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A B S T R A C T

This paper argues that port trucking regulation is an increasingly important arena of supply chain governance in
maritime ports. While all ports fulfill similar functions for the different categories of cargo, the ways in which
ports are inserted into supply chains, as well as the ways in which supply chain segments are integrated through
technology, management and regulation do differ from one port complex to another. To illustrate our propo-
sition, we discuss and contrast recent developments in the Southern California and Vancouver ports with respect
to the regulation, integration and governance of port container trucking. The successful accumulation of value
within port-related supply chains is increasingly vulnerable to disruption and inefficiency in port trucking. On
the west coast of North America, this is due to both labor related issues as well as issues of asset management. In
response, governments, port authorities and operators have taken on a more active role in ensuring that the
supply chain has adequate equipment and land to deal with significant congestion-related bottlenecks. These
actions represent expanded areas of responsibility beyond traditional notions of port governance.

1. Introduction

This paper argues that port trucking regulation is an increasingly
important arena of supply chain governance in maritime ports. In his
classic application of Cox's (1997) supply chain power perspective to
ports, