125 miles away. But this could account for no more than

a 25% increase and would be unlikely to happen due to the
incurring of additional inland transport costs. Summarising
these factors,paragraph 26 of the Revort states;

",..if Bristcl attracted the whole of ths increase of deep
sea and medium sea exports of the Midland region (say 500,000
tons) and was successful in attracting one third of that

region's existing sxports of that type (say 330,000 tons),
and if these tonnages were entirely additional to the

-



grovity model's estimate of 260,000 tons for Brisiol in 1980,
which,strictly speaking,they are not,it will be evident that a
further 1.5m tons of exports would still be required to ba
diverted from ports to which they would otherwice flow in order
to reach the Port of Bristolls figure c¢f 2.7m tons",
Alternatively,the generation of the neccessary volume of exports
might be achieved by the exercise of a Covernment policy with
regard to population distribution and location of indusiry,one
which would specifically increase the population of Bristol and
its hinterland by 3m by 1980,a figure bassd on the observation
that on average,one million people tend to generate something of

the order of 500,000 tons of exports,but one inevitably open to

wide variation.

4e

with respect to the 'container revolution',the trend towards
containerisation "weighs heavily against the scheme...casting
considerable doubt on the desirability of investing a very large
sum of money in a very large number of berths (a total of 3 in
Stage I!) especially in the light of arguments...about the extreme
unliklihood of Portbury attracting sufficient cargo to male it
viable". More important,"it almost destroys the argument in favour
of Portbury as a third major liner terminal ag insurance against

the risk of congestion and dislocation at London and Liverpool'ls

Subsequent events: N

The 1966 Annual Report of the NPC noted the Minister's rejection

of the Portbury scheme while adding that "the Council continue to
hold the view that the scheme was one which it would have been in
the country's long term interests to put in hand without delay".
The Council had been requested to consider possible alternative
schemes of .development to meat the need for more capacity ih the
Port of Bristol and in April 1966 the port authority put in a new
application to the Minister for permission to consiruct a smaller
dock. This new 'West Dock' was to be located on a part of the
Portbury site closer to the existing Avonmouth docks. Estimated to
cost in the region of £15m it would again be provided with a large
lock and deep water but would create only 5 berths initially,though

capable of subsequent expansion.

Notwithstanding the legislative changes of the 1964 Harbours

Act,many large port investment schemes still require a Private Act



to give the port authority appropriate legal powers (e.g. witii respect
to the purchase and use of land and the control of navigation),and
1o this.end Brisfol Corporation,ths owners of the port,lodged a
Parliamentary Bill with regard to the Uest Dock proposal.
Significantly,the drafting of this Bill had the effect of exempting
the scheme from control by the Ministry of Transport under section 9
of the Harbours Act. Revertheless it had a stormy passage through
Parliameni,escaping an attempt to insert a saving clause making it
subject to section 9 control,and being strongly objected to by

the British Transport Docks Board who were concerned at the
possible diversion of traffic away from their already under=—
utilised South Wales port facilities. After an initial refusal by
the Minister of Transport to make known the advice received from
the NPC to a Select Committee of the House of Lords;who conscidered
the Bill in May 1968,he finally made copies available,doin so
because a precedent had been created in respect of a prececding
proposal for the same area,i.e. Portbury. Apparently the NPC had
stated that it could not recommend the scheme if the sole test

was to be that of an early and substantial return on the investment,
but could do so only on the basis of certain assumpiions and
considerations. Perhaps the most important of these was that
"Bristol must continue as a port and should be able to hold its

own within the developing national pattern". The expression of
support by the NPC was,if anything,more equivocal than in the case
of the Portbury scheme. This is perhaps understandable since,in
addition to any sincerely held doubts about the desirability of
West Dock,the Council had received a severse and public rebuff

when the Minister had rejected their advice on Poribury.

During a meeting with Clyde Port Authority's Finance Manager the
view was expressed that the NPC had lost a great deal of respect
from the ports as a direct consequence of the Portbury affair.
Furthermore,at this point in time the Council's future was at

stake in view of the discussions taking place about the possibility

of nationalising the major ports.

On July 5,1968 the Minister announced his decision not to
approve the West Dock scheme and after a debate in the House of
Commons three days later the Bill was refused a second reading.
In its Annual Report for 1968 the NPC summarised its position

with regard to the whole issue . in the following manner:



"Although recognising that the direct scenomic and finoncial
case for ths schems appcared weali,the Courncil's concensus of opinion
7as to support approval on wider cousideratiens,in particular because

% was clear that only through the West Dock scheme could the Port of
ristol achieve a significant measure of further development".

R

Undeterred the PBA made a third application for a new dock
development on the Somerset bank of the Avon in March 1970. Following
pre=—election statements by Conservative spokesmon,the new Government
granted section 9 approval in November the same year. Again the HPC
recomnended this scheme for approval,as they had doune for the earlier
ones,on the basis that without such development the Port of Bristol
would decline. The estimated cost of this scheme,known as West Dock 2,
at £12m,was less than that of its ill fated predecessors thanks to

reconsiderations of the layout.

At the time when protracted deliberations over the future of
Portbury were still some months from being concluded, there appeared
an article devoted to a consideration of its potential impact ,as
well as that of the Severn Bridge,which was then nearing completion,
on the economic geography of Severnside and South Wales17. Asking
questions such as "Does Bristol or Cardiff stand to gain most?",it
pointed to the polarisation of issues into essentially a tbattle
between the English and the Welshywhile emphasising the need for
a ports policy for the Bristol Channel! While Bristcl had become
a congested port,a situation which prompted the submission of the
Portbury project,the South Wales ports were suffering an overall
decline in traffic despite growing imports of iron core and oilj
" too little cargo and too many ports! Faced with this situation
the NPC recommended improvements at Swansea and Newport for the
handling of general cargo,to the neglect of Cardiff,Barry,Port Talbot
and Milford Haven. For bulk cargoes the o0il industry found its
own solution for crude oil imports at Milford Haven,vwhile the
Government gave approval for the construction of an iron ore
import terminal at Port Talbot-to serve the steel centres of
South Wales,a function which Cardiff had aspired to fulfilling.

The idea that Caxrdiff had no role to play in the regional need

for port facilities had prompted the city to produce its own plan
in November 1965 in which it claimed to be capable of providing
facilities equal to those proposed for Portbury,all for a mere &£7m

and on a site of about 340 acres! The scheme,needless to say,was



not taken seriously by the Covernment,but at the same time it would
s

appear that commentators were equally sure the the lMinister o¢f Trensport

could do no other than concur with tho NPC over the case for Pertbury!

This short illustration is intended to show Jjust one aspect of
the kinds of difficulties facing any body charged with the tacgk of
formulating a 'National Ports Policy' for the U.X. Loocked at from
the national standpoint,a few large new ports incorporating efficient
transport technology,if strategically located,could handle much of
cur general cargo trade. But the economy of many port locations and
their immediate hinterlands is dependent to some extent on having
some share,even if it constitutes only a small percentage,of the
total traffic flow. The closure of ports cannot be justified on
the basis that cargo can be handled more efficiently (if not more
cheaply) elsewhere but in view of the number of ports overall
there will probably continue to be some manner of firm financial
control on the improvement of many of the smaller port facilities
where even a modest increase in traffic could not justify even

modest expenditure.



1.5 A TATIONAL PLAN FOR THE PORTS.

The insular nature of the United Kingdom has an obvious
implication for its method of trading. Whatever this country reoquires
from abroad or wishes to send abroad must pass through its ports,
which might be taken to include airports though the percentage of
the total traffic flow éhipped as alr cargo is insignifi;ant in terms
of volume. Relative to its land area the coastline is long resulting
in a high proportion of the country being within easy reach of the sea.
Historical and geographical factors,coupled with the extremely low
cost of sea transport,have combined to endow this country with a
large and diverse collection of ports,created initially to serve
local needs and often to cater for specific commodities,the test
example being the shipment of coal. But the development of improved
forms of land transport and the progressive increase in ship size
have eroded the raison d'etre of many of the smaller ports and the
concentration of population has tended to ths same result. There has,
in consequence,been a natural tendency for the major ports to become
individually more important while many of the smaller ones,rather
than closing,have changed their characters quite radically to accomodate
a narrow range of specialist services or the handling of commodities
for local industries. Such a situation has arisen because of the
continuing effect of the high ratio of coastline to land area,the
influence of which has been greatly enhanced by the developing
motorway system and rail freight innovations,the low cost per ton~-
mile of sea transport and the high degree of logational inertia
affecting industry and population.

Demands‘and Pressures on the Ports.

T;n years have now elapsed since the Rochdale Committee published
its findings. The principle concern of the Government in 1962 was the
general low level of investment in British ports compared with their
continental counterpartsj; the problem now being faced is one of
potential over-investment that follows from the rapid technical
advances that have been made in the last decade in the field of

transportation.

Bach port is subject to a series of various pressures depending
+ +

on the permutation of industrial and transpor activity it serves.



The important point to note is that the influsnces governing
the decisions from which these pressures and demands on the ports
themselves result often extend well outside the port's sphere te the
degree that the ports may be able to influence such decisions only
marginally. A simple example is the siting of aluminium smelters in
this country. Of the three sites,Folyhead Cuter Harbour,Invergordon
and Blyth = decided upon prinrarily by negotiation between the
Government and the aluminium companies = only the latter location
is one that can be described as an established port. A more
important example,and one far more reaching in its consequences,
has been the rapid movement towards unitisation and containsrisation
of general cargo. This has largely emanated from the decisions made
by international transport interests,an increasingly important
gource of influence on transportation methodology and especially so
in Britain,distinguishing as it does,ports from road and rafi.

Here the initiative for change has invariably couwe from the 'shipping
development planner' rather than the port operator,with the result
that ports become essentially the servants of shippers. At one extreme
such interests may conceivably declare that unless they can have the
facilities they want at the port of their choice,they do not want
facilities in the country at all! But most of the major ports,and
even those lower down the 'league table',want this new kind of
business and competition to get it has been strong. Yet the cost

of keeping up with recent advances in transportation technology is
high. By forming themselves into consortia,the international

shipping and transportation companies have been able to pool

.capital resources to meet these costs and in the classic case of
containerisation they have sought to involve themselves fully in

the 'through' concept of international 'door to door' traffic
movement. Fully,thet is,except at the land ~sea interface. Here it
has been up to the ports to equip themselves to cater for the new
innovations. The situation immediately raises importani issues;
competition betwsen the ports; the possible duplication of facilities
and their creation in excess of demand; the financing of improvement
schemes; the provision of a communications infrastructure to serve
the ports of a standard commensurate with the itype and cost of new
facilities e.g. sections of urban motorway to link the docks with

the national network.



J

Trhe need for soms kinrd of natioral plan is immediately cbvious.
Yet the pressurce of various kinds,azll gereraicd by the service
character of the porit industry,limits the extznt to which positive
port planning is practicable. Flexibility must be a prime consideration.
In taking an overall view of the problems facing the nation's systen
of ports,the kinds of questions 1o be answered are;

what will be the type and volume of future traffic for which

provision must be made?

what kind of facilities will be required to cater for this
traffic?

and where ought these facilities be located?

When considering the attempts which have been made to formulate
a national plan it is well to remember the contradictory flavour of
the Government's desire to have the major ports remain competitive
whilst showing genuine concern over the possibility of over-investment

in new port facilities.

Towards A National Plan.

Rochdale had described the lack of any central planning as a
fundamental defect of the port industry in Britain and reccmmended
the establishment of a National Ports Authority to rectify this
situation. However,the National Ports Council created under the 1964
Harbours Act,which implemented many of the Rochdale Commites's
recommendations,fell short of what the suggested Authority would be
capable of achieving. It was devoid of executive power to take
control of the task of reshaping the existing system of British ports,
i.e. it could not build or operate harbours or operate particular
development projectsy its planning function was to be pursely
indicative. Nevertheless,section 1 of the 1964 Act charged the Council
with the difficult task of formulating and keeping under review a
national plan for the development of harbours in Great Britain. The
fact that over eight years have now elapsed without the appearance of
such a plan might be taken as some indication of the problems

inherent in any attempt to fulfill such a remit. The appsarance of



the NPC has,however,made the present systom of planning for the
ports of Dritain a tripartite affair with the Concil occupyving a
central (advisory) position; the port authorities themselves znd

the Government complete the dranatis peronae.

Some consideration has already been giver to the role of the
ports. Many of the changes that have cccured at the docks could not
have bean brought about by the ports themselves. They came in response
to the appearance of new transport techniques coupled with the dosire
of the ports to establish thenselves in a competitive position within
an international transport neiworks or else they have been stimulated
by changes in industrial patterns and infrastructure provision.

But ports should not,and indeed have not played purely passive roles
with developments being undsrizken only in response to external
agencies of change. The competitive element in the industry has
ensured that pnrts have made known,both to the shipping lines and
the Government,the kinds of facility that it is feasible to provide
in their locality. Provision c¢f the facilities demanded by port
users requires a detailed knowledge of the economics of théir
operation,as well as of their physical requirements. Apart from being
expensive,port facilities for new methods of cargo handling and
increasing size of ship also take a considerable timo to build.,
Decisions relating to investment in such facilities must, therefore,
be taken in advance of certain knowledge about the pattern of
future development,otherwise they may not be available in time.
More important from the ports' rather than the nationél point of
view is the fact that failure to provide such facilities at the
right time may easily result in loss of traffic to better equipped
‘ competitors. An illustration of the rivalry that can develop
between ports is provided by the speed with which roll-on,roll-—off
berths were provided at many ports on the East and South coasts
within a relatively short period after the potential of this method
of shipment became apparent. There are also,of course,important
implications for these ports in the accession of Britain to the
European Economic Community,being geographically well placed to
take advantage of any increase in traffic,though how this increase
might be shared amongst the ports remains to be seen. The
multiplicity of ownership of these ports can only serve to enhance

the competition. The Humber poris,Southampton Docks and Millbay
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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Forth Ports Authority;

Port of Tyne Authority;

Tees and Hartlepool Port Authoritys
Port cf London Authority;

Medway Ports Authority;

Milford Haven Conservancy Boards;
Clyde Port Authority.

Municipal Poris vy

8. Prestons
9. Bristol,

Companies &

10, Mersey Docks and Harbour Boardj
11. Manchester Ship Canal Company;
12. Felixstowe Dock and Railway Company.

British Transport Docks Board @

Ovnership classification of

the principle pourts.

13. Humber Ports (Hull,Immingham,Crimsby,Goole);
14. Southampton;
15. South Wales Ports (Newport,Cardiff,Barry,
Penarth,Port Talbot).

British Railways Board A

" 16. Heysham;
17. Fishguard;
18. Newhaven;
- 19, Harwich.

The above list is intended to be representative only and
gives no detail concerning other operators of port
facilities at any given location. For ezampleyat the port
of Immingham,which is controlled by the British Transport
Docks Board,Texaco Ltd.,Shell-}ex and B.P. Ltd., and

Crude 0il Terminals (Humber) Lid. all operaté installations

in connection with the adjacent refinery.
J
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(Plymouth) are controlled by the British Transport Docks Board. On
January 1,1973 it was plenned to inaugsurate a2 Ro--Ro ferty service
between Millbay and the port of Roscoff in Brittany,designed %o
coincide with Britain's entry into the EEC. During the past two years
British Rail has been adding Ro-Ro capacity to the passenger services
it operates at Folkstone,Pafkeston Quay and Newhaven in rescognition of
the fact of the rapid growth in this type of traffic between Britain
and the EEC countries. Portsmouth is owned by the local authority
while Felixstowe is both owned and operatsd by the Felixstowe Dock

and Railway Company,a private concern that has succeeded in encouraging
a significant volums of traffic to use the port and where confidence
in the future has resulted in a plan to double cargo handling capacity
to 5m tons per annum by 1975. At Hull,where &£17m have been spent on
improvements to the port since it was taken over by the BTDB in 1963,
a further £3.5n passenger/ferry complex is to be built in coxnjunction
with two new Ro=Ro ferry vessels,adding to the thirity or so regular
sailings each week to the Continent catering specifically for this

type of traffic.

Maintaining a watching brief over these and other developments
affecting British ports is the NPC whose job it is to advise the
now Minister for Transport Industries in the Depariment of the
Environment on aspects liks loans_and grants for expansion and
improvement programs including the provision of facilities such as
those described above,of which Mr.Ronald Baxter,Chief Economist of
the NPC has been quoted as sayingj;"Roll-on Roll-off and lift-on
lift—off container facilities are a very efficient use of resources.
_There has been big investment in facilities over the past few years
and much of these theoretically have a capacitiy much greater than
that at which they are now working". The situation could well be
symptomatic of overprovision through competition to cater for an

as yet unknown level of demand for such facilities.

In their first Annual Report the NPC saids

"In order to formulate a long term plan covering the ports of
the country,it will be necsssary to assemble a great deal of information.
In the statistical sphere it will be essential to put together a

detailed picture of the existing physical facilities for at least
the more important ports of the country...information is needed

about the inland flow of goods and abcut overseas origins and
destinations of the imports and exports of each port...the assembly
of these statistics is fundamental to the Council's planning work'.



The underlying assumption of these statements,as indeed of
saction 1 ¢f the Harbours Act itself,is that given all the noecessary
information it would ke practicable to evolve an overall national
plan of physical development for the ports. Although this process
of data collection has becen underway for most of the Council's .
relatively short life "it has not been possible to assemble the
range and quantity of material on which a detailed plan could
sensibly be based". Even in 1956 the Council had concluded that
the immense variety in the variables affecting the planning of
ports "makes it unrealistic to attempt to plan to cover every
contingency; the need to deal with unforesceable demands in an
ad hoc fashion requires a flexible approach". It was felt that
the planning effort should be concentrated at each stage on the
most critical elements of the problem. The first stage in this
process was the production of the Interim Plan,a progran of
first-aid to remedy the most obvious short term deficiencies of
the major ports,particularly in the general cargo field. The
plan has been criticised for failing to establish a firm list of
priorities. By recommending so many schemes (14) and rejecting
so few,it remained for the Minister of Transport to decide where
this first shot of capital invesiment should go. Implementation of
the Interim Plan was no sooner under way,with its bias towards the
construction of new berths to handle conventional cargo,when the
first of many and far reaching changes in transport technology
began to make their appearance,in particular the so~called
‘container revolution'. Whilst the situation emphasised the need
for any national plan to be capable of,and indeed subject to,
constant revision in order to take account of such changes, the
Council remained satisfied with the broad pattern of developments

it proposed should be undertaken.

After the appearance of the Interim Plan the ports began to
meke the 'running',spurred on by the demands being made upon them
and the pressures exerted by port users; there was no lack of
enthusiasm on the part of the port authorities to submit
development projects. Yet the NPC,whose Job it has been to advise
the Government of the relative merits of the schemes proposed,
still lacks a useful framework for their assessment. While the

individual ports are very aware that their continued existence
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and competitivity is strongly dependent upon complation of‘their
developuent projscts, the IPC has o attompt to dissociate itozlf
from a concern for their individval fortunes and consider the
‘provisicn of port facilities on a national bassis and seek to advise

against over—investment in excess capacity.

The tripartite nature of the present system of port planning

in Grea® Britain is illustrated in the accompanying diagram.
Consideration has been given to the role of the ports and of the NPC
in this scheme and it remains to look briefly at the part played by
the Government. The right hand half of the figure has been labelled
'reaction sequence! because in essgence it traces events following

a demand for improved maritime facilitiss arising principally
externql to the ports. Operation of gection 9 of the :Harbours Act
is the prime agency of the Government for exercising contro} over
such development proposals as are recommended by the NPC. But even
if approval is given,the conversion of a pori's plans into reality
may still be very much dependecnt on the securing of finances,
either via the money market or in the form of Government grants

and loans dispensed at the discretion of the Treasury.

In contrast to this reaction sequence there exists an opprortunity
for the Government to influence changes in a more positive manner.
This is illustrated by the 'initiation sequence! of the diagram and
which hinges on the Maritime Indusirial Development Area (MIDA)
concept put forward by the NPC in 1966. Basically it involves the
identification of sites where long term new port and associated
_industrial development could most advantageously take place. It is
the intention to discuss the IMIDA ceoncept in more detail elsevhers.
For the moment it is sufficient to point to its implications for
rezional development programs and in this context to the Feasiviltly
Studies that have heen published for Humberside and Severnside; we
shall return to these later when the problems of port planning
will be integrated with the opportunities presented for regional

development progranms.



1.6 AN ATTRMPT TO ITATIONALISRE TIR MAJSOR DPORTS.

"The Government's intention to reorganise the ports on the
basis of public ownership was stated in the Vhite Paper on Transport
Policy (Cmnd 3057) presented to the then liinister of Transport in
July 1966 following the report of the Labour Pariy Study Group on
the Port Transport Industry”.

This statement opens a preface to the White Paper 'The Reorgan-—
isation of the Ports'12 published iﬁ January 1969,which sets out
the conclusions reached as a result of discussions held with a
variety of organisations having strong interests in the ports.and
which outlines the policy which it was intended to pursue.

According te the introductory paragraphs,experience had shown that
the Rochdale Committes had been right to conclude that "a Council
with purely advisory functions would not be sufficiently effective
or influential to secure that essential changes are brought .about®.
In order to control and promote these changes it was now decided to
establish a National Ports Authority with the power to determine

the nature and shape of the British ports industry. Paragraph 2

of the %White Paper concluded'with;"such a power can only be entructed
t0 & body which has the dicipline of knowing that it is fully
responsible for the success or failure of its policies: this must
mean national ownership". Not,one might feel,a particularly
convincing argument for nationalisation,a word that appears ito have
been carefully avoided in the oﬁening statements of the White Paper!
As Lord Drumalbyn had pointed out during the second reading of the
subsequent Ports Billj

"The task which lies before a Government when they present a
“Bill to Parliament-is to show that something is amiss and then to
show that what is amiss can be remedied by the Bill they are
proposing...the only real argument for taking over owmership of
the ports lay in a recommendation to strengthen the NPC".

In the same debate Viscount Rochdale emphasised that the National
Ports Authority envisaged in his Report was to have been independent
but non-operational,having no influence on day to day management and
authorising investment in schemes only within the total investment
program épproved by the Govefnment; it would not have owmed any of

the ports.

The Ports Bill had virtually completed its passage through
Parliament when the 1970 General Blection brought a Conservative

Government to power. Although it never reached the Statuts Bock



it is of value in tracing the port planning pelicy of this countey
to devote some space to both @ considerabion of its major proposals

and of the arguments to which they gave rise.

Acting through subsidiary port authorities {based essentially
on the principle estuaries,in keeping with the kind of reorganisation
recommended by Rochdale) the NPA would have replaced the BTD3, together
with the authorities for all those harbours handling cargo in excess
of 5m tons per annum. Statistics produced by the NPC for traffic

3

passing through certain harbours in 1967 1 had suggested that a
figure of 5m tons provided a convenienti dividing line between the
major ports and the rest: after the Forth,with a total of 7.3m fons,
the nexi most important port on a tonnage basis was Blyth,with only
2.9m tons. The following harbour undertakings were to be transferred

to the NPA on vesting day:-

The Port of London Authority,

The Medway Conservancy Board,

The Port of Bristol Authority,

The Milford Haven Conservancy Board,

The lMersey Docks and Harbour Board,

The Manchester Ship Canal Company,
The'01yde Port Authority,

The Forth Ports Authority,

The Port of Tyne Authority,

The Tees and Hartlepools Port Authority.

Although it was not proposed to transfer initially to the NPA

any undertaking of the British Railways Board (e.g.Parkeston Guay or

Newhaven),provision was made along the general lines of sections 7

and 8 of the Transport Act 1968 for their possible subsequent transfer.
The undertakings of private harbour authorities,basically those
providing facilities for receiving goods to be used by the authority
or associated body "in the manufacture of goods,substances or electric
pover" were liable to be transfered to the NPA. But the Authority
could,in the interests of efficient and economical management and
operation of a national ports system,submit schemes to the Minister

in order to take over harbour undertakings of other statutory harbour
authorities. This provision was to be supplemented by a continuation
of the Minister's p-wers-under section 9 of the 1964 Act tc provide

a means of ensuring '"that investment in non-nationalised harbours

does not conflict with the national interest”.



Parliamentary debate of the Ports Bill had focussed primarily
on two issues: the fuiture of those ports hendling lezs than 5a tons
and the virtue of retaining a competitive element in the port industry.

N

Those ports to be owvned and operated by the NPA would handle in the
region of 90% of the country's maritime traffic and enploy 95% of the
registered dock labour force,a situation which would not only mean
the virtual end of competiticn in the industry,but would also perhaps
compel the smaller portis to go out of their way to seek business that
avoided their competing directly with the nationalised sector;"the
raison d'etre of ports is to enable goods coming in by sea to be
handled as speedily and cheaply as possible". get the proposed
creation of a virtual monopoly within the industry would,it was felt,
remove any compulsion to hold down costs,to the detriment of both

the port user and the public,despite the statement by Fred Mulley,
introducing the Bill for its second reading in the Commons on
December 18,1969,when he confirmed "that the policy of the Government
is to encourage competition on service and on price between
individual ports in the public sector". Lord Geddes was of the opinion
that the continued existence of individual ports "will,and indeed should,
provide the necessary competitive element in the industry",but added
a note of warning;"if they prosper they stand to be nationalised'.
The Bill left a definite air of uncertainty over the smaller porfs,
many of which were proving highly successful,the favourite example
being that of Felixstowe. What would happen if they achieved a
throughput of 5m tons? Would the Government see this kind of
achievement as being against ths public interest and so take steps

t0 curb or ameliorate this competition? Such a éituation inevitably
‘destroys the confidence which must be the basis of future investment
in the industry and this process had,no doubt,been operating since
the appearance of proposals to nationalise the ports in the Labour

Government manifesto of 1966.

According to the Government,reorganisation on the basis of
public ownership also spelt efficiency. Not only was there value in
having a single employer,but this employer must also be the State.
Wny then had Mahchester been so successful in the hands of a private
company? Equally efficient,though operated differently, are the ports
of Rotterdam and Antwerp,where the port authorities have a policy of
renting berths and sheds to private enterprise to ensure the maximum
amount of compstition. Lord Ccoctiesloe expressedvhis views thus;

"will the nationalisation of these port authorities,all of which are
already in greater or lesser degree owned and managed by public

authorities of one kind or anciher...make them more efficientTt"



Surprise was also shown at the proposal to nationalise the MHedway
Ports and Milford Iaven = of,as one speaker put it,"the Governmenti's
intention.to mnilk fhe 0il ports",especially when paragraph 7 of the
White Paper stated that it would be mneither practicable nor desiradle
to take over port facilities which are controlled by manufacturers

vholly or mainly for the transport of their own goods or raw materials.

Criticism of the prevailing structure of the industry had been

dirccted ati=

i. the diffuse character of the industiry's resources being an
inevitable result of geography. Paragraph 5 of the Fhite
Paper wanted "the impetus of change...directed to ensure that
new investment and the rationalisation of facilities produced
the best service at the right places". Are not the right places
those that can provide the right services at the lowest cost
‘in terms of time and money for the users?; and is this not

achisved by encouraging competition within an industry?

ii. the inability of the industry to face major changes. Yet the
ports had begun to cater for new transport innovations,
particularly the smaller ones who bad been pionsers in the
movement towards containerisation and other unit load techniques;
andthe existing competitive atmosphere had undoubtedly
stimulated the response to such changes.

iii. unified control of the operation of the major ports. But this
can be achieved without recourse to central ownership and
port regrouping,as had taken place on the Forth and the Clyde,

had been carrisd out under the existing legislation.

The. task of the NPA was to have been the planning of futﬁre
development and the rationalisation of physical facilities whilst
adapting the organisation of work in the ports to modern needs. But
does it matter all that much if such tasks fall to a body constituted
like the NPA or like that of the NPC,when central to the successful
achievement of objectives such as these is the role played by the

Treasury and the powsr vested in the Ministry of Transport?
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2.1 THE PATTERN OF PORT LIVELOPITETY POST ROCHDALE.

So far the discussion has been concerned with the background of
events culminating in the present legislation controlling the activities
of the port industryy the role played by the NPC and the problems
associated with attempts to formulate a policy to guide port planning
at the national level. As we have seen,as yet there is no positive
development strategy for the major ports and it is very much an
open question whether one will ever emerge. Meanwhile,decisions as to
where and when large scale investment in the industry takes place will
continue to have important implications for national planning policy
as a whole. It is the intention in the sections that follow to
concentrate attention on the word 'where' and so introduce a spatial

element into the planning of developments at the ports.

Transport can be thought of not merely as the movement Bf an
item from one place to another,but also as a synthesis of space and
time. The space is that occupied by the routes and nodes of a transport
network; the temporal element enters as the scheduling of movements
through the network over short,intermediate and long periods of time
ahsad. Port planning may be viewed at two levels and depending upon
which attention is focussed,the spatial or temporal element becomes
the more important. For an individual port authority it is time which
is of greater significance for it is within this dimension that it
conducts its day to day operations and formulates a program of
developmenty it is upon its efficiency in the former and the type
and scale of the latterrthat its comﬁetitive position as a node in
_an international tranéport network depends. It is the translation of
ideas for future development into reality that introduces the spatial
component into port planning and five types of spatial sphere may
be distinguished having a progressive areal increase in the'field of
interest;

is the location of new berthage and cargo handling facilities -

the operational approach;

ii. within the perimeter of the port and its seaward approaches =
the port management approachs

iii. the port with its hinterland - the revional approachs;
iv. the port as part of a national body of ports - the regional
approachs

v. the port as one of many serving an economic association of
states = the international approach.
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It is with iii. and iv. that the following sections will be mainly

concerned.

Two factors in particular have influenced the outcoms of decisions
about which ports should receive Ministerial approval of their
development programs. The first of these is economic,aimed at ensuring
that investment is profitable wherever applied and that it mzkes the
most profitable use possible of national resources. The problems posed
are complex and considerable demanding the establishling of investment
ocriteria and of calculating the returns on capital invested in specific
projects. A consideration of this aspsct of port planning has been
left to Appendix 3. At this stage we will concentrate attention on
thé physical elements that have guided the pattern of port developuent

in the U.K. in recent years and begin by making the following comment.

Looking ahead,it is not easy to write in 1973 about which factors
are likely to influence the pattern of port development in the future;
and to look at what has been happening,even in the recent past,provides
only some of the answers. Basically,the reasons are these. Presently
we are seeing the concluding siages of an investment program the major
part of which was formalised as the NPC's Interim Plan of 1665. This
encouraged the major port authorities to submit ambitious expansion
and modernisation plans which were generally justified by the need for
vast improvements to be made in the infrastructure of the industry.
The form of this infrastructure,by and large,was dictated by innovations
in transport technology - increases in the size of vessels and new
methods of cargo handling - resulting in the need for new specialised
deepwater berths and allied facilities. Provision of these proceded
'.apace encouraged,if not by the Covernment,certainly by the competitive
nature of the industry,to the point where the rate of change is
beginning to slacken off (this is perhaps not so true of the smaller
portsyespecially those whose trading position is likely to be enhanced
by Britain's entry into the EEC). The port planner is left facing the
future in something of a transition period,knowing that although the
unitisation of cargo will continue to influence the way many ports
will develop,a new generation of ships has alrsady begun to 'steam
over the horizon'. The trend towards bigger vessels for the transport
of bulk cargoes,specialised carriers for chemicals,liquified natural
gas,wood pulp and tvimber products etc.,and the lighter aboard ship
(LASH) concept,all have important consequences for the future of the

port industry. If the conseguences of transport innovations through
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the 1960's are still being ascessed,what hope have we

of meking anything more than gualitative judgements about the impact
of the next stage in the evolution (revolution!) in maritime transpori—
ation. Even the Rochdale Committee expressed reservations on this
subject,stating thatj

".eoin attempting to consider the various changes which are likely
to influence the British ports over the next twenty years or so,we are
conscious of our inability to do more than suggest possible lines of
development™.
They also hoped that the establishment of the National Economic
Development Council would help mitigate the complexity of the factors

involved by producing a forward view of the national econony!

The remainder of this section will be rather retrospective,looking
at the way geographical factors have influenced the pattern of port
development and any implications this might have for planning strategies

at both the regional and national level.

The decision not to proceed with Portbury, together with the
associated arguments,have implications at both levels. As far as
national port planning is concerned,the most fundamental is that
these arguments were based on the existing economic geography of Britain.
The distribution of population and industry and their projected trends
to 1980 were taken as given,as if they were inevitable and there would
be no other new factors to be taken into account. The a priori assumption
was that a major port,to be viable,requires a large and immediate ‘
hinterland. Although it was demonstrated that the bulk of exports and

imports had their origins and destinations close to the port through

which they pass,a critical question is whether this would always be

so.Distance was put forward as a crucial factor. Yet one important
influence of the developing motdrway network will more than likely be
to make time a more significant factor in accessibility,especially
when distances are so small that,relative to many other countries,

the main industrial centres of this island are close to 2ll the ports.
On the question of accessibility,the Rochdale Report recognised that

the efficiency of a port is very dependent on the effiqiency of the.

" inland transpoert system that serves it. "¥We canmot",they said,"over—

state the importance of good landward access to ports". The provision
of bettsr roads is of crucial importance,for all available evidence
points to the continuing dominance of road transport in serving the
ports. The pattern of port development envisaged in the Rochdale Repors
led to a recommendation that the following be given priority in

fortheoming recad construction programss—
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i. an extension of the M5 beyond Birmingham to Hull,providing a
through route between the Eristol Chonnel and the Humbex;

iis, a-continuation of the Lancashire-Yoritshire motorway to Full
to link the Mersey with the Humber Estuary;

iii. a bridge over the Humber;
iv. motorway linkage of the Clyde and Forth valleys and the North
Eagt ports with the Midlands.

At the present time ii is entering its final stages of constructién
while preliminary work has only recently commznced to make the Humber
Bridge a reality; under heading iv. only the Clyde-~Forth link is in
existence. Hore recently,the subject of road access to the ports was
included in the Report of the British Road Federation,published in
January 1973,when a special program was requested for the provision of
new roads to Tilbury,Pelixstowe,Wull,Immingham,Teesside/Tyneside and
Southanpton. Although particularly concerned by the fact that none of
the major ports serving Burope have direct motorway links wi%h the
main centres of industrial activity,where communications infrastructure
of this type does exist,nowhere does it extend to the dock gates.
Schemes to provide such connections with the inter-city sections of
the network will,of course,involve costly urban upheaval and the
current climate of public opininion on the provision of urban motorways
might result in this plea from the Federation going unheard for some
time to come. 0ddly enough,the Minister acknowledged the excellent
motorway connections to be enjoyed by the Portbury site but discounted
the importance of this advantage,azrguing that road access to other ports
would be improved where there was a need and thereby begging all the
argumnénts about the overall system cost of providing new port facilitvies.
(Additions to the motorway network in recent yesrs have reduced journey
times from industrial areas to Portbury by between 30-50%,areas which,
at the time of the inquiry,were considered not to be within the hinterland
of the Port of Bristol).

Throughout the post war period the view hag been taken that large
scale investment in transport facilities should wait upon econdmic
growth creating a demand for them. Rochdale,for example,was of the
opinion that new port investment was not,in general,necessary,stressing
" that "selected existing major ports can and mmst bs develeped to
make them fully capable of handling tfaffic in the foreseeable future'.
Although not ruling out new port construction completely,it was
considered unrealistic to expect such Jimmensely'expensive undertakingse..
to attract a sizeable proportion of the gereral cargo trade of the
major ports...without some measure of direction of traffic'". In the
blight of this statement the justification for Portbury already had a

big question mark hanging over it!



An important feature of major transport investment has been
the tendency to concentrate it in the heavily urbanised ‘'axzial belt!
linking the Greater London and Merseyside/ﬁest Yorkshire conurbations.
The trunk rail network of the post-Beeching era has been largely
duplicated by the motorway system. The priority given to the li1 and
M6 and to British Rails London-Midland electrification scheme
re~emphasises the north-south ‘'transport corridor' linking London
and Lancachire,with the northward extension to Glasgow currently
being electrified; the 116 now reaches the Border and its continuation
as the A74 is virtually of mctorway standard. Construction of the
Channel Tunnel will sexve to project the corridor south east into
.Burope. This corridor emphasis has had important bearings on port
planning and Government policy to encourage not only industrial
expansion in the regions outside the south east of England,but also
the dispersal of population and industry from the congested
conurbations. An important additional influence on events has Teen
the advent of containerisation by making possible the concentration
of traffic on fewer berths than would have heen required to handle
an equivalent amount of cargo by conventional methods. This,coupled
with one feature of the Portbury findings,viz,that major new port
investment would be permitted only at sites with a large immediate
hinterland in terms of population and industry,led to a policy of
allocating container berths to existing major poris at either end
of the 'transpcert corridor'. Specifically,such developments were
authorised for Tilbury,Southampton,liverpool (Seaforth) and the
Clyde (Greenock).

It might be that in short term economics the 'great ports
policy' was the right approach to adopt. But it has undoubtedly had
great significance for long term policy with implications over the
whole field of land use and economic planning. The very nature of
the end product of major investment in transport facilities means
that decisions taken now about their physical characteristics will
continue to influence events into the twenty-first century. The
concentration of port investment in London and Liverpool runs counter
1o the lonz established Government measures directed towards the
prevention of further concentration of industrial and urban growth
in the 'axial belt'. If the Government is intent on encouraging
growth outside this congested zone,then the claims of other British

prts will need to be considered,not just in terms of port economics,



but in relation to the broader aims of a national planning strategy.
It may be,as the the Town Planning Institutie argued back in 1964, that
the national interest would be better served by a port investment
policy designed to counterbalance the undue prominence of the Londone
Liverpool axis by the alternative development of that corridor between
the Bristol Channel and the Humber. Such a policy would aim at the
more balanced development of all four deep water estuaries whose

industrizl hinterlands meet in the Yest Midlands15.



2.2 ILPLICATIONS OF STRUCTURAL CHANGES FOR REGIONAL ECOWOUILS.

tructural changes in the pattern of international trade,in the
field of maritime transport and hinterland comminications have made
their impact on the traditional functions of ports as well as the
regions they serve,necessitating a review of policies affecting port
investment. The most important of the regional implications are probabiy;
a. the increasing importance of the industrial function of

seaports versus the hitherto dominating traffic or transfer
function; '

bs a new partitioning of activities between ports and their
hinterlands;

¢. the growing competition between the ports accompanied by a

growth stimulated trend of concentration.

If ports wish to retain their attractions as 'growth poles',a
flexible investment policy is essential to mske the accomodation of
growth linked structural changes feasible. This introduces the ports to
a particular dilemma; that the investment decisions of today determine
the structures of tomorrow (and the day after tomorrow!),wbile information
about the kinds and potential impact of stiructural changes are
exceedingly vague and incomplete. Misplaced and mis~timed investments
can only be revised at high cost,if at all. When formulating an

investment program,a port must therefore consider;

i. the likely speed and direction of relevant structural changes;

ii. appraising alternative ways and means of coping efficiently
with the requirements of such changes; to ensure that the
economically useful life of a project comes as close as possible
to the duration of its physical life,the possibilities (though
usually limited) of using a certain facility for alternative
purposes must be understood. Even if the present costs are
higher it might be better to choose that project with the
greater degree of flexibilitys

iii. the port and the activities associated with its immediate
hinterland in the context not only of the region,but with
respect to a nationally orientated econcmic policy.

The following is an attempt to outline some of the regional and spatial
aspects of port investment policy. Spatial implications constitute

the basic data from which the appraisal of port investments has to
'start. The measure of adaptation made by a port may,to some degree,
influence economic growth so that net social benefits from an investment
in ports amount to the economic difference between the situations
which will exist with the investment and those that might reasonably

be expected to exist without it.
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Restrueturing of hinterland communications: maritime transvort technolozy

has influenced to a large degree the transportation system of port
hinterlands. Movemént of goods ‘'door to door!' demands guality from

tho system regards speed and adaptability to individual reguirements

and this has resulted in a considerable substitution of rail traffic

by rcad haulage. Price competition has been replaced by quality
conpetition because the exploitation of the advantages of containerisation
is largely devpcndent upon efficient and expeditious inland transport
of the capital intensive containers. It is only over distances in
excess of about 150 miles that rail has a significant cost advantage
over road. This is not so true of bulk commodities where railing
from port terminal to place of processing in 'block traihloads' is
practical and economic even over relatively short distances. For
example, Margam Works is supplied by rail from the nearby Port Talbot
ore terminal while BSC's 'Anchor Project'! steelmaking expansion plans
for Scunthorpe will be dependent upen iron ore imported via

Immingham and railed 20 milgs in 1000 ton trainloads. The physical
characteristics of the materials used and synthesised in the o0il
refining and petrochemiczls indusiries makes the use of pipelines

a viable alternative to rail haulage though in Britain at least the
products of these activities are generally dispatiched to markets in

'company trains',supplemented by shipment in cocastal tankers.

Regional implications of Containerisation: the major Buropean seaporis

have now largely executed extensive investmenf projects to atiract

as much as possible of the existing and potential flow of
containerised traffic. This has,amongst other things,necessitated the
‘reconstruction of quays and/or the provision of new berths,installation
of gantry cranes,preparation of a dock site for the storage and
marshalling of containers and the dredging of approach channels to
accomodate the specialised vessels employed. The rate at which the
provision of container facilities has proceded suggest that the
opportunities for an individual port to attract a significant share
of the total volume have perhaps been overrated; everyone wants a
s8lice of a cazke whose ultimate size is still uncertain. For the

" individual port the value of the traffic secured probably justifies
the capital outlay. Yet the uncoordinated development of all ports
suitable for this type of traffic will more than likely lead to
underutilisatiorn of facilities and consequent economic losses te

society. The consequences in regional terms of containerisation



may be summarised thusg

~the reduction of value added by handling gencral cargo;

-~the transferring of functions between rorts and hinterlandss
~the intensification of the trend to concentrate traffic on
fewer main ports;

-the contribution of containerisation to the industrialisation

of port regions.

Handling of containerised traffic is capital rather than labour
intensive and so the value added per unit is much lower if the 'through'
concept is realised. By removal of the collection and distribution
functions of ports to inland locations,the becomes merely the point
of intermodal interface in the transportation chain. Inland Clearance
Depots ( ICD's) represent direct gains in function by the hinterland
and are intended to make the advantage of lew cost transportation
available to small consignments also,by grouping them inte full
container loads. With studies revealing that the biggest proportion
of containerised traffic in the future will have its origin-and
destination at such inland depots,perhaps only those ports will
survive,with respect to this traffic,which actively support such
developments and which are,essentially,contrary to their own
immediate interests. Individual ports will,no doubt,attempt to
compensate any loss of funcition by aquiring a financial interest
in these depotsjfor example,the ICD at Coatbridge,lanarkshire,is a
joint venture by ACT Ltd.,and the Clyde Port Authority who
undoubtedly see it as an important adjunct to the operation of their

container terminal at Greenock.

With containerisation comes advantages arising from the
concentration of traffic on a few major ports of call. BEconomies of
scale in port operation can then be enjoyed and these in turn might
invite shippers to give preference to these few prits so long &as
concentration does not imply congestion and hence increased vessel
turn round times; it also leads %o better utilisation of capital
equipment. One disadvantage 6f concentration could lie in the
increased distances from hinterland to specified ports and the
competitiveness of some regions might be adversely affected. The
geography of Britain does not make this aserious consideration and
it has been suggesied that for the major poris of north west Europe
the volume of containerised goods will be sufficient to justify
the provision of terminals,each of optimal size for profitable
opsration. There are indirect implications for the region ccnseguent

upon the containerisation of tratfic. Local enterprise may benefit



by exploiting the advantages of container transport for thzir trade
and this might help their competitive pogition. lere general is the
advantage accruing to all enterpriscs if,in the course of providing
containcr terminal facilities,improvements in the road and rail links
with the hinterland are carried out. Attempts to attract new industry
to a port region may be dependent upon there being locational
advantages with respect to transportation costs. For a port not
willing or unable to adapi itself to the requirements of container
transport, the following conssguences are possiblej

- decrease in the attractiveness to certain activities wishing
to locate in or near the port;

- increasing cost disadvantages for activities already located
theres

- raduced growth opportunities for port region and hinterland
( perhaps through the continuing poor standard of communications
infrastructure). .

The deepening of ports: with increasing size of ships comes the problem

of providing sufficient depth of water. If physical or financial
limitations make the deepening of approaches not possible then ports
so0 affected will be unable to maintain their trading position,
paticularly with respect to bulk cargo traffic. These ports could
perhaps adopt other alternatives to derive az much benefit as possible
from the technological developments within shipping. For exampls,
they may provide an outer harbour at existing deep water anchoragess;
utilise single point mooring terminals for handling bulk liquids;
use transshipment ports and feeder services or,probably the least
acceptable,rely on inland transport to and from a neighbouring deep
_water port. The implications of each of these will differ according
to the type of harbour having to rely upon them. Their provision
will also make differing demands on financial resources,which then
limits the amount available for investment in other infrastructurs

works.

The regional impact of this state of affairs will differ according
to whether the port in question handles general as well as both kinds
of bulk cargo ('Universal! port),or whether it specialises in one
particular category. If the port acts merely as a terminal,with no
processing in the port region itself,then the implications will be
different again. Uﬁiversal ports will be affected primarily in their
- bulk traffic account and it is unlikel& that faeilities to handle

larger quantities will be provided if the cost outweighs the benefits



of thz2 investment (both directly to the port and indirectly through
value added during procecsing within the region though it is doubiul
if this latts2 factor has ever been evaluated in any detail). It is
fairly ceriain that capital will not be commitied to dredging schemes
if a higher profitability can be achieved by investing in alternative
facilities. For ports'dealing specifically or principally with bulk
cargoes, total activity is very much dependent upon their avility fo
provide deep water facilities. If the terminal is essentially an
interface between two modes of transport,with the raw material being
processed some distance from the coast,then the consequences of non-
adaptation will not be too serious for the port becausé the limiting
factor is likely to be the capacity of the transport system (be it
pipeline or rail) t0 the processing centre and the storage facilities
thereat. However,if concern is not so much with the economic fortunes
of the port as with those of the region (or industry) which it serves
then the case for improvement in cargo handling facilities is much
stronger. To import in bulk means tc import cheaply and industrial
plants capable of doing this are likely to be in a more competitive
trading position than those which cannot take advantags of this
economic feature of maritime transportation. The U.K. steel industry
provides an excellent example of a case where a program of rational-
isation is being coordinated with plans to increase capacity at
selected plants,chosen because of their capability of being supplied
by deep water terminal sources of cheap iron ore and possibly coking

coal.

With much of BEuropean steelmaking capacity being state owmed,
investment decisions on infrastructure provision involves public
money. This is not the case with the oil industry. The desire to
maximise the locational advantages of any particular refinery implies
exploiting its physical assets to the full. If t1he provision of deeper
terminal berths is technically feasible their actual provision may be
dependent upon whether it is the o0il company itself,or the port
authority who make the capital available. It is unlikely that either
would hesitate,for both have strongz interests in such a scheme,the
port authority looking forward to increasing its revenue and enjoying
the financial rewards of any subsequent refinery and related activity

expansion taking place on port owned land. For a region which is



already host {o the oil industry and,prssumably,its ancillary activities,
it is possible to point to likely conseguences of non-adaptaticn to the
requirements of deep draught tankers. The nature of the industry leads .
one to suggest that the constraints would be physical rather than
financiale. The latter may well be critical where the provision of the
facility would be the responsibility of the port authority though in
view of the differing attitudes of Buropean maritime nations to their
perts industries this is perhaps too much of a generalisation. Amonst
the consequences might be a decrease in the competitivemess of local
industries due to a relative increase in the costis of energetic and
non~energetic raw materials,which might result in a lower propensity

to invest; the possibility of decreasing local employmentja decrease in
external (localisation and urbanisation) eccnomies. The overall effect
depends on the share the oil industry and associated activities have

in the industrial mix of the region,the proportion of the total costs
of production of the regions industry which is attributable to energy
generation and which may increase due to supply being from anothsr
terminal. Efficient pipeline connections can make the cost disadvantage
of the latter of no great account to the region involved. Such a

link from a more favourably located port may in fact provide a

cheaper supply of oil than direct shipping to the port in question

could do,e.g. Rotterdam to Amsterdam and Wilhelmshaven to Hamburg.



2.3 THS TERMIFAL COICEPT snd *re INDUSINIALISATION OF PORT Z0iNi3.

The principle ingredients of the discussion which follows grey
the evolution of bulk carriers for the transport of large quantities
of homogenous commodities; the provision of deep wzier and terminal
facilities at ports wishing to receive these vessels; and the
industrialisation of such ports according to the location theory of

industrial activity.

Ship size: technological advances in shipping,occassioned by the first
closure of the Suez Canal in 1956,were accelerated by its closure a
second time in 1967; physically and politically it romains a non-viable
seaway to this day. The basic reason for the increasing size of vessel
has been the law of increasing returns applied to maritime transport-
ationj increases in the size of a ship do not result in proportional
increases in the capital invested,in operating,repair and maintenance
costg. Although most classes of ship are getting bhigger, the pace-
setter is still the crude o0il tanker,the volumes to be transported

as well as its physical characteristics Justifying the use of the
largest size of ship possible. Only ten years ago the biggest tankers
afloat were of the order of 60,000 dwt (a limit partly imposed by the
Panama Canal); today the record weight of 477,000 tons dwt for a vessel
of this type has been set by the recently delivered 'Globtik Tokyo'.
Although plans have been drawn up for a 'megaton' tanker,the possible
future re-opening of the Suez Canal has led some 0il companies,notably
Shell,to keep their tanker fleet in the 200-250,000 ton category,in
order to take advantage of reduced costs per ton/mile on voyages in

. ballast from Burope to the Persian Gulf.

The depth of water over much of the continental shelf limits the
use of fully laden tankers of the 300,000 plus tons class and the
lightening of these vessels before they can enter many of the major
ports of Western Burope has become a feature of thsir use on these
routes. Off-=loading takes place either at a deep water terminal such
as Bantry Bay,Milford Haven or Finnart on the Clyde,or while ‘'at sea',
Lyme Regis Bay,Dorset having been used for this purpose. Advances
have not been sc¢ dramatic with vessels designed for the carriage of
bulk commodities other than 0il,ore carriers for example being of
the order of 150,000 tong,;butl still ten times the size of their

counterparts of a decade ago. The trend towards larger vessels is
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also found in the break-bulk trade,stimulated by the growth of

containerisation of this type of cargo.

One impecrtant ancillary feature of the inereasing size of bulk
carriers has been to make new and disitant sources of raw materials
eaconomically accessible to the industrialised countriss of VWostern
Europe. A prime example is the emergence of Australia as one of the
world's leading mineral exporters. Presently her principle customers
are the United States and Japan though it is only a question of time
befors European steelmaking,for example,becomes much more dependent on
such distant sources of iron ore. A change over from European to non-
European supplies of raw materials has the effect of making the ports
of import essentially the 'source'! of these particular factors of
production,a situation which has important implications for the location

of the consuming industries.

Although the deposition of large quantities of cargo on the
waterfront for processing is due in large part to the specialised bulk
carrier and her increasing size,several writers have ascribed this
trend,not to the activities of the shipping companies or the shipyards,
but to the rapid increase in world trade and the requirements of
shippers and customers. H.Shinto expressed his views on the subject in 1968
"The increasing volume of production of raw materials to meet
a growing market and the increasing distances over which they have to
be transported have brought about a growth in the unit size of carrier
which in turn has brought about the renovation and extension of

gshipbuilding facilities. The next evolution to be expected is the
renovation and modernisation of port and harbour facilities".

"Deep water terminaglss the increasing size of ships makes demands that

fhé port engineer struggles to fulfill. The reason for this is that

a new type of vessel can be sailing within two years of being conceived
on the drawing board. Major port developments take substantially longer
to complete yet they ought to be ready before the coming into service

of the generation of ships for which they are designed. For example,

the construction of a tidal harbour at Port Talbot to handle ore carriers
of up to 150,000 tons was recommended in a White Paper, 'Iron Ore

Impofts to South Wales',published in July 1965;yet cver 7 years elapsed
before the installations were ready for use. There has been'a tendency
fof ports to a 'wait and see'! attitude_to maritime developments, though

by now the specialised facilities required by these new types of vessel



are well recognised.

A port must have or create one obvicus asset befores being able
to enjoy the benefits accruing from being able to accomodate these
large vessels. On the seaward side there must be an adequate depth of
water. Deep water estuaries are seldom deep enough and many major
rort authorities have had to dredge channzls suitable for navigation
by bulk carriers. Costly though such an operation is,it would appear
that the advantages to the port are considered to be of sufficient
magnitude to warrant the expensc. Quantification of both sides of the
equation is,one would suspect,seldom attempted. The BIDB have
calculated the cost of dredging a 103 mile channel to a depth of 66!
at the entrance to the Humber to be about £2m. This,they say,would
allow fully laden vessels of 250,000 tons to enter the estuary,thereby
allowing better use to be made of the c¢il terminal at Imminghanm as
well as improving the opportunities to establish a maritime based
industrial zone on the north bhank. Very few port localities in
Western Europe enjoy natural desp water,notably the Clyde Estuary
and Bantry Bay. The latter,however,occupies a finistere pocition with
respect to the continent,making it unlikely that this site will be
able to maximise this asset by encouraging the establishment of

maritime orientated industry.

If crude o0il is the only bulk commodity import of interest to
a port then the need to provide deep water close inshore hay be
circumvented by securing vessels at a deep water buoy,o0il being
delivered to shore installations by pipeline. This method is already
in operation for large tankers visiting the Humber and the prospect
of supplying Stanlow Refinery,Cheshire,from such a terminal 12 miles

out in Liverpool Bay is under consideration.

The specialised berths used for the loading or discharge of
bulk cargoes are often refered to as terminals. But this word has
come to mean more than just.a point which fulfills these simple
functions,.As terminal poris they are places to which bulk materials
are delivered for use by industries enjoying the locational advantages
of being situated within the operational sphere of a port authority
providing the specialised facilities which make the handling of these

materials possible.



Fort locazted activities: the large-scale implantation of indusiries

at ports,complete with their own terminals,has accelerated szince the
Second World Waryalthough tidewater public utilitiss,especially
electricity generation,have long been g feature of port cities zituated
far from the coalfieldsj shiprepair if not shipbuilding,has always

been associated with large ports. Cne characteristic of the growth

of industrial activity in the nineteeznth century was ite concentraticn
around dock areas and any associated canals. Port based industries
have, therefore,a long history. Although the nature of these activities
has undergone radical changes,factors which contributed to the decision

to locate at a port still influence similar decisions made today.

The location of a portyalmost by definition of its function,is
generally eccentric to the land arca in which it is situated,though
this eccentricity may be diminished where a port is sited at the
head of an inland navigation. The fact that seaporis often sustain
flourishing industries even though they may be sited mid-way between
raw material and fuel supplies,or between centres of primary production
and major consumer markets,has been described as the 'Cleveland effect'.
The term derives from the observation that the Lakeside steelmaking
town of Cleveland,Ohioc,occupies such g mid-point location between
Superior iron ore and Pennsylvania coalj this phenomenon has bheen
underlined by the discovery of iron ore in the Cleveland Hills of
Yorkshire in 1850 which pulled the iron industry to the port site
of Middlesbrough and away from the coking coal of West Durham.

At this point we are in danger of being diverted into a discussion of

clagssical industrial tocation theory as applied to ports. Valid as
that might be in the context of this section we must avoid the

' temptation and instead enunciate one particular factor which has

always confered a locational advantage on port sites.

Because sea transport is relatively inexpensive,and because
cargoes can be delivered in bulk, the port has become characterised
as a source of cheap raw material inputs for manufacturing indusiry.
This is especially so when the low value to weight ratio of the
commodity in question,or the fact that the process to which it will
be subjected involves a significant reduction in weight.makes its
haulage to an inland centre unoconomic. It is well to remember,

however, that the physical characteristics of crude oil and refined



products makes their distribution to inland locations relatively
simple and inexpensive despite the high initial capital outlay
involved in establishing the necessary pipeline networiks. The port
of Wilhelmshaven sorves its hinterland as headstation of a pipeline
without having a refinery or petrochemical industry located within
the port area. Similarly B.P's Grangemouth refinery on the Forth is
serviced by a 30 mile pipeline from its deep water terminal at '
Finnart on Loch Long. Neverthelsss,large flat expanses of reclaimed
land on the seaboard ramain an attractive site for such industries,
especially if the site carries an inbuilt industrial planning
permission. On the supply side,the primary processing industries
located at ports may be sources of inputs for secondary processing
and manufacturing activities. In other words,seaport industries

may have backward and/or forward linkages and if these activities
are technically linked or occupy the sams prepared site then‘®they
will enjoy certain external economies which would not be possible
if they chose to establish their plants at some distance apart;

if these plants are exporters then a seaport location is an obvious
additional advantage. (see section 2.5 for a further discussion of

these points).

Specialised deep water terminals which serve adjacent industrial
complexes consist of infrastructure works - reclamation,dredging,
quays,back-up area consolidation and main services tc sites,and also
of superstructure works = cargo handling facilities,factories and
any ancillary plants. These two categories of works are usually the
responsibilit& of different bodies. Generally speaking,infrastructure
provision falls to the port authority (which may be pudblic or private),
vhile individual private firms are responsible for the factories and
often the associated terminals. Some form of site preparation will
almost certainly bs required. If the project depends on reclamation,
until considerable fill and consolidation work has been accomplished,
the site,for all industrial intents and port purposes,does not exist.
Modern reclamation activity often goes hand in hand with channel

excavation,with the result that deep water is brought close to flat

- land to give that combination of physical assets necessary for

inducing the establishment of a port/industry complex. Furthermore,
reclamation is only economic in larger units of land than these

required for individual plants,consequently site infrastructures are



more usefully planned and constructed by public bodies,for leasing

o8 national ascets. That infrastructure must presceed supsrsiructure

is obvicus,and the.time lag vatwasen the itwo,the ‘'infrastructurg-
superstructure construction time differeﬁtial',inevitable. With
infrastructure works occupying a time scale much in axcess of that
necessary for the completion of port superstructures,it is often the
case that they must be started befors the superstructure is planned,
and frequently before the immediate need for the superstructure has
aven arisen. It is pecisely this state of affairs which has a
gignificant bearing on a particular chicken and egg situation. The
question to be answered is whether ports generate large scale industry,
or whether location plans and trade,independently considered and )
determined by other factors,give rise to 2 demand for new port facilities?
It is reasonable to suppose that the latter case is nearer the truth,
but account must also be taken of anothsr important factor which has
been labelled 'industrial latency'. A demand for sites may exist dbut
the locational opportunities may not because these coastal assets

may have to be created. It is the sequence of events outlined above
which give port projects the superficial appearance of being
industrial stimuli. In other words,the hen (the industrial decision
maker) wants to lay an egg (industrial port superstructure) but

cannot do so unless conditions are favourable,i.e, until the necessary
infrastructure of a seaboard site has been constructed. Egg laying =
the creation of an industrial complex — can then proceed and,by
comparison with the time scale of the whole project,does 8o at
relatively short notice. But the hen must have the latent ability to

lay the egg in the first place!l
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2.4 FARITINE TUOUSTRIAL DEVALOPLEN

O AREAS.

Despite the iype of port infrastructure inherited from the past
and the object of much comment in the Rochdale Report,it is interesting
to note the foresight shown by certain dock developers esarlier this
century. The new schemes at both Tilbury and Seaforth make use of
existing locks and it is true of many ports now gearing themselves to
modern shipping methods that they are still able tec benefit from
investment decisions made over half a century ago. Adaptation of
existing facilities has been concerned essentially with the clearly
foreseeable short term demands and events so far have shown that it
has been possible to provide the depth of water and area of land required
. by general cargo traffic in established port arcas,even when much of

this traffic has been containerised.

The same is ng¥ugf bulk cargoes where the economics of transportation
have led to the appearance of ships of increasing dimensions which
cannot easily be accomodated in established port areas because of
restrictions imposed by the depth of water in the port approaches and
the physical dimensions of the dock system. Britain's dependence on
bulk raw material imports has important implications for the relationship
between the provision of adequate port facilities and the location
of primary processing industries. There are,of course,numercus factors
influencing the latter. Purely economic considerations are complicated
by the effect of Government policies,particularly those relevant to
the location of population and industry. Essentially, the characteristics
of an industrial process dictate whether it locates in such a way
as to be basicaliy market or supply orientated. For an industry
'dependent on overseas raw materials delivered in bulk,a port with
the right kin& of assets is virtually synonomous with a supply source,
while if its market is an international one,a port location is
an obvious advantage. It is the function of a port as a component
in an industrial siting policy of this kind,to enable the largest
usable type of ship to get as close as possible to the production
site and so minimise expensive inland transport. The ultimate
~expression of such a policy is,of course,to make the port and
production site one and the same place. But the development of
geparate facilities for individual bulk importers is not an
efficient use of resources,particularly if the industry is sensitive

to the size of the immediately adjacent market.



Despite the length of the U.X. coastline.thore are relatively few
places where deep waber (or potential deop water) frontage coincides
with undevelioped land near to the major centress of population. HMajor
port installations for single users in such areas,apart from being
unjustifiably expensive,may wall pre-—empt unduly large portions of
these scarces resources. Certainly the competition for such land
could bscome intense,if only from the purcly urban demands for more
housing and amenity areas. Conversely,this type of asset could become
the raison d'etre of new urban growth as suggested by the Government
at the initiation of the feasibility studies on Humberside and
Severnside (qv). Indeed,the NPC's Port Progress Report of {969
related the expected population increase and program of urban
reconstruction to a need for "continued growth of industry,including
the primary industries,vhether on virgin sites or by expansion of
existing areas" and in this context cited,not the aforementloned
studies which were being undertaken at this time,but the interest
being shown in the Solway Firth and Dee Estuary.

Recognising that this combination of factors constituted a
scarce national resource,the NPC decided that the identification of
sites where the potential for long term port and associated industrial
development was greatest should become & primary concern of their
port planning duties. The concept of Maritime Industrial Development
Areas (MIDAs),first expressed in the 1966 Annual Report of the
Council,was based upon the kind of reasoning outlined above. The
rapid growth in the size of bulk carriers helped to intensify the
urgency of a study of this naturs,with the object of ensuring thatl
_ the maximum benefit would be reaped from the economies of scale
possible by the use of very large vessels supplying raw materials
to industries located at,or very close to,the necessary port
facilities. The competitive advantages of industries so sited
ought to be considerable and it was considered significant that a
number of major European ports were constructing,or were alrsady in
possession of,facilities that diversified their roles as merely
points of interchange between land and sea transportation to centres

of large scale manufacturing activity.

Whereas the Interim Plan had detailed a program of essentially
short term development to bring the ports industry infrastructure to
an acceptable standard,while retaininé a conventiongl view of the

function of a port,the MIDAs idea,coming out of the offices of the



Council about a year later,represented a totally new dimension for
port planning in the U.K. The scale of the projecis enviscaged and
their possible future role in natimal and regional econonic planning,
implicated central government far more directly. Instezd of playing
an essentially regulatory roleyas it had done when assessing those
schemes refered to it by the NPC,the government was now presentied
with an opportunity to initiate port development of a type which
demanded detailed land use and econcmic planning of the long term
variety. To this end it was proposed that the Minister of Transnort
should put in hand studies "to examine places at which deep water
facilities could be made available adjacent to areas of land
suitable for industrial developments; tc assess the costs and the
prospects that such sites might attract industries requiring facilities
of this kindj and to assess the extent to which the national

economy might benefit"., In 1967 the Council,in co=operation with the
Ministry of Transport,who undertook financial responsibility,
commissioned a survey of the technical feasibility of locating

MIDAs in Great Britain. In April 1968 a report on this survey was
received from the consulting engineers,Sir William Halcrow and
Partners. The report identified those sites which would be suitablé

for such development on the basis of meeting the following criterias~

i. nearness to deep water = 50'to 60' without dredging;

ii. avallability of at least 5000 acres of flat land reasonably
near the deep water,suitable for heavy industrial devclopment,
with or without reclamation,together with substantial further
contiguous and backland areass

iii. favourable broad economic geography of the location,including
such factors as population,industry,inland communicationj
relation t6 markets and other overseas ports.

It was demonstrated that development. on the scale anticipated would

be physically feasible at the following locationsj

Cromarty Firth, ‘ Humberside,

Outer Firth of Tay; The Wash,

Upper Firth of Forth, ' : Cardiff/Newport,

Tees Estuary, Thames/HMedway,

Iune Estuary, Weston super Mare/Clevedon.

The Clyde had been adjudged suitable in a separate survey..
The sites meeting all three criteria were placed in class.Ij
class II were deficient in one or more respects yet still retained

sufficient merits for MIDA purposes. Other areas might be suitable



Facing pages Potential Mzritime Industrial Development Areas.

1« Cromarty Firthj;

2. Outer Firth of Tayj
3. Upper Firth of Forths
4. Tees Estuary;

5« Hunmberside;

6. The Washj

Te Thames/Mcdway;

8. Weston~supsr-Mare/Clavedon;
9. Cardiff/Newport;

10. Iune Estuarys;

11« Clyde Estuary.
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for the establishment of 2 single enterprise dependent on a dsep
water access. The Cromarty Firth provides an illustration,currently
tue site of an aluminium smelter and oil rig fabrication yards yet
not (yet) mee ting criterion iii. Given the physical requirsments of
flat land and deep water,how dependent is a MIDA upon the existence
of this 'favourable broad economic geography'? Conversely,how
successful could a MNIDA be in generating within a region (or nation)
such a spin-off? These aspects are considered in more detail elsewheres
suffice it to say at this stege that the feasibility studies of both
Humberside and Severnside took very little note of the physical
potential for linking anticipated growth in population with maritime/

industrial activities.

The aim of a MIDA was seen as providing a means of providing
optirmum as opposed to ad hoc solutiong both for those industries that
ought to be able to support the necessary port developments themselves,
but also,and more importantly,for those which cannot separately do so.
¥While the primary option in choice of site must go to users who depend
on really deep water,the services infrastructure must be available
from the start to support associated industries,vhile a pool of labour
must also be established. It is the creation of this kind of industrial
community that could well have occupied more of the attention of the
Hunmberside and Severnside study groups. It should be admitted that in
view of the stage which had been reached in the consideration of the
whole MIDA concept,their attempts could have done little more than
outline the possibilities. The need for an economic appraisal to

accompany the Halcrow Report was recognised in a speech made in the

_House of Commons by the Secretary of State for Economic Affairs on

July 17,1969,when he had this to say;

"The Goverrment have now initiated a further series of studies
with the object of assessing the industrial implications and the
economic costs and benefits of undertaking such development...It is
obviously important that we should consider most carefully the
possible contribution that MIDAs might make to the greater efficiency
and competitive power of the British economy".

The outcoms was the commissioning by the NPC of an initial feasibility
study to provide guidance as to whether it would be advisable and
practical to carry out a full scale cost=benefit analysis as the next
step in assessing the viability of a MIDA in the U.X..The subsegquent
report divided ths problem into twe broad categories. The first

concerned itself with the definition of a MIDA in terms of ‘optimumf



size and industrial ‘*mix';the second focussed on the conceptual and

practical problems of cost—benefit evaluations as such.

Without wishing to reiterate points that will be madc in the
next section,it might be worthwhile noting here a few important
agpects which the costwbenefit study appeared to omit. The first
has been alluded to already and that is that the port site becomes
an attractive location where there is a strong and increasing
dependence on overseas raw materials,provided there is elasticity of
demand in the export market. These locational advantages are unigue
to coastal or inland waterway sites for low value per unit weight
raw materials cannot be carried as cheaply by land transport as by
bulk water carrier. It appears likely that new MIDAs sites will be
on reclaimed land so that the cost of providing them will probably
be an engineering sum rather than a result of bidding between
competitive land uses., Reclamation on a grand scale has been the
method employed by the Dutch to obtain land for the siting of
industrial activities adjacent to Europort and one which they are
currently pursuing with vigour, this time to build artificial islands
for similar purposes,but this time a few miles off-shore in the
approaches to that port. In this country the Tees provided the best
example of what is essentially a MIDA created by large scale
reclamation of tidal estuarial land. Such areas of land,zoned by
definition for industrial use,offer an additional attraction to
industrial developers because of their freedonm 6f the restraints
imposed by existing services and 1and use and because they provide
an opportunity for avoiding the delays so often caused by protracted
planning procedures (see the section dealing with the attempts to
establish maritime based activities on the Clyde where this aspect
has been particularly dominant). However,it also seems likely that
a MIDA built as a logical extension to an existing port would be
economically more attractive than one built on a 'bluecoast' site
(a term analogous to that of 'greenfield! site for industry). The
former case could benefit from existing investment in communications
infrastructure,availability of labour and services and the proximity
of a market and possible industrial linkages within the extant port
itself.

The NPC were encouraged by the view expressed in the preliminary
study, that the case for MIDAs appeared sufficiently strong to warrant
a cost=benefit study in depth and urged that such a task be undertaken
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without delay. Shortly afterwards the Government announced their
intentiqn of proceding with o further and more detailed appraisal
of the concept along the lines suggested. This exercise,however,was
quickly halted by the formation of a new Government in mid-1970 and
the re-structuring of the Government Departments vhich followed.
But early in 1971 the Conservative administration revived the idea
in a revised form by announcing a decision to carry out modifie&
demand studies in respect of coasgtal sites for heavy industry
consuming bulk raw materials. The study was conducted during 1971
by a Government Vorking Party with the participation of NPC staff;
the industries examined were oil,petrochemicals,iron and steel,

aluminium,unmilled cereals,timber,paper and pulp,and electricity.

Despite this survey,the outcome of which has not been revealed,
the MIDA concept appears to have lain dormant for the last two years;
those magic letters are not to be found in the index to Hansard since
their last appearance relating to an entry for February 17,1971!¢
It is obvious that the concept has had a fairly low priority with
the Government even in the face of continued promotional efforts by
the NPC. Recently,however,there have been the signs of a revival.

The first indication came in & press report on February 1 this year,
which stated that Mr.Keith S3peed,Parliamentary Under Secretary of
State at the Departmont of the Environment;had advised the BTDB
that the Government was showing fresh interest in various MNIDA -
proposals including one for South Wales between Barry and Chepstow.
This change of attitude was affirmed a few days later when,on
February 5,Peter Thomas,Secretary of State for Wales said in reply
to a series of questions tabled by Sir Brandon Rhys Williams concerning
industrial development on Severnside,and in particular the use for
such purposes of esturial land that,"my right honourable Friend,the
Secretary of State for Trade and Industry and I would be ready to

congider any specific proposals'.

This renewed interest in the MIDA concept has prompted the
BTDB to look again at a £40m port development scheme at Uskmouth. It
also comes at a time when the South Wales ports are having to search
for new trade as a result of being caught yet again in the backwash
of someone elses rationalisation plans. The first blow was dealt by
the massive reduction in coal exporis. after the wars the current one
will fellow from the impending closure of the IEast Hoors steelworks

in Cardiff and those in Ebbw Vale,coupled with the concentration of



fuiure iron orec imports on the £20m terminal at Port Talbot.

The Uskmouth projeot,which is for an impounded basin containing
8 berths for handling bulk liguids and dry cargoes,represents an
investnent worth £5n more than the total spent by the Board on all
of its South Wales installations since 1963. One is left wondaring
whether this kind of investment can be justified in any context =
local,regional or national? What kind of trade will it attract? Iron
ore facilities are problematical in view of the British Stecl
Corporation's decision to base all of its import requirements on Port
Talbot from 1974,and even the director of the South Wales poris is
convinced that container traffic is out now that most of the major
routes have Dbeen containerised and the major shipping lines have
settled in other ports. Optimism in the future for these ports
is built around their undeniable success as specialisis in bulk
traffics., Indeed a 'mini~lMIDA' has sprung up spontaneously in the
Swansea-Port Talbot area. Port and secondary industries have developed
around B.P's Llandarcy refinery and Baglan Bay petrochemical plant and
steelnaking is represented by the Margam and Abbey Works. In view of
the BTDB's plan s,the question to be answered is,of course,'is thero
scope for more of this kind of activity on the Severn Estuary?".
The completion of the M4 some 14 months ago has improved communications
between South Wales and the rest of the country,encouraging the
BTDB to promote their 'landbridge' ideaj; deep water port facilities
allow the import of raw materials in bulk for processing in an
port/industrial complex,the resultant manufactured products being
exported to continental markets via south and east coast ports.
So far industry has shown few signs of being eager to translate
the potential of the idea into an economic reality. The attraction of
such new industry as will be able to utilise the type of port faciliy
which it is possible to create in South Wales for the kind of activities
which the BTDB are hoping to see arrive,will depend very much on
generazl economic trends. Meanwhile thers is always the hope that oil
exploration in the Celtic Sea will be a stimulus to those ports whose
future is in doubt and be as effective as it has been for certain

. ports on the Scottish east coast.



2.5 D% MACROWMCOMOMICS OF 1719 INMIDA CONCEPT,

The physical characterictiics of a MIDA are essentially desp
water and terminal facilities,equipment and methods of operation
geared to the rapid handling of bulk cargoes,a large area of land
suitable for siting industrial installations and suitable transport
and other communications facilities both within the area and with
the rest of the couniry. One advantage inherent in this package of
facilities is the opportunity to exploit the economic of large
scale sea transport,rapid and efficient cargo handling methods,
rapid turn round of ships,i.e. all the advantages of a modern port
designed to take large vessels carrying bulk cargoes including
containerised break bulk loads. These advantages are not unique to
a MIDA; it is not essential that industry be located at the port
for these advantages to be enjoyed provided that inland transport
facilities are adequate. Savings in transport costs are possible
when those production facilities which import raw materials and/or
export finished products are in proximity to a port,added to
which is the long recognised advantage of locating at a transshipment
point. Even if certain industries are likely to benefit from
such transport cost savings,this does not necessarily imply the
need for a MIDA. The essence of such a development is that it is
a large multi-industry complex whereas the need of individual
industries to be located at a port may be met by separate and
autonomous sites at existing ports where the necessary facilities
exist or are capable of being provided. Even if it is assumed that
the location:of . acgiven MIDA would fit the overall locational
requirements of firms just as well as existing port facilities,it
remains necessary to show that the unique feature of a MIDA --
deliberate provision of & large multi-industry complex := confers
advantages over separate developments at existing ports. Such a
demonstration would be necessary to justify an investment which
might lead to excess capacity at other ports ,or frustrate expansion

plans which they might wish to carry through.

The concentration of capital resources, 'investment polarisation',
at specific port sites to establish the infrastructure which will
influence favourably the supply costs of raw materials,is the first
step in the process of port industrialisation. The next stage in
the development constitutes 'technical polarisation' of those

activities most capable of benefitting from the locational advantages
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to be enjoyed at such a site. In determining the set of industries
which would be the source of demand for a MIDA,two itypes may he
distinguished, the 'primary' set and the 'secendary' set. The former

are thore industries attracted by the locational advantages of flat
land and deep water; into this category fall iron and steel manufacture,
0il refining and petrochemicals,aluminium smelting and other non-ferrous
ore treatment plants,grain milling and fertiliser manufacture,
soap/detergent production,susar refining,timber processing and paper
manufaciure,all of which use large tonnages of imported-raw materials.
The secondary set are those industries which have strong linkages with
some of the primary set and although they may or may not derive
advantage from the port facilities of the MIDA,they would not locate
there if the related primary industry was not there also. Thus the
attractiveness of a MIDA to the secondary set of industries is a
conditional attractiveness,dependent upon the presence of primary

activities.

In 1969 a survey of continental seaports from Hamburg to Le Havre
and Genoa to Trieste was carried out to gain insight into the maritime
orientation of industrial,port dependent,enterprisasg6 out of 250
questionnaires only 79 replies were received and of these 25 indicated
a non-port link or facilities still under construction. The following

summarises some of the data relating -to the remaining 543

Total import tonnage in the year preceding the surveys; 66.2m

Approximate increase in the above over the next 2-5 years, 43.1m
(an under-estimate because some important enterprises
reported only the next annual increase);

Number of enterprises supplied by seas ‘ 44
Number of enterprises exporting by seas 42
Number of enterprises purchasing one or more raw materials 24

within the port area. (13 of these 24 were integrally
supplied with requirements);

27 enterprises sold one or several products partly or entirely

in the port area and 10 added that one or more firms had settled

in the port zone because of their presence.

Although the response to the enquiry was poor,the data does reveal a
.marked maritime orientation of industry located at these ports, together
with an indication that linkages are being established,details of

which may be found in an Appendix to the paper from which the above _
information was taken. Howeveryin decidiﬁg which industries would be
likely to comprise a seccondary set of activities it would be

necessary to take each industry of the primary set in turn and examine



in detail those lirkages which exist and would be expected to continue
to existe A lin&uuo is defined as a relationship between firms or plants,
producing different goods, whizh maskes it adventageocus for them to
locate closs together. Several itypes of linkage can be identified but
probably the most important in the present context is the input-output,
or buyer-~seller,relationship. This does not,however,provide a prima
facie need for physical proxiwrity and the best location is often
determined by the interplay of sceveral forces. Not least of these is
transport costs,the siructure of which might maks the activity market
or raw material orientated. Technolegical factors might make particular
locations overwhelmingly advantageous,the best examples being iron

and steel meking and o0il refinirg-petrochemicals,where proximity of
allied activities is encouraged by the characteristics of the materials

involved.

The listing of industries which would constitute the primary and
secondary sets gives nothing more than a descripiion of the potential
sources of demand for a MIDA location. It is necessary to go further
and to examine the factors which will determine the rate at which firms
will want to move to such a site. Of inportance here is the expected
growth of the primary industries and the extent to which this growth
creates a need for new locations. A high proportion of new enterprises
settling in continental port locations have been shown to belong to
growth sector industriesj furthermore,they tend to have a very capital
intensive character,with relatively low site quotients and a high
value added per employed person. The determination of future growth
rests within a macro-economic framework,bath for assessing likely
-initial demand and the long term viability of a MIDA project; the

problems inherent in such an exercise are enormous.

Requirements for new locations generally hinges on the overall
growth in particular industrial sectors and specifically on the extent
to which individual plants can be expanded at existing sites (subject
t0 land being available and planning controls). The replacement of
obsolescent plant,perhaps coupled with a program of rationalisation
within an indusiry,may provide sufficient impetus to search for a moie
optimal location. The British Steel Corporation’s recent restructuring
of the industry was based on a policy which.favoured the modernisation
and expancsicn of existing coastal plants rather than the consiructicn
of totally new steel making capacity on maritime orientated greenfield

sites.
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The lccation of a IIIDA may be strongly influenced by the locationzl
constraints which face firms in the given induziries. The attractivenesns
of a maritime develbpment depends on how much it can accomocdats all
of the various facters influencing location decisions. Proxinity to
deep water and to plants of particular kinds may be a strong atiraction
and therefore exert a pull wherever the MIDA is loceted,but thess
attractions are not unique in kind,only in degree. The uniqgue advantages
stem from the possibilities of econocmies of scale and the fact that
we have in a MIDA a multi-industry complex of plants benefitting from
proximity to each other. This suggesits that the development must
have some minimum scale and must have some particular composition
of activities in the complex if it is to recap the hypothetical
advantages. If the viability of a MIDA is a function of its size
and composition,the participation of certain types of activity may
be crucial to its success..It might be that without the presence of
an oil refinery a NIDA would never have advantages over a more
scattered pattern of location,no matter what other types of activity
were present. This notion of some industries being essential may derive
from their scale and expected growth,their importance as a source
of supply and demand or the strength of other external economies which

they confer on the complex.

Influences on Port Industrialisation in FBuropes if the demand for

fixed port facilities increases to the point of full capacity there
are three ways of meeting the situation. Investment may be made to
allow a further development in demand withoﬁt increase in costs,
Alternatively the capacity of the port could be extended by improving
the technical installations to allow the more efficient handling of
cargo,while a third possibility would be to rationalise the operations
of the port and improve its organisational structure, In practice

2ll three methods are used to varying degrees in the renewal and/or

extension of port facilities.

The competition between ports arising out of the need to make
major technical adjustments to cater for new transport innovations is
‘not just a competition within the transportation field. For thoss ports
most capable of accomodating these changes,by becoming the sources of
raw materials they also become favourable locations for the industries
using these inputs. Therefore,decisions about the type and location
of such new port developménts have an ohbvious influence on the way in

which regional and national economies may develop. Although thereis,



as yet,no common poliicy of port development in the
expected %o emerge such a policy of regional development. As far as

it can be chown that regional (and national) prosperities may be
influenced by certain types of port development,or vice-~versa,decision
made in the regional planning sphere could have a strong,if indirect,

influence on the port planning of member countries.

It is the competition between ports which enables the shipping
companies to take decisions about the size and type of ships that
will be built knowing that the ports will respend with the provision
of the appropriate infrastructure. Developments born of such autonomous
decision making can easily lead to the irrational subsidisation of
ports because of the fear that otherwise other ports will profit more
from technological developments., Since,however,all port authorities
tend to reason like this,and since governments will be afra%@ that
industries comnected with appropriate port developments will move to
neighbouring countries if conditions for the import of raw materials
in bulk are more favourable there,all ports with the right kind of
development potential will be trying to get a maximum subsidy to
stand the competition of their neighbours who are doing the same thing
as they do! Acknowledging the process only serves to underline the
difficulty of devising a common Buropean ports policy designed to

ensure the optimum allocation of investment in port facilities.

In practice the tariff system of a port has been used to try
and make one port more attractive to a shipper than another. The
argument used to defend this policy states that low rates attract

ships and hence goods flows and the latter then attracts industry.
.'The larger and more varied a port becomes,the more attractive it
will be as a location for industries which,in turn,will create

other activities. In other words,other ports are subsidised and
thus get a bigger share of the industrial cake; and the indirect
benefits are so large that subsidies are always Jjustified. The first
argument is circularj the second false. If ports create secondary
activities so too does any other economi¢ activity. This is a
completely general multiplier effect which might be larger for
some sectors than for others. To use it as an argumeni for
subsidisation would imply that any economié activity should be
treated likewise. But the problem of establiching fair competition
between the poris will not be solved simply by:agreement over port

rates and levels of subsidisation. For’ competition goes outside



the sphere of influence of
industry and the provision
the hinterland aré but two
competitivity of ports and

by international agreement.

orts. The availability of land for

sidised) infrastructure in

s which could influence the

tems that carnot be 'normalissd!



2.6 DPORT DIVILOPLTNTS - 30075 BRITISH KCONOLKIC AND RENGIONAL VISWPOINTS.

Introducing "that section of the 1966 White Paper on Transport
Policyjo entitled 'Regional Transport Planning',the following
summarises some of the key elements;

".eethus main transport systems - railways,inter--urban road
network,ports ans aiports - must be planned centrally and investment
nust be coordinafed. Central Governmert must therefore draw up a
broad framework for development of the system in the light of the
total need of the economy and determine the main priorities within
it. It is equally important that an overall transport plan should
reflect the needs of the individual regicns. Decisions about road,
rail and aiport investment need to be taken in the light of
comprehensive studies of the transport needs of each region...

These studies in turn are dependent on,and must relate to,the
overall planning objectives of the region and must take into account
not only the existingtransport reguiremonts but also future
population growth,changes in the structure of industiry and
employment and the importance of safeguarding-and improving environ-
mental standards'.

Inplicit here is the need to undertake macroecononmic studies
to assess the important implications for the regions of decisions
to invest in communications infrastructure. But the fact of the
matter is that infrastructure investments of this type have been
justified,almost without exception,on the basis of a qualitative
assessment of their viability. Thorburn,refering specifically to
ports,expressed the situation thus; "large investments in harbours
throughout the world appear to be made to a large extent intuitively
and not on the basis of rational economic calculations".17 The
complexity of a quantitative financial exercise applied to port
investment schemes has ensured that this statement remains true
over a’'decads later though it is worth recording that development
of the port of Zeebruge within the framework of the 'Zeestad Project!
was Jjustified by a cost-benefit analysis study. The applicability of
this technique to the assessment of the feasibility of a MIDA
project in the U.K. has been discussed at length by Peston and Rees18.
By attempting to take account of all the factors inherent in any
such exercise they effectively underline its seemingly intractable
complexity. For example they stress that not only should the viability
of MIDA's be compared one with another but also with similar
developments elsewhere (e.g. inland and around airports!)jab initio
port development should bte compared with the expansion of existing
_ports,and there ought to be some quantification of the situation

both 'before and after’ as well as 'with and without' a MIDA developaent.



The Peston-Recs comments on the use of the cost-benefit techniqua
sum up the present situation vary wells;
"A cost-benefit analysis may rule out ceritzin possibilities on

objective grounds,but may also leave sufficient possibilitiszs on
vhich subjective judgements will have to be made';

and,

"In sum, the relevant alternatives are specified,the relevant
flows of costs and benefits itemised and the form in which they will
te relevant to the decision making is laid out. Equally,the multi-
dimensional nature of the problem is indicated so that it will always
be apperent to the decision maker which costs and benefits have been
quantified and evaluated and which have not".

Whatever the method used to Jjustify port development in econonmic
terns;it remains the task of the decision maker to act on such advice
as is given. Regional planning in the U.K. is,however,greatly influenced
by central government policies and what actually happens on the
ground. depends very largely on the degree of financial support fron
the Treasury. An investment in new port facilities,especially where
there is the potential for large scale industrialisation,could
possibly create the kind of growth pole esszntial to a region intent
on revitalising its economy so long as it possessed the correct
structural features. Yet a prerequisite of such a concentration of
economic activity is & similar concentration of investment in port
and related infrasiructure at the selected location by central
government. With or without the 'benefit'! of economic calculations,
such investment decisions are bound to have a strong political content.
The difficulty of letting economic rationality dictate the type,scale
and location of development such as this is well illustrated by
*the strong political influences on the attempts being made to
restructure the British steel industry,itself an important component
primary activity of any potential port-industrial complex. Attempts
to establish such a centre on the Clyde Estuary,and which are described
later,illustrate these influences in action. as well as providing a
good example of a vision of economic revitalisation based on maritime

orientated industrial development.

The success of ports as primers of regional development has,
howaver,been gquestioncd by at least one writer in this field of interest.
Developing ports either on a regional basis or in isolation may be
likened to 'robbing Peter to pay Paul'. Drawing rings of incremental

radius arcund a port location can show how much population or cargo



generating power is within the range of any projescted develovment -

a rather semi--quantitative approach of the kind waich Teatured in

the casé of Portﬁury. It is essentially a method of predicting the
clearly foresseable short term demand,taking little account of the
potential of the hinterland to support the port development c.g. by
the provision of new or improved commuﬁications or by a policy
designed to encourage the growth of population and industry therein.
From what little evidence there is available it might be argued that
this is what the Ministry has done to date,i.e. forecasting

aggregate needs of various typss of capacity and on that basis
deciding where new port capacity is to be located,its pose of neutrality
coupled with efforts of forecasting teing little more than politically
necessary window dressing! It may be that the outer rings we have
drawn around a particular port location,if turned the other way,

would make them of shorter radius %o a rival port. It is sbch a
situation which calls for the kind of overall view which can

be taken only by a national body. Preservation of a balance between
potential over and under-—investment in port facilities is the

object of the exercise,a difficult feat as we have seen when attempted
in a context of continuing structural changes affecting all aspects

of the port industry.

In the U.K. the 'ring-master' guiding the development of ports
at the national level is the NPC who regarded their Interim Plan
as "the first attempt ever made to coordinate measures for port
improvements on a national basis". But the opening pages of that
document also reveal some interesting views,if few in number,on
the role of ports at the regional level., The proposals aimed at
bringing about major improvements in the Bristol Channel (Portbury)
and Séuthampton,as well as in Scotland and the North East,were
intended to "minimnise any risk that regional development would be
hampered by inadequacies in the ports" and also to ensure what was
called "an appropriate balance bestween the regions". Traffic flow
volumes appeared to be the principle criterion by which port
development could be justified,making the provision of efficient
facilities at these transport nodes the selling point of a region
in search of industry,rather than séeing the port as a manufacturing
location in its own right. Nevertheless tho Council felt that
the development of port facilities could not of itself radically

affect the major flows of trafficj; to attempt to channel traffic



to other ports by refusing to allow the provisien of adequate and
efficient facilities would,they said,be a negative approach. They
apparently did nof wish to imply by this that port investment could
not or should not take iis place as an essential element in the
development of a region noting that improved port facilities might

be an important contribution to the total infrastructure. The founcil's
recommendation that Leith should receive modern facilities was:

based on the desire to develop the "basic capital structurse of the
Central Belt._of Scotland". But the successful expansion of a regional
economny, they observed,was depandent on government activity in other
sectors -~ "if undertaken in isolation,port works seem generally
unlikely to exercise a big promotional influence". Ports as local

and regional multipliers,if allowed to become more than just nodal
points al a transport interface,were obviously not considered at

the time of fhe Interim Plan yet it was only a year later that the
NPC made public its ideas for the creation of Maritime Industrial

Development Areas.

A principle factor in the rejection of the Portbury scheme had
been the analysis of port traffic flows and their relationship to
port hinterlands which had demonstrated that (at that time) the
greater part of imports and exports to be related to an'area quite
close to the ports through which the traffic passed. The conclusion
drawn from this in the White Paper on Transport Policy was that
a major new port,to be viable,requires,like London and Liverpool,

a very large hinterland in terms of industry and population. In
other words,the planning of large scale port facilities should be
. related to plans for the redistribution of population and indusiry.
However,there appeared to be much reluctance to undertake regional
development policy exercises related to the provision of new
maritime infrastructure because "it would be meny years before

the capital committed...could begin to earn an economic return".
The NPC on the other hand had suggested in their Interim Plan that
in the context of a regional development policy which aimed at
substantially modifying existing regional economic activity,it
might be necessary to employ methods for assessing the need for
port investment which differed from those then in use. They saw
that the difficulties in calculating changes in existing flows and
of estimating the type and volume of future traffic would make it

"quite impossible to demonstrate the liklihood ¢f any particular
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rate of return on port investment" - a conclucion they had
probably arrived at as a result of their expsriences in atiempting
to justify the Portbury schemc vurely on the basis of financial
criteria. Yet there has continued to be a failure,at the rational
level at least, to recognise that port projects seldom give an
acceptable return on investment,especially in the short term,and
egspecially when considered from the microeconomic point of view.
This is in contrast to the attitude of most maritime Buropcan
governments who consider port development schemes within a
macroeconomic framework and on a time scale commensurate with the

nature of such undertakings.

The 1966 White Paper on Transport Policy provided an illustration
of the desire for capital invested in these schemes o reap early
benefits. While not wishing to imply that progress in modernising
the ports should wait upon the formulation of long term regional
development plans,it did stress an urgent need for new port
facilities which,"while earning an economic return in the short
term'",could form the nucleus of further port expansion wnere this
might be justified by large scale industrial and housing development.
At that time the Government had Just commissioned studies of the
potential for development of Humberside,Severnside and Taysidoe
and it was expected that these would provide the information from
which would flow "major decisions on the redistribution of
population and regional development". The next section examires the
content of two of the subsequent reports to determine to what
extent the physical characteristics of the study areas were
recognised for their potential to support a concentration of
population based upon the creation of centres of maritime based

econonic activity.
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2.7 TIE TINIBERSIDE ) AWD SEVIRISIDE THASTBILITY STUNTHS.

Tor over a decade there has parsisted the idea that large scale
urban growth around selected major esturies should be encouraged as
a means of counterbalancing the continuing development along the
‘axial belt' linking the London conurbation with that of Merseyside.
One of the earliest contributors to this idea was Derek Rigby-Childs
who advocated the siting of a new city near the head of the Humber,
at the focal poinﬁ of an important network of dommunication521.
Indeed the Humber,together with the estuary of the Severn have been
selected on a number of occassions as the obvious candidates,perhaps
because their disposition at the extremities of a NE-SW axis mskes
them potential counterbalances in the true physical sense. The
choice of estuarial areas for this type of development appears to
have been largely intuitive and Rigby-Childs,for example,doecs
not seek to justify his choice,assuming it to be so logical sas
to need no arguing! Others have emphasised the attractions of such
areas as being the location of unexploited resources,;particularly
will respect to the provision of water and energy; the possibility
of constructing a barrage across tre Solway for power generaticn
and fresh water storagze has given rise to ideas about new urban
development around this estuary,perhaps as a new city based on

Carlisle.

New urban development on the scale which such proposals as these
éﬁvisge'implies large scale increasss in population. Turning this
around to say that population increases necessitate the construction
of new urban areas expresses the reasoning behind the CGovernmentis
“ decision to focus attention on the estuaries and to desighate studies
of the Pumber and the Severn in 1966. (Tayside was also examined in
the same period but under the guidance of the Scottish Development

Department).

After the publication of the National Plan in 1965,an inter—
departmental study group of officials was set up toj;

"review population trends,the patterns of settlement etc.,up
to the year 2000 as a basis for long term planning of public
investment anggthe gselection of arsas suiiable feor large scale
development". ) :

Up to this time projections of expected population expansion to the
end of the century were being ammended almost yearly (1960,+9m,
i64,+20m, '66,415m); the Long Term Population Distribution Report

(LTPD) putting the figure at about +10m.
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The reasoning behind the seleciion of Humberside,Severnside
and Yayside as possible locations for new national growth areas was
not fully exslzired in thz LTPD Report bul some of.it can be inferred
from evidence given by the liinistry cf Housing and Local Governnment
during the 1970 to the Parliamentary Select Committee on Science and
Technology,sub~Committee on Population23. It would appear that
considerations relating to economic development plaved a major rols
in the chcice of these sites;

"During the course of the (LTPD) gtudy the possibility of
initiating large scale development at selected 1ocations(Humberside,
Severnside and Tayside) affording unique or particularly favourable
conditions from the national econonmic developmsnt point of view
was suggested...These locations have been investigated as possible
reception areas for part of the increased population expected and
for industrial/maritime purposes". (ref.23,para.23,p.87).

(When considering the findings of the estuarine studies it is
importaut to remember that they were commissioned after the LTPD
study had begun,but that they all reported before this study was

comple ted.

Furthermore,according to a press rsport in October 1972,yet another
official-revizion of the 'end of century estimnate of population'

had yielded a figure 2.5m lower (66.5m as opposed to 69m) than that
which had stimulated the setting up of the Feasibility Studies. In
view of the new forecast it was felt that the Government would
rethink its ideas about the kinds of needs which it was expected the
chosen localities would fulfill and it seemed likely that neither
of those discussed here would get the kind of growth suggested in
the Reports).

It is a feature of both the Humberside and the Severnside study
that the physical development questions were treated with much
greater assurance than those conceraing economic development,with
population estimates taking precedence over those of employment.

For example,the former report stated that "Humberside has considerable
physical resources available for major expansion. Bui there are

also shortcomings in its existing infrastructure which raise doubts
about its ability to cater for the needs of its own growing
population". This is,in some measﬁre,a reflection of the state of

the art between physical and economic planning. The lack of

assurance in the economic analysis is most apparent in those sections

of both studies which deal with port facilities and the possible
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ites arc included in both ctudy areas,the consequences of thair
developnent are hot considered. In the Humberside Report it is
argued that "in vicw cof the uncertainties at present surrounding the
whole IIIDA project it would be wrong to assume a major contribution
to employment growth in the Area arising from this particular
possibility"s similarly in the Severside Study,"an assessment of

the possible economic impact of a MIDA would thus be largely

speculative at present”.

If the statement by the LoHIG quoted above regarding the choice
of location for growth area studies is taken at face value, the
maritime/industrial element is missing from both reports. Although
the lIDA question must be seen as largely speculative in political
as well as economic terms,it is surprising to find that no attempt
was made to estimgte the consequences of action of this kind in
either areas,even though the Hunt Committee painted a picture of
developments of this kind on Humberside which is in complete
contrast to the vision of the future expressed in the Humberside
Study;

"Some of us believe that Humberside is potentially one of the
best sites in the country for major economic growth. With ample
land for industrial development,access to deep water,and accessibility
to the main Buropean markets,the estuary is in an extremely good
location for industry,particularly capital intensive industry,

(e.g. chemicals,pefrochemicals and 6il refining). The developments
that have taken place so far.are only the beginning...on the face

of it the area seemed suited to the kind of major maritime
industrial development that has taken place since the war in Holland
at Europogﬁt and in France at Fos,and is planned at Le Havre and
Dunkirk".“" (p.63).

While the Hunt Committee also expressed optimism over the
future of Severnside by virtue of its substantial and diversified
industrial base,access to deep water and good communications -
recently improved by heavy infrastructure investment —.the Severnside
Study virtually turns its back on the estuary and discounts any
linking function it might appear to have. The ports of Severnside
were not seen as contributing significantly to the future of the

area in terms c¢f job provicionj



",..eincreased productivity will ftend to reduce enploynent in
the ports generally and so far as the area ag a whole is concorned
this tendency is not likely to be counterbalanced by the extected
increase in throughput. Gencrslly we do not see the Severnside ports
as being major stimulants to the economy of Severnside".

3 ot

Although both studies recognised the existence of sites suitable
for really large scale industrial growth based on the MIDA concept,
thelr exclusion from serious examination is probably due to the
long term nature of this type of development. In fact the approach
used in the studies was to concentrate exclusively on projecting
current economic prospects of the arcas into the future and then
demonstrating that there would be ample land available for future
large scale urban growth. This is illustrated in the Humberside
Report when it discounts those physical assets suitable for a pcrt/
industry complex and instead emphasises that "for major growth,
financial benefits would have to be offered to attract the necessary
industry and...such inducements might have to continue for a
considerable time before the Area could reach the point of self
sustaining growth". The implication here,as well as in the
Severnside Report,is that growth would necessarily depend upon
securing mobile industry rather than exploiting natural assets for
the creation of indiginous industrial activity. It adds that a build
up of population should not be considered before 1980 on the grounds
that this would give time to improve the existing infrastructure
and suggests that,in any case,this would be the esarliest date at
which a re—examination of the existing distribution of industries
policy could take place. Despite statements extolling the physical
assets of these areas for large scale industrial/maritime developments;
the Hunt Ccmmittee also appear to share thig view of dependence
upon mobile industry. Recognising the limited supply of this type
of activity,the Committee added that "esturial development after
1980 is only feasible if mobile industry is allowed to go there
and every Industrial Development Certificate granted would be at the
expense e¢ither of the Development Areas or the high activity regions.
If,by then,DA's have been transformed from bottomless pits for
growth industries into a state of self sustaining growth,and if
national prosperity and demands for internal reoranisation allow
the South East and West Midlands to forgo the activities they spawn,

then we can afford estuarial development"(d!).



The essentially divisive naturs of eztuaries makes them difficult
to plan,espesially whera there has beoun a tradition of separate and
individuzl developﬁent of each vpauk. A prerequisite for effective
planning is the provision c¢f a physical link to bridge a conceptual
gap. Vhen viewed in economic terms,as,for example,a focus for
industrial development which requires deep water facilities,the
position is reversed and the estuary itself becomes a unifying rather
than a dividing feature. But to exploit the integrating potential of
estuaries requires massive capitel investment in infrastructure
projects such as a bridge,barrage,power stations,port/industry complex
or perhaps an airport,which utilise their physical assets. Both
of the studies considered here,in making least cost assumptions,
implied that the areas were capable of massive expansion without
massive investment of this type,thereby studiously ignoring the
possible integrating effects of the estuaries and instead reflecting

their divisive character.

Apart from the favourable physical factors inherent in each of
the study areas,their proximity to the axial belt places them in a
strong position for large scale growth given a sufficient level of
central government investment. The problem of planning the assets of
such areas comprehensively is illustrated particularly well by the
Severnside Study. Here the estuary divides two countries,being two
economic planning regions one of which is mostly a Development Area,
and it is perhaps not surprising that the Report focussed attention
on the English side for growth. Humberside offers more hope for
successful planning,lying,as it does.presently,wholely within the
“realm of the Yorkshire and Humberside Economic Development Council.
Furthermore, the Humberside Region as defined by the Local Government
Reform Bill,will create a single major planning unit., Taking in both
banks of the estuary,it could provide the right kind of administrative
framework fo give a sound basis for more comprehensive planning of a
new estuarial city-region. This would mean planning the land area
around the estuary with due regard tg the potential of the estuary

itself and the activities it is likely to support.

Even with a better planning framework ,developing the full
potential of estuaries is still very much dependent on regional
implementation of national economic policies. The scale of development
will involve the input of vast capital resources and the allocation

of these to specified projects will continue to rest with the political



power at the national level. Regional planning,then,will continuc

to be essentially vhysical in nature,;prinarily concerned with defining

and safeguarding the natural assets until such time as policy or

ccononic conditions allow or demand their developmentyand the

acconodation of the growth stemming from the eventual exploitation of

the economic potential of these physical resources.



PART 3



31 ATTHUPTS TO EXPLOIT THE MARTTIIT--TNDUSTRTAL POTENTIAL OF THE:
CLYDY ESTUARY.

Serious interest in the Clyde Estuary as a location suitable
for maritime related indusirial development may bs traced back to
the creation of the Clyde Pert Authority in 1966. Since then the
subject has stimulated a great deal of both public and political
debate. The pros,if not the cons,have been expressed in a number
of reporits and published papers,while both sides of the coin bhave
been revealed at public inauiries arising out of applications for
planning permission to exploit the natural assets of specific
locations on the estuary. The principle reasons for the continuing

controversy may be identified as;

a. the growth of tidewater industrial complexzes,notably on
Teesside,South Wales (Port Talbot/Swans@a) and to a
limited extent on the Medway,has been a gradual process
over many years at locations which are both established
ports and traditional centres of primary processing
activities (iron and steel making and oil refining).
That part of the Clyde Estuary identified as being
ideally suited for this kind of development is not
only a ‘bluecoast'! site,but also one situated on
a coastline noted for its high amenity value.
Purthermore,it was envisaged that realisation of its
potential by massive capital investment would occur
over a relatively short time period,introducing a
variety of social,environment as well as physical
planning problems.

b. the exploitation of the flat land,deep water features
of the estuary became synonomous with an opportunity to
revitalise the economy of the Central Belt of Scotland,
which had long been suffering from its dependsnce on
traditional heavy industries now in decline.

ce in this context the Clyde became seemingly inextricably
bound up with the future of steel making in Scotland.
A program of rationalisation and modernisation for
the industry being devised by the British Steel Corporation
indicated a need to site new or-improved and expanded
steel making capacity at locations that could benefit
from the economies of scale offered by the import of ore
in bulk. This was interpreted by many to mean the provision
of a new integrated steel plant on a deep water site = a
gite of the kind with which the Clyde could easily furnish
the industry.

d. together with Marseilles-~Fos and Le Havre,the Clyde,
because of its navigational advantages for the new
generation of bulk carriers,was idsntified as an important
gateway to Western Burope for bulk raw material imports
and hence having the potential to become a major centre for
a port~industrisl complex.



At a tims when it was beconmirg increasinzgly evident that regiona
policies,evelved slowly and at mounting expenss over 40 yéars had
all but failed,Scétland was suddenly proeserted with three opporiunities
having the potential tc¢ reduce,if not eliminate,economic disparity |
between itself and the more prosperous regions. Of these,the discovery
of North Sea 0il and the entry of Britain into the EEC are fairly
recent. It was the Clyde Estuary as the location of a large scale
maritime based industrial complex that was first to capture the
imagination as a means of curing a variety of economic ills. However,
while its potential in this respect has still to be realised,North
Sea 0il at least is now an economic reality and events of the past
18 months have held much of the public attention which previously had
been focussed on the Clyds.

The first step towards the realisation of the west coast's
deep water asset came with the formation of the Clyde Estuary
Development Group in the Spring of 1968,described by its Chairman,
A,G.MaCrae,as "a new departure in the planning of the economic
development of Scotland". Created under the auspices of the Scottish
Development Department,the Group was representative of the Clyde
Port Authority and the local planning authorities bordering the
Lower Clyde Estuary,viz. the County Councils of Argyll,Ayr,Bute,
Dunbarton,Renfrew and the Town Councils of Dumbarton,Greenock and
Port Glasgowe. The Group's task was to determine the type of industry
likely to arrive in the estuary on account of its flat land,deep
water assets and,what was to become a major issue,to assess how
" such a development could best be accomodated in an area of outstanding
landscape and recreational value. To this end they commissioned a
report on possible industrial development of the estuary from separate
industrial and planning consultants and the findings of the study

25

were made public as the Metra~Weddle Report early in 1969.

The Report revealed that only steel making,petroleum refining
and power generation had,at that time,any claims on deep water
estuarial sites. This was perhaps fortunate in view of the shortage
of immediately available flat land adjacent to the Clyde's deep water;
although very deep water is its principle asset,any associated
development would necessitate the creation of additional flat land

by reclamation. The consuliants agreed that the Hunterston Peninsula



offered the best site for an o0il terminal and future stesclworks and
also that ons of the two 0il companies showing interest in the Clyde
a8 aresult of proﬁotional activity by the Clyde Port Authority, the
Marce Petroleum Company,should site their rofinery up river at
Longhaugh Point with an associated ¢il jetty at Vemyss Bay. There

was disagreement over the most suitable site for a refinery belonging
to the second of the o0il companies,Chevron,and a proposed power
station,but several feasible alternatives were suggested. Apart from
the inevitable loss of amenity resulting from the realisation of any
of these developments,the other cause for concern was the need for

a regional plan to cater for the effects of these new industries
within the broader framework of West Central Scotland. A most obvious
onmission in this respect was that of Lanarkshire and the City of
Glasgow from the Clyde Estuary Development Group. If the proposed
steelworks was to take shaps on the coast then the traditional

steelmaking centres of Lanarkshire would be greatly affected.

Meanwhile,the rapid progress of events in 1969 was made inevitable
early in the year by the application of Chevron 0il (UK) Ltd.,to
Ayr County Council for permission in principle to build a marine
terminal and oil refinery,with provision for associated industry,on
the southern portion of the Hunterston promontorye. It was at once
apparent that there would be widespread cbjections; loss of amenity
and good agricultural land,restrictions on recreation facilities,
damage to tourism,atmospheric and coastal pollution,absence of an
unemployed population in the locality,doubts about the net gain to
the Scottish economy and the supposed superior endowments of other
.8ites = all were advanced as good reasons for abandoning this and

any other projects affecting Hunterston.

Nevertheless Ayr County Council decided to procede and in June
1969 submittoed their application for an amendment to the County
Development Plan to the Secretary of State for Scotland,so that
Hunterston could be re~zoned for industrial development. Their

submission was based on the representations ofi-

i. the Clyde Port Authority,"that there is likely to be an
emerging and increasing need for & geueral user deep water
port with bulk discharging and transshipment facilities,in
the Clyde Estuary,capable of. taking vessels up to 200,000 tons
in the first instance and capable of being developed tc¢
provide facilities for substantially larger vessels up to
500,000 teons".



ii. the Scottish and North ast CGroup of ths British Sitcel
Corporation,"that the use of large ore carriers would enable
the Scottish steel industry to take advantage of distant, -
low~cost,high grade cres" and'that if a deap water marine
terminal for iron ore shcould be established in the Hunterston
arza,thers will thereafter be the possibility of considerable
savings and cther advantages...if new investment regquired to
provide adequate capaciiy in the industry is concentrated...
in the immediate vicinity of the terminal".

iii. Chevron 0il (UK) Ltd.

The Secretary of State ordered the inevitable public inguiry. The
proceedings opened in Ayr on November 17,1969 and closed on February 13,
1970 = the most costly and longest example known in Scotland of this
ineffectual if necessary phase in the workings of the British 'planning
machine' ! Since the form of such proceedings encourage controvorsial
rather than lucid analysis, the wisdom gained was certainly not in
proportion to the 7,000 pages transcibed; but some interesting facts

did emerge.

First, the Managing Director of BSC's Scottish and North West
Group confirmed that there was no possibility of Scotland sharing the
expected expansion of the British steel industry without the Hunterston
terminal. Other evidence from the Corporation indicated that 1,300 acres
of the total site available after reclamation of 8,000 acres could
accomodate a steel plant of 8-10m tons annual capacity = a notable
prospect for the Scottish economy if it could be realised out of

demand stimulated by raw material costs at the Hunterston site.

While the inquiry was still in progress an announcement was

- made on January 21,1970, that steelmaking capacity at Ravenscraig,
Lanarkshire,would be increased from 1.0 to 2.5m tons per year,thus
enabling the associated strip mill to work to capacity,doubling its
annual output to 2m tons by 1973. From this decision an ore terminal
followed almost inevitably and on December 10,1970 the Government
gave approval for such a terminal as well as the construction of a
general user deep water port at Hunterston as part of an overall
decision to re-zone the site for industrial purposes. The recommen-—
dations of the public inquiry had,however,favoured the ore terminal
and stockyard,while asking that a steelworks,general user port and
refinery developments be refused. The decision was interpreted as
still leaving the Hunterston site as one option for an integrated
coastal steelworks amongst a list of other possible locations,namely

Teesside,Shotton,Port Talbot,Immingham and Foulness. Even so,the
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BSC had already started work on a £200m invesiment program to increase
steelmaking capacity at Scunthorpe by 1.8m to 5.4m tons annually.;
this project was to be dependent on the railing of ore some 20 miles

from an import terminal at Immingham.

The Secretary of State's suspension of judgement on the oil
refinery proposals for Hunterston "until new evidence could be
evaluated" caused disquiet not only to the industrialists who backed
the proposals but also the objectors,who saw a delayed decision as
likely to have harmful effects on tourism; they were anxious to know

quickly and to what extent local amenity would be affected.

One of the parties supporting development was,of coursc,the
Clyde Port Authority,which was quick to point out that iron ore and
0il were the only commodities being transported in bulk ca;riers
of a size that could be accepted at no other U.X. port but the Clyde.
Reviving the topic yet again in a recent letter to the press,A.G.MaCras,
Chairman of the CPA,saw that only by properly planned exploitatibn
of the Hunterston area could there be any benefit to the Scottish
e conomy s

"A refinery with a large export potential and the ability to
supply energy economically to industry in the area,is an obvious part

of such a development and from our point of view is an excellent use
of the deep water so readily available to us there".

Indeed, the fact that the CPA is a commercial concern into which private
money has been invested means that it cannct afford to be altruistic
in the development field. For the Port Authority the first vexed
question following on the findings of the public inquiry was to
resolve just what kind of port would be established at Hunterstén.
Although never exnressed publicly,it seems likely that the BSC were
keen to construct a mineral terminal for which they could claim sole
management in the same way that British Petroleum operate their
FPinnart Terminal on Loch Long. Such a solution would not meet with
the approval of the CPA,who would much prefer a general user port as
authorised by the Secretary of State. Otherwise it would be done out
of the commercial usufruct of one of the finesti stretches of deep
water in Europe and have nothing to set against giving up General
TPerminus Quay,Glasgow. That good earning asset,which cost very little
to convert to an iron import facility in 1957,wquld become redundant

immediately a similar terminal at Hunterston was in operation. Another



problem arises over which body would be in overall charge of designing
and building the terminal. The BSC and CPA may well have quite different
ideas zbout what is wanted. Moreover,ths two have quite a different

call on grantiss;loans and other sources of finance,as well as different
liabilities with regard to local rates. With awple room for a clash

of interests it is not surprising that negotiations have stretched

over a considerable period of time.

Despite this,recurring interast in the potential of Hunterston
may eventually fulfill Clydepcrti's more gceneral wishes that its unique
potential for working the largest of vessels,with all that might
follow from that,will be utilised to the full. Recently Chevron 0il
reminded the Secretary of State that its application to build a
refinery had still to be decided. Although in practice the application
lapsed in 1971,they pointed out that after the public inquiry it'was
stated that the planning considerations resulting in the rejection
of a refinery on the site "should not be taken as being valid for

all time".

The rescucitation of this application has thrown the whole
question of large scale industrial development on the estuary back
into the melting pot ‘as well as posing something of a planning nightmare.
Currently the Secretary of State has before him one large development
in the shape of the £160m 0il Refining and Services Internaticnal
(ORSI)/Eurosider refinery and steel mill complex and part of the
site they require overlaps with part of that wanted by Chevron.

To add a further complication,there is,as yet,a lack of a definite
plan from the BSC on their land requirements for the ore terminal

" and stockyard,partly as a result of the protracted negotiations with
the CPA over the financing of the £26m project; on top of these

is a recent demonstration of interest in the Hunterston Peninsula

by the German steelmaker,Korf Stahl. While two refining companies
seek to establish themselves on the coast,another public inguiry has
recently been held into a proposal by Ayr County Council to re-zone
2000 acres inland at Stewarton for "indusitry with special site
requirements”",refusing steadfastly tb acknowledge that this meant the
0il industry! With a decision still awaited on this,therec has yet tc
appear the long overdue planning and development report of the
Hunterston Development Company which has bsen financed by the Scotiish
Office. Whether its content will aid decision making on such a
complex collection of contentious and frusirating issues remains to

be seen.



Yhat is apparent from all of this is that comprehensive plonning
of this natural and national assot is made exceedingly complicated
by the number of planning authorities involved. This has been and
continues to be a major concern of the CPA whose landward interests

are effectively controlled by no fewer than ten such bodies.

The formation of the Clyde Port Authority on January 1,1966,
the first estuarial regrouping of port interests following the
recomwendations of the Rochdale Committee,brought 300 sg.miles
of water within its Jjurisdiction. This was subsequently increased to
450 sqemiles with the expressed intention of bringing within the port
area all of the most likely sites for industrial development on
the Firth. The Authority derives its powers from the Clyde Poxrt
Authority Confirmaticn Acts,1965-T72. Section 15 of the 1965 Act
permits the aquisition of land for the purposes of the undertaking
and provides for the Minister to authorise the Port Authority;

"to compulsorily purchase any land which they require...and the
Aquisition of Land (Authorisation Procedure)(Scotland)Act 1947
shall apply as if the Port Authority were a local authority within
the meaning of that Acteeos"

This,however,exepts land belonging to any local authority,or any
operational land of any gas or electricity undertakings,or of the
British Railways Board. Although powers to develop land are broad,
no development can take place without the granting of planning
permission by the relevant local authority and presently the CPA's
financial resources preclude any large scale enterprises,as problems

over the ore terminal exemplify.

Much criticism has been levelled at the operation of the planning
process for the way in which specific proposals for development at
Hunterston and elsewhere on the estuary were handled. In particular
the public inguiry procedure has been condemned for its inability to
represent all interested parties and to establish 'the truth'. It is
not a means of evaluating possible alternative schemes,only a
nechanism of acceptance or rejection. By the time it is held it is
too late for creative thinking; the proposals are fully formulated

and opinions are alrecady polarised 'for and against',

If we really want to kriow how best to utilise our natural assets,
the argumcnt goes,we must. demonsirate that intenticn in a manner
much more positive in outlook than that which the present planning

machinery allows. The experiences of Chevron and Murcé in the hands
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of that machinery were considered to have acted as a sericus detlerent
to those wanting to invest in similar projecis. Recent interest

shown in the advantages of the Clyde would suggest that this view
has,perhaps,been too pessimistic - or maybe the eventual rewards,
economically,upon gaining a foothold make all the trials and
tribulations worth while! Nevertheless there is room for improvemsnt,
for a demonstration of real interest in a subject which is,or sheuld
be,high on the list of regienal and national priorities. The potential
for port related industrial development on the Clyde,in physical
terms,has been shown to be as good,in degree if not scale,of those of
Continental competitors like Marseilles-Fos. But,as we shall see in
Appendix 1,their additional asset is unequivocal government backing

of such projects,especially in the sphere of infrastructure provision.

One solution to this problem has advocatcd the preparation of
a strategic plan,aGreen Faper,on the pattern of future developrent
in the West of Scotland,in which the Scottish Office could indicate
the broad lines of population growth,urban expansion,transport
networks,power requirements and the type and distribution of industrial
development. Such a generalised picture could be pieced together by
the Scottish Office with the assistance of the Local Authorities.
Doubtless it would be strongly biased towards a physical planning
solution and in this respect would probably parallel in style,if not
content,the 1963 White Paper on the Central Belt of Sootland26.
The plan for the West of Scotland currently being evolved by the
Wost Central Scotland Plan Steering Committee with the cooperation
of the Scottish Office will,one hopes,include a substantial
" socio=economic input such that it will help answer questions about
things like the necd for oil refining capacity,both within the region
and the couniry,rather than simply identify suitable locations

for this type of development based purely on physical criteria.

Another solution calls for the creation of a 'land bank' of
sites which have already been processed by the basic planning
machinery as suitable for the kind of industry anticipated at a
deep water port. This idea,which parallels the advance factory
component of regional policy incentives,has its origins in the
Industry Bill (later Act) of 1971. The Scottish Council (Development
and Industry),who have done g great deal to promote the Clyde
Estuary through their publication of the two 'Oceanspan' Reports (qv),

gave evidence to the Select Committee on Scottish Affairs to the



effect that it would be a mistalte to delay the 'advance sites!
innovation until the arrival of Local Governmenf Reform in 1974,0n
the basis that the new authorities could not be expected to lauach
out immediately into so complex an activity. By replacing the present
large number of local planning authorities with just one,that for
the West Region,reform opsns up the way for a more comprechensive
planning of the Clyde Estuary. That ought to help the CPA,intent
on making maximum use of its assets,in its promotional activities.
It might also help offset the embarrasment it experienced when,
after being instrumental in introducing Chevron and Murco to the
Clyde,it then had to sit back and watch as these two companies went
through the British planning machine at great expense,both in time
.and money,only to find their proposals still undecided after almost

4 yoars.

The 'Oceanspan' Reports:

Apart from illustrating some of the problems associated with planningz
for port related industrial activities,of all the locations in the
U.K. suitable for such developments on a large scale,the Clyde is
undoubtedly the only one to have been studied,if not in great depth,
then certainly at great length. To date it has formed the subject

of 3 major reports while a fourth,that of the Hunterston Development
Company,is due to be published very shortly; the first of these
reports to appear was the Metra-Weddle Study.

During the period when the first industrial interest in the
Firth were being vigorously debated,the Scottish Council (Development
and Industry) were preparing their own views on the subject.

The first of their two reports = 'Oceanspan' - a maritime based
development strategy for a Buropean Scotland,l970-200021 was published
"for information and discussion" in February 1970. A qualitative
account of a future for Central Scotland which highlighted the
Scottish ports as the "focal points for a new industrial prosperity®,
the word Oceanspan subsequently became synonomous with ‘econonmic
growth in Scotland'e. Its theme was simple enough;if not nHive,and
hinged on five 'key' elements — ships,ports,industry,transport and
people! '

Yith a progressive increase,both in the demand for raw materials

by Western Burope,and in the vessels carrying them,it suggested that



the physical limitatiens imposcd on the passage of these vassels
throvgh the English Channel plus the eventual volume of traffic so
carried,would place & premium on Suropean deepwater poris to bthe south
and west of that congested secaway. The Clyde,with ite natural deep
water,is one such location,having the additional advantage of a
certain quantity of existing and potential flat land for any
associated primary processing activities,served by a suitable
infrastructure and in proximity to a large population; the implication
was that flat land and deep water would emerge as economic assets

as significant to ths location of manufacturing industry in the

future as were the indigenous coal fields and iron ore deposits at

the beginning of the Industrial Revolution. The basic strategy took

an ocean terminal on the west coast and coupled it to the export
orientated central belt economy. The supply of cheap raw materials
would,it was envisaged,stimulate and diversify this economy and

the products of manufacture could be shipped to Furopean markets

via the ports of the Forth. In other words,there was created a
'landbridge' between the Continent and North America based on a
conversion economy whose competitivity would be enhanced by the ready

supply of cheap raw materials.

The importance of both the Clyde and the Forth in this concept
was translated into the need for a Scottish Ports Authority,which,
it was hoped,would play "an entrepreneurs role in future development".
By linking Hunterston-Greenock with Grangemouth and Leith with a
"corridor of growth", the traditional north-south market route of
Scottish industry would be replaced by one east-west and one 'more
appropriate to tomorrow's economy". This,however,would require

additional investment in communications infrastructure.

Yet on just this point,the %hite Paper outlining the Scottish
roads program for the 1970's,although streiching a decade hence,
provided no contingency loopholes for such possibilities as major
estuarial developmenti on the Clyde28. This is rather surprising in
view of the Scottish Office and CPA promotion of Hunterston as a
deep water port and exemplifies the'incredibly restricted briefs
by which such important assets are planned. Although ports,airports,
road and rail transport are all part of the overall communications
network, the road planners appear to have paid scant attention either
to the other forms or to the link up of the Clyde and Forth Bstuaries.

Theoretical.provision for such 'global! thinking is present in the
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Scottish Office in the shape of the Scottish Economic Planning
Council which has a Transport Comnittee the remit of which is "to
promotesunier the general direction of the Scottish Zconomic Planning
Councilsthe coordination of transport facilities sgerving Scotlands
needs". The White Paper,then,demonsirated that this Committee ha&
failed to appreciate the impact which any future development on the
Clyde might make on other forms of transport. Perhaps the basic
problem here lies in the fact that at least five other U.XK. Ministries
have a hand in deciding what kind of development should take place
in,say,the instance of the Clyde Estuary,while the Scottish Office

is responsible only for the roads component of the communications

‘jigsaw.

In developing its 'landbridge' strategy for Central Scotland,
Oceanspan 1 took account of the elements of structural change affecting
maritime transportation,the necessity for ports to respond accordingly
and the opportunities presented for the industrialisation of port

29

locations. 'Oceanspan 2°' spublished in October 1971,pursued these
items in greater detail and set them in the context of Ruropean

port development. It explored the factors influencing the creation

of maritime-industrial complexes on the Continent with specific
reference to the location of iron and steel making,0il refining and
petrochemicals,aluminium smelting and vehicle production, Identifying
deep water,land,labour supply,water,power and good hinterland
communications as the key factors for port growth,it considered them
all to be met in Central Scotland. But because of the likely congtraints
imposed by the English Channel on the passage of bulk carriers,the
natural deep water of the Clyde was regarded as the most vital
element and on this basis selected the Clyde,together with Marseilles
and Le Havre,as those European ports possessing the greatest
development potential — a fact which the French had already begun

to exploit.

The analysis contained in 'Oceanspan 2' was supported by a
wealth of factual material on communications,specific port development
plans etc.,etc.,together with some attempts to quantify the future
primary processing requirements of Western Europe. For example,with
respect to those industries whose location decisions were considered
likely to be significantly influenced by the provision of suitable

port facilities,viz,iron and stieel and oil refining/petrochemicals,
eight new steel plants were foreseen as necessary by 1980 while

in the same pericd the demand for petroleum products would call for
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24 to 37 refineries,increasing to 39 to 65 by 1985! Investment in

the Clyde in both port facilitisg and indusirial plant of the order

of £1,250m by 1980 and £1,900m by 1985 was seen as "entirely realistic'.
Injection of capital on this scale was translated into nunbers

employed, permanent jobs resulting from the port complex directly being
estimated at 15-20,000 while the multiplier effect could raise this
figure to 60,000 over a 15 year period.

Whatever one might feel about the worth of such statistics,the
message they spelt out undoubtedly appealed to the imagination of a
people whose econony was in obvious need of this kind of stimulation.
Over the past four or five years the name Hunterston has aquired a
new significance. In the words of Sir Fitzroy Maclean,Conservative lM.P.
for the Constituency in which it lay,North Ayrshire and Bute,"it has
become a slogan,a kind of magic symbol. In a lot of peoples minds it
has become synonomous with Scotland's future prosperity". If the
economy was in deep water metaphorically,weighted down by a legacy of
declining heavy indusiry,then,paradoxically,it was the reality of
deep water in the Clyde Estuary which would restructure and revive
that.economy,albeit 5till based on primary activities,though now
born of a modern technology. With the proving of North Sea 0il reserves
during the period when interest was being shown in the potential of
the Clyde,attention has now swung to the deep water of the east coast
of Scotland with similar expectations. Forecasts of 'employment return'
on the capital invested in the sequences of events and activities
surrounding oil exploration are now being eagerly interpreted in terms

.of total economic benefitj certain sast coast ports have found
themselves with a new and important role to play and it is this context
that the Department of the Environment has recently opened a Port

Development Office in Edinburgh.

Whereas the assets of the east coast waters of Scotland are
beginning to make their contribution to the economy,the entire question
of maritime-~industrial development on the Clyde remains unresolved.
Partly,perhaps,becauses the issues afe more equivocal = what type
and scale of activities should be allowed- and central to this dilemma

has been the whole question of the future of steel mzking in Scotland.



Rightly or wrongly,steel bescame accepted in the Scottish mind as

tne acid test of the Goverrment's attiftude towards dzveloping the

Q

deep water potential of the Clyde Estuary at Hunterston and,unlike

the cil industry,the investment program of the British Steel Corporation
has been inevitably subject to strong political infiuences. The deep
water of the Clyde,ideally suited to the new generation of ore
carrier,has been the principle selling point in the constant round

of debate as to how Hunterston would fit into BSC's plans to 1980.

The crucial decision was whether to build new steel making capacity

on exisiing sites (the 'brownfield' solution) or whethcr to start from
scratch (the 'greenfield' approach). It was perhaps significant that
much of the capital already committed %o modernisation ard expansion
had gone to 'heritage! (brownfield) sites = Port Talbot and Scunthorpe =
both supplied with ore by rail from recently constructed deep water
terminals. In the final analysis,the short list of contenders for

the major portion of the remaining investment (out of a total of £3000m)
comprised Hunterston and Teesside. Important as the decisgion was in

the national context of creating a viable,efficient,modern and thereforeo
competitive steel industry,there resulted the inevitable attempts by
regional political pressure groups to influence the outcome. The

choice favouring Teesside,for £1000m worth of investment to give it

one of the most modern steel making complexes in Burope,with a

capacity of 12m tons by 1980 and the provision of 7500 new jobs,

was not unexpected. In formulating its investment program,the BSC

had been asked by the Government to consider social and employment
implications,environmental suitabilify and infrastructure provision.
‘It concluded that,if anything,the balance of these reinforced the
Acommercial case favouring Tecsside and especially so when the North
East of England had sufféred most from the fall in employmenit in the
industry that had already taken place. A

Hunterston was finally rejected because the BSC judged that
siting a new plant of this scale outside of Teesside would cost them
an extra £20m per annum. This was revealed in a White Paper on the
ten year development strategy of the Corporation published in
February 1973 30 which emphasised the possibility of capital saving
through joint development with the existing Lackenby Works and the
better utilisation of plant,including the new ore import terminal at

Redcar.
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The Scotiish steel industry was not exactly starved of capital
{or the sponding of some £400m wag authorised in the same breath
vhich said 'no! fo a £1000m greenfield plant at Hunierston.
Rationalisation and modernisation of existing works will occur to
raise by 50% the output of the Scotitish sector of the industry whose
umbilical cord will be a rall link with the nsw ore terminal to be
constructed at PFunterston. This is a method which the BSC appears to
favour,presumably on the basis that,if such an arrangement dces
introduce any economic penalties these are more than offset by the
importation of ore in increasing bulk,thereby reducing its delivered
price at the steelworks. Steelmaking can then remain at seslected
traditional centres where labour practiced in the art is readily
available and eliminating the need for massive expenditure on new
site preparation works. Furthermorc,distances from the coast to the
established steel centres are not so great as to make railing of ore

totally impracticable,

Meanwhile, the exploitation of Hunterston appears to be being
left to foreign industrial interests,presently Italian,German and
American,who not only stand to benefit from the physical rescurces of
the location but will also be entitled to public money in the form
of investment incentives currently available as part of the British
regional policy package — it is from this standpoint that current
public debate appears to launching a new attack on the development

potential of Hunterston.
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Pootgeript, larch 1973:

The Joint Hunterston Desvelopment Company-3cottish Dovelopment
Deparvment Repcrt on the development potential of Hunterston31;which
was published on March 5,1973,brought sharply into focus the basic
planning problens of industrial development in Scotland - 'jobs or

environment and planning or acticn’.

On the first of these the planning consultants positively
precluded sacrificing the peninsula.to any development if there was
to be no long term commitment to the construction of a major steel
complex. Their emphasis on an integrated steelworks in this context
typifies the second problem for while this report was being prepared
it was pre—empted by the British Steel Corporation decisiocn not to

build such a steelworks on any greenfield site for at least ten years.

In their conclusions,the consultants -~ the Netherlands Economic
Institute and Colin Buchanan and Partners -~ comment;

"The end result confronts the decision maker with a dilemma of
classic proportions. Are the undoubted social benefits which would
accrue from the establishment of a steelworks and possibly s small

refinery,sufficient to override the very substantial environmental
loss from doing so?

"It is doubtful if further specialised study could help answer
this question, It is one of brutal simplicity and the answer must be
based on political considerations.”

The study appears to explode one or two Hunterston myths such
as its pre-eminence in Europe as a site of an ore transshipment
terminal,indicating that Sines in Portugal and le Havre possess
locational advantages over the Clydejthe consultants also confirm
the BSC view that Teesside was the best possible choice for a large
new integrated steelworks and sven put the advantages of Humberside

in this respect above those of Hunterston.

Confirming the Scottish Council's 'Oceanspan' concept,they
gave steelmaking and oil refining as the only two activities likely
to benefit substantially from being located at this site; in fdct,
steelyoil and power generation were.the only industries to be studied
in any detail. On the subject of oil,the report rejected a large
export orientated refinery such as the ORSI project currently before
the Secretary of State for planning approval,in the following terms;

A large o0il refinery is not,in itself,a commercially viéble

proposition at Hunterston,particularly in view of the strong
competitive position of other locations in South Yest Europe. This



form of developnent would result in severs environmental impact
with only marginal socio~economic henefit to the Scottish economy'.
adding that,

".e.public funds should not ba used to support such development”.

Admitting,howeveryof the possibility of a small refinery — which
means an optimum capacity of 10m ftons a year (double the sige of
the Chevron project) — the maximum benefit was seen as being derived
from Hunterston as the site of just such a refinery as well as a

fully integrated steelworks.

In a statement issued in response to the publication of the
£120,000 Report,the Secretary of State welcomed its appearance and the
support therein for the criteria he had lalid down for industrial
development at Hunterston,but added;

"It is a matter of judgement what forms of developments could
meet the tests I have outlined".

In postulating that the only worthwhile development would be an
integrated steel complex he felt the consultants were being too
restrictive and that the "report itself demonstrates that other
forms of development could confer substantial benefit. A number of
planning applications are before me now and these will be considered
in the light of the use they can make of this exceptional site and

their economic and environmental impact".

Disappointment over the findings regarding oil refining were
expressed by several people,not least of all the head of ORSI. An
interesting and indirect expression of dismay came in an attack on
the use of Dutch consultants in the preparation of the report by
Mr.David Lambie,Labour M.P. for Central Ayrshire,who was rcported
as sayings

"T wonder if bthese are the best people to investigate the potential
of the Clyde for an oil refinery and petrochemicals. If the case of
the Hunterston lobby is correct and the Clyde has the potential to
become the finest port in Europe,it is bound to harm existing poris
and especially Rotterdam". (!)

In line with the recommendations of their consultants, the
Hunterston Development Company have now initiated a detailed
commercial appraisal of a private steel complex at Hunterston. This
plan presents an interesting dilemma for Scottish Labour M.P's and
T.U.Csywho have seen the nationalised steel industry effectively

turn its back on the site for the next decade.znd for the Government



TN

it presents problems in justifying the 25-36m ton per annuwa limit
imposed on the BSC if they allow a significant private indigsious
bulk steelmaker into the market. At the time of writing, the German
firm of XKorf Stahl were showing interest in the site. According to
information in the press,the financial backing for a viabls steel
project would be forthcoming,with Scottish Merchant bankers apparently
willing and able to raise between £10m and £20m of the total
investment capital,estimated to be in excess of £100m. The Hunterston
Development Company has itself a large source of capital available

in the representation on their board of Mr.Gavin Boyd of the
Stenhouse Group,one of the world's largest insurance companies.

In addition,the Company has rccently secured options on 1600 acres

at Hunterston. If these are the first tentative steps in the
realisation of Hunterstonis industrial development potential,the

fact that the Secretary of State still has before him a handful of
major development proposals awaiting his decision can ounly mean that

the final chapters in the Hunterston story still await writing.



IN CONCLUSION.,.

Port Planning ‘and Regional Development are essentially affairs of
Kational Government. That is to say,the decisions attaching to regional
development programs are taken at the naticnal level; the stimuli for
development,however,seldom originate there. Public investment in
infrastructure provision as a means of encouraging economic growth in
the regions has had a somewhat equivocal reception throughout the history
of British regional policy and by and large the attitude adopted has
been one of 'wait and see'yi.e. until demand justifies supply, the
1963 White Papers on the Central Belt of Scotland and Norih EZast England
being somewhat exceptional in their advocation of infrastructure works
as a pre-~requisite for econcmic rejuvenaticn. One important consequence
of this 'wait and see' approach has been to make the pressures for
development originate essentially external to the whole planning process

which has then to respond accordingly.

If planning is about ths future,an important corollary must be an
awareness of the structural changes affecting those activities which
planning must accomodate. The devotion of much of Part 2 to a
consideration of those physical factors influencing port development
wae intended to demonstrate hcw these can lead to a change in the role
played by a port; how the right combination of physical assets,coupled
with events in the transportation sphere,can alter the economic status
of a port location from that of interface between different transport

modes to that of processing and manufacturing centre.

These are the agencies of change which make planning,whether it be
port planning or statutory planning,appear,moreoften than not,to be
reactionary rather than stimulatory. It is the inherent econcmic content
of these structural changes which planning must release by making the
right kind of response, e.g. by zoning land adjacent to deep water or
urban motorways for industrial purposes. Economic spin-~off is simply
that. A planning authority can prepare a physical plan for development
which will accomodate or encourage economic events; it cannot indulge in
economic planning per se! Realising the economic potential of physical
assets is one thing; their realisation quite another!‘How far this
second process can be taken by a planning authority acting purely on
its own account depends,in part,on just what kind of asset it is trying
to promote as well as on the scals of the operationy some examples

related to port facilities come later.
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At the national level,whcore lies the greatest potential for planning
itself to be an agency of change,in the case of port development the

attitude has been essentially a negative one of control.

The service character of a highly competitive port industry has
ensured that the external demands for modern maritime facilities has met
with a positive response from the vorts. The check on the enthusiasm of
individual port suthorities to translate their developmrent proposals
into reality,in the shape of section 9 of the 1964 Harbours Act,might be
argued to be in the best'national interes?' in that,theoretically,it
provides a safeguard against over—=investment in port facilities. Yet the
method by which investment schemes have been assessed doss not equate
with the naticnal importancze of such infrastructure works. The obsession
with microeconomic appraisals based on reiurn on capital is probably the
most significant element which distiguishes the attitude of C?ntral
Government in Britain to the question of port facility provision,from
that of Continenta 1 maritime nations where there is a strong tradition
of State capital assistance and revenue subsidies on port operation. It
may well be that it is the nature of the port competition here,compared
with that on the Continent,which has fostered this difference in
governmental attitudes. Whereas London is essentially in competition
with other major U.K. ports,Antwerp has to match the rival claims of
le Havre,or Rotterdam,or Hamburge. The servicing of the common hinterland
of Western Europe makes continental port competition international,while

in the U.K. it is essentially intranational.

Geography and history have given the U.K. a selection of ports
which is,at first sight,enviable. But it has also demanded that some
kind of national development policy be formulated. That such a policy
has not yet appeared is in some part a measure of the difficulty of
establishing a list of criteria against which specific development
proposals could be measured. IIad the attempt to bring the major ports
into public ownership not foundered in the face of the 1970 General
Election a nationalised ports industry,by the very fact of being under
State control,would have been even motre demanding of a policy %o guide
investment. One wonders whether that pélicy would have been as strongly
biased towards the use of purely financial criteria as applied to the
essentially privately owned port industiry to‘date; or would macroecononic
methods of assessment have evolved which payed greater attentiocn to
regional and national economic benefits accruing from'the provision of

new port facilities at selected locations? The inability (or unwillingness)



of governwment to give litile credibility to the idea of supporting
expended centres of population on a maritima/industrial base suggesis

that a new approach tc port matters would not have becn forthcoming.

In fact,where the elements of port related industrial activity have
been grasped with enthusiasm in the name of regional cconomic development
has been very much outwith central government. After the seeds of the
idea,in the form of the Maritime Industrial Develorment Area concept,
had been sown by the National Ports Council,they had to be nurtured in
the regions by reason of government neglect. The Clyde is,by now,a
classic example of a regional attempt to demonstrate to central government
that here was an answer to a particular case of economic disparity. As
such 1t was also apparent that for it actually to become the solution,

a high degree of government involvement would be called for. On this
point a great deal eventually depended on what form the British Steel
Corporation's investment policy for the next decade would také,in terms
of amount and location of new steel making capacity. Even with the
ground 'cleared' from a planning point of view,this kind of decision
rested very much with the centre,albeit subject to attempts by regional
political pressure groups to influence the outcome.The creation of the
Bunterston Development Company represents a brave attempt at improving

a regional economic 'loi' purely by dint of regional effort.— to introduce
into the situation that driving force which ought to be the duty of
government to supply. One can only speculate over the degree of success
which such an organisation might enjoy in its attempts to catalyse the
realisation of the economic potential of Hunterston. It is not
unrealistic to expect that industrial interests will also want to see
national support for the exercise in the form of overall infrastructure
provision. The Development Company is necessarily limited in the scope
of its oﬁerations and moral support for its activities from the Scottish
Office is not encugh, It is this kind of CGovernment backing which has
made Marseilles-Pos a'happening' while Hunsterston comes ever closer to

being labelled the biggest non-event in Scottish regional development.

leanwhile, the activities of the Hunterston Development Company
are being paralleled further north in Scotland by the recent formation
‘of the Cromarty Pirth Development Company. This body has been established
to direct the investment and concommitant industrial,commercial and
social development of the Firth which is already host to a number of

new activities including an alumina smelter at Invergordon and an oil



rig fabrication yard at Nigg Bay,for which purpose the biggest dry
dock in the world has been congtructed. "ith land holdings tovalling
2000 acies and opefations to date representing an investment in excess
of &£2m,the Development Company appear anxicus to exploit the IIDA
qualities of the Firth which were recognised in the Halerow Report to
the National Ports Council. To this end some physical'ground work! has
already been accomplished in the form of land zoned for industrial

use and the designation of industrial estates. As interest in the
physical assets of the Firth increased so too has the need to control
associated maritime operations.The Cromartiy Firth Ports Authority Bill
drawn up for this purpcse by the Scottish Office last March,along
similar lines to that cotrolling the activities of the Clyde Port
Authority,has just received Parliamentary approval with minor

modificationse.

Continuing with additional examples of the provision of port
facilities at the local authority,sub~regional level,it was said
earlier that success here in exploiting their economic potential
depended on what kind of asset was being promoted and the scale of
the promotion effort. The activities of the two Development Companies
describzd above lie at cne extreme of a spectrum whose other cxtreme
is,perhaps,representedby the following example. A recent joint advertising
campaign to attract industry to the five Scottish New Towns had this
to say about their locationg

"With the best deep water port facilities on the North Atlantic
Seaboard on the Clyde and on the east coast the container port of
Grangemouth — the region could also be one of the major processing
and manufacturing powerhouses of Europe".

It is appropriate that therse should be a recognition of the uncertainty
surrounding the whole concept but to extol the virtues of this
particular regional asset,about which central government remains

equivocal,is an act of faith indeed.

Perhaps an even bigger act of faith is the proposal of
Berwickshire County Council to develop Eyemouth Harbour as a deep water
port on the basis that this is the only centre in the County to be
experiencing rapid industrial and popﬁlation growth. The creation of
this kind of assef,at an estimated cost of £2.5m will,it is hoped,help
consolidate this situation. One can only wonder at thekind of reception
it will receive from the National Ports Council should it ever reach
the stage where section 9 authorisation is sought. Will the Council

attempt to look at the situation from Berwickshires point of view or
will it dismiss this parochialism and,looking wider to the port



facilities of the Forth,proclaim Tenough is enough'l

iereas Berwick is striving to creatc a vort facility,Cunberland
County Council have Jjust succeded in saving Vorkington Dock from closure
by itz preseat owners,the British Steel Corporation,in 1974 with the loss
of nearly 100 jobs. But in the case of both counties the underlying
motivation for their individual actions has been similar. The decision
by Cumberland Courty Council,which will necessitatz a Parliamentary
Bill to make the Council the new port authority,will not have been an
economic one if the immediate financial implications are considered in
isolation. At current levels of expenditure the Council will inherit
an anmual deficit-of £13,000. The willinghess to accept this financial
burden,initially at leastyarises from the Council's belief that,faced
with a decline of traditioral industries and the need to attract new
employers to the area,the loss of the port would be a serious blow to
prospects. Whether this percepiion of the importance of port facilities
is a correct cne depends on what kind of activities it is hoped to
attract. The existence of such facilities nay allow the net to be cast
wider, though it could probably be argued that the money could be spent
with equal effect on,saysenviroumental improvement or better links with
the M6. "hatever the remedy this is planning action to meet a crisis,

in this case an unemployment rate in +the town of Workington of 5.8%
ploy /

In Shetland,the course of action being pursued by the County
‘Council in response to the crisis situation in which it finds itself
due to North Sea 0il exploration activity is in marked contrast to that
being followed in the Cromarty Firth,even though oil is the common
developmental agency. Planning activity on the Firth is,by and large,
promotional,stimulated by a Development Company,aided and abetted by
Ross and Cromarty County Council. In the case of Shetland the planning
stance is very much a defensive one. As a convenient land-fall to
exploration activity in northern waters,providing deep water achorage
adjacent to large expanses of flat land at Sullom Voec and Baltasouhd,
it is felt that the exploitation of these particular physical assets
by private enterprisc would poss a serious threat to a prosperous and
stable island economy. It is this poténtial exploitation which the
County Council is secking to conitrol. To this end a Provisional Order
has been drafted to give the county harbour and port authority powers
for the islands, Additionally.compulsory purchase powers are sought
for key industrial sites as well as the opportunitiy for the Council
to aquire equity in any incoming commercial ventures. The purpose of
these moves i3 to retain local interest in,and positive control over,

the kind of projects - refining,rig fobrication and repair,tanker



terminals and power station -« propesed by the prospective develonars,
Vordyport Conmpany Linited, througl: uvhelr parent counany,0nciicre Investmsnits
Ltd. The method being adopted to meet this kind of mariitime rolaled
developnent and allow it only on County Council terms is certbainly an
ambitious one,and understandable, though the commercial enterpricses
involved must be very conscious that the time consuming aspects of
compulsory purchase procedure could effectively block development;

while the future of their land is in question their commercial initiative

is 'on ice'.

Returning to the more general theme of communications infrastructure,
‘of'which ports are a part,presently there would appear to be little
concensus concerning this particular form of Overhead Capital as an
ingredient of pelicy measures formulated with a view to stimulating
regional or national economic development. Four viewpoints may be
identified; that of the 'activist' sces OC investment as having

catalytic qualities with regard to economic development,preceding and
inducing directly productive capital outlays; to the 'passivist' OC
investment is necessary for development but it is not,of itself,a
sufficient stimulus to bring development about. Because of its 'lumpinzess’
it should coincide if not lag behind directly productive capital
formation rather than be put in place ahead of demand and run the risk

of obsolescence and under-utilisation. Finally,the 'pragmatic' apprcach
suggests that eack case should be examined on its merits while the
'doubters' deny that OC has any speoiél part to play in economic
development. Non of these have,however,made any worthwhile contribution

to the problem in operational terms,leaving unanswered the two key .

questionss
how much transport investment of specific kinds does development
require?
what should be the timing of ftransport investments relative to other
types?

In 1969 the Hunt Report devoted a great deal of attention to the
need for improved communications as part of a comprehensive regional
_policy,making such statements asj

"Js are glad to see...the growing recognition of the importance
of infrastructure improvements as a basis for growth. For many years
the emphasis has been on incentives to industry to set up in
development ares. Only in recent years has the importance of creating

an environment favourable to growih comg to be recognised. The major
road programmes for the North mast and Central Scolland are striking

pxamples of this..."



L demonstration of the Commibiee's adoption of an ‘'activist! viewpcint
camg in guch expressions asj

v,,.there has been a very considerable improvement to Leith Docks
which should provide an impetus to growth".

There has undoubtedly been a trend over the last decade towards an
increasing emphasis on communications as a facet of regional policy.
The question to ask is,whether it can be exvected to continue. It seens
the answer might be yes as far as the current Conservative Government
is concerned. A future Labour Government might react differently. For
example,it was not greatly taken with the Hunt Committee's views on
the desirability of increased infrastructure expenditure,a situation
reinforced in 1970 in a Report of Regional Planning Policy by a Labour
Party Study Group which stated unequivocally that "we do not believe.s.
infrastructure investment can be the central instrument of a distribution
of industry policy". Given the current state of knowledge with regard
to the developnental effects of what it called Economic Overhead
Investment,the stance was by and large of the agnostic school of thought
on the consequences of 0C investment - of 'accompagnement' rather than

tentrainement'yas the French would refer to it.

It is not a gross misrepresentation to say that of all the
components of the transportation network,rocads,rail,ports and airports,
it is the former which has received most attention in the context of
infrastructure provision and regional economic development. By comparison
the other three elements have been greatly neglected; and of these,ports
represent a significant potential contribution to the development of
regional economies because their role as trasshipment points at the
'1and/sea interface confers upon them locational advantages for processing
and manufacturing activities. In the history of port development this
aspect has,until recently,been ancillary to the traffic or transfer
function of ports. The increasing importance of port locations as
processing and manufacturing centres in their own right is a relatively
recent phenomenon and one highly developed at many of the major ports

of BEurope.

In embarking upon this pisce of work the intention was to take a
broad overview of thetopic of port planning and its potential for

integration into policies for encouraging regional development,rather

]

than explore any particular facet in great depth; to outline British

Cap
icy towards the vorts; to identify the structural elements influencing
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the changing role of port locations and to conzider how far port
planning and its imglications for regional development have bsen
integraied into British regional policy. If any conclusions can dbe
drawn,one mustv be that the approach to the subject at the national level
has been extremely equivocal. The announcement in the 1966 'hite Paper
on Transport Policy that,"henceforth the planning of large scals port
facilities must be closely related to the redistribution of indusiry
and population" at the same time as the proposal of the Port of Bristol
to create a major new liner terminal at Portbury was rejected,is an
admirable illustiration of this. One of the arguments advanced in
reaching this decision was that port investment is permissive rather
than activist in its effects;

"Although efficient port facilities must be available and geared
to location of industry and population development,they can hardly be
regarded as an effective weapon for bringing such developments about'.

As the 'initiation sequence' of tha 'Port Planning Process' scheme
given in Part 1 indicates,it is the Maritime Industrial Development Area
concept which provides the base upon which to build a wider strategy
of industry and population redistribution; it was the theme underlying
the Humberside and Severnside Feasibility Studies and an aspect which
neither of the subsequent Reports chose to reflect. Since the appearance
of the M IDA concept in 1966, the attitude towards it at the national
level has been essentially passive. The realisation of the potential
of a number of such sites -~ South Wales,Teesside and more recently
the Cromarty Firth and Humberside = has been due in large part,to
the efforts of private enterprise. If their exploitation is to be left
to the operation of market forces,i.e. the demand for,and supply of,
suitable sites,certain assurances must be sought. First,is the demand
for this type of maritime site being met with minimum of delay so
reducing the time taken to realise their economic potential? Or is
their releass to industirial inierests being frustrated by the lengthy
operation of the relevant planning processes?- a constraint on the supply
of sites which makes this a quasi-market situation. Certainly there is a
growing awareness of the need to satisfy the demand more speedily,
including the suggesiion that suitable sites should be processed by the
pianning machine even before a demana is made evideni. This,nowever,implies
that the characteristics of the various demands are known and the

structural elemenis of particular activities fully understcod from a
planning point of view. Events on the Clyde have demonstrated that there
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isg a demand Tor the type of maritime site in question and that the

demand can rrovably be expected to continue,and with increasing intensity.
This example also serves to illustirate & permissive approach to the
provision of maritime facilities by the operation of planning oprocedures
which frustrate the conversion of physical assets into economic resource
by even that most determined of catalysis,private enferprise. ¥hen an
issue becomes polarisedsas in this case,between encouraging economic
spin-off or the preservation of amenity,once the implications of taking
either course of action have been outlined,the exercise is finally

reduced to one of political trade—off.
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A striking feature of port and related industrizl plamning cn the
Continsnt is the acceptance of ithe importance of seaport deveslooment
for regional and national economic growth. This is reflected in the
much wider view ilaken by national govarnnents in the financing of
port developmenis. The assessment of investment in ports covers the
overall effects and not simply the revenuc directly attributable to

the investment.

The best illusiration of this attitude is afforded by the French
exercise in regional development centred on the port of Marseilles—Fos
in the district of Provence. This location was one of three - the others
being Le Havre and the Clyde - which,because of their deep water,
Oceanspan 2 identified as inportant entry points for bulk ra% materials
flowing into Europe in the future. For the Clyde and Fos this is not
the only common characteristic. Jean-Louis Horn,Public Relations
Officer of the Marseilles Port Authority,has been ocuoted as saying
that "Provence is to France what Scotland is to Britain'". For example,
the two areas share the problem of being a long way from the economic
and industrial hub of their countries and of Western Europe. They are
both areas of outstanding natural beauty and equally,although tourism
is a source of a ertain amount of employment,it does not provide
enough to meet the needs of a large and long established populationy
and they each possess a strong local cultural and historical tradition
whilst sharing a certain resentment against rule from the capital city.
But the important common denominator is their dsep water harbour
facilities,capable of catering for the present and future gencration
of bulk carriers which will soon dominate maritime world trade. It is
this geographical trump card which,if played to best advantage,will
probably be the most important determining factor in their long term
economic development. At this point the similarities end,for while
the development of a major deeb water port on the Clydé,with its
associated industry,is still only a plan called Oceanspan,at Marseilles
. this concept is very much a reality,though by no means yet complete,
in the shape of a new port-industrial arsa at Fosj as one member of
the Scottish Council has remarked,"their problems arise from things

happening - ours arise from things not happening".

Fos has been held up many times in the recent past as the example

which Scotland must emulate if the deep water of the Clyde is to make
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any significant contribution to ths countryt!s economy. Whether that

be viewing Scotland as a nation or simply as a region of Great Britain,
the important feature of Fos which seems to be cverlocked in this kind
of couwparative cxercise is the question of scaleynot cnly in purely
physical terms but also the scale on which the whole idea has been
conceived. This has,to a large degree,been influenced by the realisation
that on Jjoining the EEC;the foreign trade of France was becoming far

too dependent on the thriving ports of Rotterdam and Antwerp.

The Foreward to Oceanspan 2 stated thatj

"regionalism is widely held throughout Europe to be the most
important economic issue to be resolved...¥We cannot hope to have
stability and prosperity unless the centre and periphery are kept in
balance".

% is this kind of philosophy which has been the driving force behind
the current developments at Fos. Even so,the idea of creating a port
industrial zone here was stricily local in origin,one of the
proponents being the president of the Economic Development Commission
for the region,21 of which have been established in France for planning
purposes..The aim was to take advantage of the special geographical
position of Fos in an attempt to revive the regional economy. To do
this required the construction of both a port and an associated
industrial zonejthe port would become the source of raw materials at
a time when the exhaustion of indigenous mineral resources was freeing
heavy industry from its traditional geographical ties; the date was

1955.

Conversion of a concept into reality had to wait until the 1960's.
.The idea of regionalism came late to France and in 1963 the Covernment
established an agency known as DATAR to coordinate the regional
activities of the various Ministries. It has recently drafted an
outline plan of regional development for the year 2000 based on the
fact that the French are confident that theirs is now the strongest
economy in Zurope. Quite apart from rescuing those areas that are
currently suffering economic troubles,the plan is aimed at producing
a spread of balanced growth across the whole of France. Physical plans
have been produced for the seven largest urban areas with the emphasis
being laid on the need to link the regions by a new communications
infrastructure. Above all the plan envisages a great move south with
development of the Mediterranecan coast as the biggest counter-attraction
to Paris. This feature,which gave the development at Fos its real
raison d'etre,has no parallel in the local problem solving British

approach to regional planning.
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It was the loss of Algeria in 1962 wnich acccntuated the fwhat
to de about the Lbditerranean' provlemyan area alrcady host to
serious.oconomic and socigl illz. larseilles itsolf had pasned one
econonic zenith with the fall of the Roman Empirs,when the Mediterrancan
had ceased to be at the cross rcads of communications. Colonial
tade had brought about a revival but it has long been a splerndid port
in the wrong place,having,until recently,only tenuous lirks with
central France while its immediate hinterland remained poor.

A significant element in the attempt to find a new purpose for
this piece of coastline was the crucial decision,’iaken in July 1965,
to establish six independent port authorities and to back their
expansion plans with public money. Consequently the largest of the
French ports wers grouped,together with their annexes,dependencies
and outer harbours,into 'Port Autonomes! = Bordeaux,Rouen,Nantes/
St.Nazaire,Dunkirk,le Havre and llarseilles - each with a standard
administrative structure. Government aid is concentrated,in the
main,in the provision of pori infrastructure,with the State raying
80% of channel dredging,docks and berth construction and 60% of the
investment necessary for the creation,eztention and renewal of
infrastructure installations like quays,roll-on roll-off berths,
roadways and shiprepair facilities. The Port Authority finances
port superstructures entirely but the cost of aquiring land and
linking industrial areas tc the national motorway system is borne
by the Government. Thus,although under the new system the ports
become more sirictly controlled by the State,the latter assumes a
greater share of the financial responsibility. The centralisation
- of port administration in the hands of an autonomous Council of
Adninistration could only be advantageous because it abolished the
dualism of the State and the Chambers of Commerce and clarified
the responsibilities involved. Thus the Council of Administration,
whose seat is in the port city,became the sole body responsible for
drawing up and implementing port policy. One of the favourable
effects was the fact that each port could subsequently set its own
tariffs in relation to its own circumstances.in the sphere of
competition and transport structure. On the other hand,Paris no
longer controlled port.aotivities by reference to a standard
pattern. Nevertheless the French ports remain very much public

establishments,.
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Pollowing its establishment in 1966,larseilles Port Authority -
produced a development plan a year laler. Its proposals were incoxrporated
into a genseral plan for the whole Bouche du Rhone Region formulated
by a local study group,CREAll,set up by central Government at the same
time. The relevent regional plan wss approved in 1669, Based on a greatly
increasing population,it necessitated the creation of 12,000 jobs by
1975 with a further thirty tc forty thousand 1o have been created a
decade later. To achieve this = and support the associated 200,000
addition to the local population — meant Fos nesded not just a harbour
but large scale industry as well. llarseilles had a long tradition as
an oil port used by companies like Shell,BP,HEsso and Total,and the
opening of a now terminal at Fos in 1968 provided an opportunity for
them to bring in the biggest of modern tankers. The volume of cil
traffic has taken Marseilles to the rank of third largest port in
Eurcpe. Fos is the termiral for the South Buropean pipeline feeding
11 refineriss up to the Karlsruhe in Germany and when two more pipelines
up the Rhone Valley are completed,the annual pipeline capacity will be
around 90m tons. In addition,the 4 refineries already established in
the 'Fos-Berre petroleum complex! plan to step up their capacity to

54m tons by 1975,

The success of Fos as a port=industrial complex depends on more
than simply the local tradition of oil and the locality's special
suitability for the expansion of the petroleum industry. First,it
depends on having a wider infrastructure than that of the immediate
area. The construction of a Fos=Marseilles and Fos-Arles motorway has
only just begun and the link westward (towards Toulouse) and eastward
(towards the Ventimigilia-Genoa motorway) will not be finished before
1975. The Marseilles-Fos complex stands at the cross-roads of two
important transport axes; that east-west is the less well developed
and connects the richest region in Spain (around Barcelona) to the
Genoa~Milan-=Turin triangle. The north-south axis,which mainly links
Marseilles and Lyons,is the busiest in France. This is the Rhone Valley,
which, together with the sea,ars presently the region's only outlets.
Along it run the @il pipelines and the recently completed Lille-Paris-
Lyons=Marseilles motorway which will ultimately terminate at Dunkirk.
It is because of its importance that the Marseilles Port Authority
have constantly impressed upon the relevant Departments the need for
improved communications along this route and have succeeded in getting
a rail link between Fos and the SNCF network..The Rhone is also gaining

in importance as a commercial waterway. It is already open to 1,500 ton
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barge conveys as far as Lyons and when canalisation work ig completed
by 1976,3,000 ton barges will be able to usz that stretch of the
river, A waterway link for craft of international dimensions will be
created eventually (with a viev to the potentizl of LASH methods of
cargo shipment),linking the lMediterranean with the North Sea by way
of the Rhone,the Saone,the Rhone-Rhine canal and the Rhine itself.

In addition,a series of dams along the Rhone enable this region to

offer the cheapest eleciricity in France.

By the end of 1971 the Port Authority had spent £30m of public
noney out of a planned £70m program of development at Fos. The
scale of operations by any standard,and particularly those of the
Clyde,is enormous. Just one of the three wet docks under construction
could accomodate fhe present port of Marseilles and total wharfe length
will amount to 22 miles. The associated industrial zone is on a
scale commensurate with that of the port infrastructure. What is
labelled the first phase covers an area equal to the size of Faris!
It stretches over 7,200 hectares,about half of which have a direct
seg frontage. The utilisation of this acreage has been planned in
three sectors - east,(heavy industry,steel making and refining),
central (special steels,non-ferrous metals and chemicals),west
(1ight industry).

One of the biggest tasks facing the Port Anthdrity has been to
interest industrialistgs in this vast and expensive (in site preparation
terms) manufacturing location. The strategy for doing this began
with the provision of basic power and cémmunications facilities;
then attract primary industries as a base for the establishment of
secondary activities. The whole process has now entered this last
phase but not without experiencing difficulties. An interesting
feature of the promotional exercise is the fact that investment
incentives are not directly on offer to firms wishing to go to
Fos. The reason for this is that the Government consider that they
have put the money into infrastructure so that Fos is now
sufficiently attractive as to need no extra incentives. Buf lying
behind this logic is the fact that Paris does not want Fos to enjoy
overnight success; Jjobs in other depressed areas are still too
valuable to allow the South to take them all.

Like the Clyde,the future of Fos was considersd to be very

dependent upon the presence of a steelworks at this coasial site
P b *
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to join the existing refineries and the polyethylene piant of I.C.T.

in forming a mors inersifiei vrimary industrisl buse., Steelmaking

in the South represented an entirely new activity and bringing it to

Fos has not heen easy. This French industry had become increasingly
dependent on overseas sources of iron ore and coking coal and the

first shift away from the traditional centres of Lorraine in response

to this had occurred in 1963 when Usinor went to Dunkirk. At about

the same time,De ¥Yendel-Sidelor,France's biggest steel producer,

began investigating the other large Fronch ports for similar rcascns.
Attention finally focussed on itwo sites,le Havre and Fos. Both possessed
sufficient area of land and were capable of accomodating ore carriers

of 200,000 tons plus. But Le Havre had one advantage over its rival; it
was closer to established northern markests. On the other hand,
construction of a new works on flat coastal land at Fos would be

cheaper and provide easy access to expanding mcrkets of the Meditorranean,

though not as lucrative as those in the north.

With a program of rationalisation resulting in the disappearance
of 12,000 jobs in Lorraine,De Wendel was not capable of generating
a sufficient cash flow to finance its third share in the £600m Fos
project,leaving the Government,who were extremely anxious that their
idea of a steelworks at Fos should not founder,with somsthing of a
dilemma. Had the decision been purely a commercial one,le Havre would
undoubtedly have heen first choice. But Fos was chosen becsuse withocut
a steel plant it was felt that the whole development would lack the
pulling power necessary for the economic regeneration of the region.
A decision by the Government to invest £150m in the steelworks project
‘has been partly vindicated by the fact that Ugaine Kuhlmann,special
steels,would not have chosen Fos had De Wendel not come. Having got
what it wantedya 3,500 acre steel plant with a :production capacity
of 7.5m tons by 1980, the Government is still trying to shed some of
the resultant financial load. Whether that will be possible depends
on the perception of the profitability of Fos in gereral and the -
steelworks in particular. Even s0,£125m of private capital has

already been invested in the site.

Sahara gas is playiang an important part in the creation of a
primary industrial base for Fos. 'Gaz de France' has established a
plant to feed calorifically adjusted natural gas into the naticonal
network while 'Air Liquide' are using liguified natural gas as a

- refrigerant to produce oxygen and nitrogen by air distillation.
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France has a regional policy that ensures firm control from
the centre with the emphasis laid on developing infrastructurec on

a large scale. This is tied to the Prench logic that to live

T,

and expand economically,the counitry has nscd of modern infrastructure.
The ecale of development necessary is considered to have wider
parameters than those of normal financial criteria so that 'return
on capital' is viewed in a much wider context than in Britain.
Thus,if the French Government,using the wealth of the nation
collected as taxes,pays for the necessary infrastructre,be it
roads,ports,airports or even supersonic aircraft,then the people
receive a return on capital in the form of economic growth,better
facilities overall ard,it is hoped,ultimately a more efficient
utilisation of resources. It is this attitude,so neatly expressed
in its approach tc the major ports,which,more than any other factor,
influences decisione taken in France - and who is to say that,in the

end, this is not the correct policy to follow?



APPENDIX 2: PORT PLAINITNG POLICY IN TAR BUIOPEAN ECONQMIC CCMIUNITY.

In view of the entry of Britain into the EZC on January 1,1973
it would be appropriate to include a brief note on the current
situation regarding the formulation of a unified ports policy for

the Community.

The only mention of sea transport in the Treaty of Rome which
established the EEC occurs in Article 82,paragraph 2j

"The Council (of linisters) may unanimously decide whether,to
what extent and by what procedure,appropriate provisions shzll be
made in respect to sea and air transport".

The phrase 'sea transport! includes the merchant fleets of the
original Six,which are bound by agreements wider in scope than the -
EBECyand any special rules imposed on them might hinder thedr world
competitive poesition. A memorandum of the Brussels Commission on
the general lines of the common transport policy recognised this
fact and stated that it would not be in the Community's interests
to question the competitive position of sea and air transport
outside the sphere of the Treaty of Rome. In constrast,since seaports
are manifestly upon the territory of the llember Countries,it has
been suggested that their component installations fall under the
rules of the Rome Treaty. One document presented to the European
Parliament by the Commission for Transport (usually known as the
Kapteyn Report of 1962) did consider the possibilty of a Furopean
Port Policy. One of its principles was that there should be complete
equality for the seaports of all member states; non ought to be
favoured and all ought to have equal opportunities. Two special

circumstances were suggested. The first concerned those ports whers

the hinterland has been restricted by the Iron Curtain,e.g. Hamburg
and Trieéte; secondly, there are those ports which have been
handicapped by the loss of colonial trade,e.g. Amsterdam,Antwerp

and Marseilles. The report recognised the need for a concentration
of port investments where the berthing of large vessels was involved,
while being aware of the possibility of creating monopolistic
positionss -

"If the weight of expenditure necessitates a concentration of
expenditure on a particular port for the berthing of 100,000 ton
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vessels,it would suffice that this concentration be made in the
contexs of o national plan'.

As well as wanting port dues placed on a common footing, though
small is the role they play in inter-port competition,the paper
suggested that proper port competition would be enhanced if 211

ports were to be linked 1o the major inland waterways.

Others have seen little point in drawing up a particular set
of rules for ports simply because one is faced with a group of
installations and services localised by the geographical site.
Harmonisation of inland transport,it has been argued,will allew
ports to exercise their proper function in a hinterland dependent
upon their geographical position and their naturally compsting
capacities. Development of certain port traffics should be allowed
when this can be justified by economic or social nescessity. Two
functions of the Commission would be to authorise the application of
tariffs to help the trading position of ports and to oversee the
planning of major transport routes to improve the relationshiyp of

certain ports with their hinterland.



~120--

APPENDIX 33 JIV2
PEGJ

LGN
A A~ eapem

T CRITERIA ATD TiRn FIWANCING OF PORT DTVHLOPMENT

In the U.X.,Covernment policy towards the financing of port
developments is still based mainly on the Rochdale Report,which stressed
that ports must be regarded as commercial enterprises and should not
operate as a 'public service! with general access to subsidies. Currently,
however,they can benefit from port modernisation grants of 20% on
approved capital expenditure on buildings and civil engineering works
(subject to certain conditions),payable under sectioni2 of the Harbours
Act 1964,as extended by section 40 of the Docks and Earbours Act 1966.
Even so,ports are still excluded from the provisions of the Local
Employment Acts and from Government Regional Infrastiwmucture programs.
Rochdale added that "if a scheme of mcdernisation or development of
a port can be shown to be economically sound then the port authority
should be able to meet the expense of that scheme". While imposing a
useful element of financial self dicipline,where the creation or
expansion of port facilities could result in associated industrial
doevelopment it is unfortunate that a decision does not take account of
the benefits likely to accrue at the local,regional and national levels.
The narrow criteria whereby port developments have been Jjudged are
are a definite obstacle if a broader maritime-industrial strategy is

being attempted.

Presently,British ports face three problems:
i. past financial management and government policies have left
ports in a weak financia 1 position - over-capitalised and

with heavy interest charges.

ii. the subsidies received by continental ports weakens their

competitivity.

iii. the need for any port to raise sufficient revenue to cover its

costs leads to too narrow a view being taken of port developments.

Although the 1964 Act gave the Minister of Transport reserve powers
for taking the initiative in the execution of port projects,these,so
. far,have never been used. The greater part of port planning is done by
the individual port authoritiesywho conceive the investment project,
consider alternatives and prepare the proposal for consideration by
the NPC and the Minister.
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In so far as port development projescts are competing with investment
projects in other sectors of the cconomy for ithe limited resources
available for the national capital expenditure,consideration of their
desirability has to be carried out in a way which takes account of this
facts That is,the decision to spend ought to be based firmly on economic
rationality,rather than bsing made simply on intuition. Consideration
of whether a project is itself worthwhile basically means assessing the
likely total cost outgoings of the project,the total benefits arising
out of same and deciding whether the rate of return is sufficient. The
analysis involves a discounted cash flow (def) caleculation being made
on the expected outlay,taking eccount of the timing of the costs involved

and the benefits which arise.

In its Interim Plan the NPC gave little support to the use of dcf
rate of return as an investment criterion suitable for adjudicating the
worth of port projects,but nevertheless made & point of calculating
and presenting such rates in the case of Portbury. Expressed views on
the choice of discount rate have evolved over time. It was only afier
the Nationalised Industries White Paper of November 196714 had announced
8% as the minimum test discount rate that the same figure was adopted by
the NPC. The rate used represents the minimum return to be expected on
a marginal low risk project undertalzen for commercial reasons in the
public sector. The NPC made it clear that~-the rate should be applied
before taking account of any taxes or invesiment grants,while the
White Paper indicated that expectations of continued inflation should
be ignored in estimating future revenues. In August 1969 the Treasury
announced that the public sector test discount rate was being raised
“to 10%.

In its dcf calculations for Portbury the NPC appeared to consider
only those incremental cash flows which the port might experience in
its own accounts even though wider influences were recognised in its
advice to the Ministry on the project. This point introduces one of
the more important aspects of the application of the def concept to
port developments. It arises from the fact that the financial return
to a port considered in isolation is seldom a satisfactory guide to
the justification of investment for the financial motives and the
national economic well-being might easily be in conflict. Of the
incremental cash flows,the incremental revenue likely to be generated

by the project is the most difficult to measure. In the case of



Portbury the Ministry implied that it would accept ag an incremental
revenue estimate a list of potential users and what they would be

prevared tc vay for the use ¢of the new facilities.

Although traffic forecasting is an essential slement of any
port plenning exercise,the view is held by some that providing it
can be shown that a certain amount of traffic will flow,there is
little point in investigating the rate of return. What is important
here,however,is the need to take cognisance of external effects when
making an appraisal of a port investment program,instead of simply
examining the consequences for the port taken in isolation. An
individual port is not well placed to assess these effects and with
the control of ports in the hands of a large number of different
authoritiesyneither is there much scope for establishing the nature
of these interactions,even between the ports themselves..Thus the
Ministry and the WPC are left with a particularly important pari to
play in determining likely relationships between port development
proposals and the rest of the economy. However,the difficulties
inherent in such accounting exercises have ensured that little

progress has been made to date on this scors.

Portbury provides an excellent illusitration of what has besen
attempted in this respect and shows that for a general purpose facility
traffic forecasting by an individual port authority is made particularly

difficult by the interdependence between ports.

In backing the scheme the NPC saw it syphoning off some of the
existing traffic and/or growth of London and Liverpoel,and thought
this desirablej it also argued that development at Portbury was to
" some extent an alternative to development at Southampton and in South
Wales. In the case of the West Dock scheme,the BTDB's case against
the Bristol Corporation Bill rested almost entirely on its argument
that traffic through its South ¥Wales ports would be rsduced if the
Bristol scheme went ahead. The fact that the BTDB made no effort
to show that the economic costs outweighed the benefits is hardly
surprising since the necessary calculations are difficult to
establish. For these two schemes at least,attenticn was paid,albeit
in an informal way,to the -connections between the ports,but there
is no evidence that these considerations entered into the calculation

of dcf rates of relurn. The NPC calculations in the Portbury Paper
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appear to have been based exclusively on the incromental cash flowus

to be expsrisnced by the Port of Bristol alone.

The Nationalised Industries ¥nite Paper also mades it clear that
social cests and benefits should be recognised in reaching invesztment
decisions. The creation or closure of a dock may affect the cost of
providing other facilities; changes in port traffic may,for example,

ffect the degree of congestion on existing roads. ¥hile a port
authority may have a fair knowledge of local effects of this kind,it
is not necessarily well placed to undertake any evaluation of them.
It is probable that such effects,if they have been recognised at all,
have been recorded only in qualitative termsj this is true of the
wider issue of motorway access to the ports..But in the even broader
sphere of regionzl planning it is scarcely surprising that exceedingly
little has been done in the way of explicit calculation. Given the
present state of the art,the vary idea of a discounted cash flow rate
of return calculation for an investment proposal begins to dissolve
in the complexity of concept and especially of measurement of the
entire range of regional effects! To thess some general consideration
has been givent the Ministry saw no pressing need for Portbury and
similarly resisted pressure from the South West Economic Planning
Council in the case of West Dock,Bristol; it felt confident that
the Feasibility Studies of Humberside,Severnside and Tayside would
provide an adequate basis for regional planning decisions involving
ports. Yot when these.studies were completed the port component was
conspicuous by its absence! So far there is little or no evidence to
support the proposition that port investment and regional planning
"policies have been at all well integrated. If the NPC decides to
continue the campaign for MIDA's then the associated problems will

arise in a particularly acute fornm.

In this discussion of the difficulties of investment appraisal
it is worthwhile examining the decisions made by the Ministry of
Transport on some of the invesitment schemes mentioned in section 1.3.
It is,however,only as a by-product of the relatively public examination
of the two Bristol schemes that information on the other decisions
came to light. Thus,in the House of Commons debate on the West Dock

project,the Minister was pressed to give examples of port investment
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schemes whose rate of raturn did cowe up to 1he 8% mark. These were

included in the list of figures given belowi-

Schenme. Bef rate of return, Estimated capital

% on gross cost™. cost, &m.
Tilburys stages 2 and 3. 10.5 to 13 19.8 .
Seaforth (Liverpool). 9.6 33.1
Yeat Dock (Bristol). 1.0 to 3.0 15.0
Greenock container berthe. 16.0 to 22.0 2.4
Tilbury grain terminal. 10.3 5.0
Bristol: one berth reconstruted. 13.0 less than 1.0
Newport: reconstruction of 11.8 to 12.4 2.1
two berthse
Swanseas Ro-Ro berth. 11.0 0.6

*Gross cost appears to mean total cost before taking into account
port modernisation grants.

Sources: Rates of return: Hansard,July 8,1968,col. 148.6
Capital costs: NPC Port Progress Report 1969 .

Presumably these figures show that for the schemes listed
calculations were made by the port authority concerned and/or the NPC
with the stated results,but this does not mean that the calculations
are necessarily well founded. They probably purport to measure the
financial return to the individual port authority before allowing for
port modernisation grants and supposing no further inflation. The
rates quoted for Bristol's West Dock are the lowest of 4 sets of
. figures presented by the NPC and the two figures relate to a 25
and 50 year horizon assuming nil residual value in either case.

With réspect to this development the Minister argued that it might

be more sensible for the traffic of the South West to be handled

in other ports,thereby contradicting its Portbury evidence on .the
local nature of port hinterlands. There is,however,one important
difference between the two situations. At the time of Portbury the
Minister was arguing in favour of the traffic going to the new:berths
at Tilbury (already partly in use) and Seaforth (by then under
construction). This interdependence may help explain (in political
terms) the delay in giving a decision on Portbury since the PBA

had made its application to build new facilities well before London

and Liverpool had reached their own decisionsj; by the time the
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Portbury decision was given,the Hinister could point to the permission

¥

already given to construct container herthe ot Tilbury.

Amongst those schemes diegecribed carlier, the construction of new
locks at leith and Granganmouth are of particular interest for,
together with Bristol,they are the only proposals for impounded
dock systems to have come forward for a number of ysars; neither
appear in the above list as the Minister made no mention of them.

Given that the financial health of many ports has bheen weak for
some time,leith and Crangemouth sesm particularly poorly placed to
support the interest and depreciaticn burden of a new lock. Yith an
8% test discount rate,the equivalent annmual charge (including only a
modest depreciation figure since the asset is long 1ived) is of the
order of 10% of the capital outlay. On this criterion,Leith is
required to earn about £0.5m in incremental operating surplus,while
the total figure in 1968 was only £0.15m. If the cost of the Crangemouth
scheme is taken as £8m,the corresponding values are £0.8 and £0.5m,
The fact that larger ships will be able to enter these ports implies
that some incremental operating surplus may be anticipated,but even
allowing for an increase in the general level of port charges,it is
doubtiul if this will raise revenue to the required level. Set against
this is the rossibilty that the ports would have to olose entirely if
these locks were not built,and on narrow financial grounds this seoms

the preferable solution. If so,the Ministry's decision to sanction

these schemes can only be rationalised on regional planning grounds.
But even if there is a sound case for a new lock on the Forth to
prolong the life of one of its ports,it is not so obvious that there

“is a case for two such locks in the same areal

Paragraph 109 of the 1966 White Paper on Transpoft Policy stated
that "the investment control procedure under tre Harbours Act 1964
will secure that the projects approved yield the highest possible
benefits to the community". The foregoing discussion has demonstrated
that the realities are so complex and the unsolved problems so
considerable that this view is not justified. Neither can it be so
if the dcf on the internal finances of a port continue to be considered .
of overriding importance. The conceptv of port profitability is never
seriously considered in ccntinentasl developments of this type whers

the correct economic appraisal is seen to be a national one. There



the noticn that well plenned poris bring enormous benefit 1o a naticn'ts
econony has resulied in the practice of the French Governnent to pay
80% and that of the Belgian Covernment of paying 100% of port
infrastructurs costs - in contrast to the British Governmentls
contribution of a mere 20%,and that limited to certain kinds of

port investment.

The Ministry's position has been that of being very anxious to
impose some financial discipline on investment decision making in ports
and has, therefore,apparently been willing to ignore shortcomings in
the procedure. For example,it Las been willing to start from the
position that if benefits have not been identified and quantified they
must be supposed not to exist. Vhether or nct we can expect improvements
in the quality of port investment evaluations remains an open question.
At one time nationalisation was ssen as paving the way,with an
opportunity to introduce a uniform pricing policy,but this was swept
aside with the change of Government in 1970. Meanwhile the ports
remain something of an anomoly in the whole of the U.K. transport‘
system. That the activities they perform are of supreme importance
to the economic well=being of this country goes without saying,yet it
is just this context which makes their autonomy and competitivity

somwhat difficult to reconcile.

. '
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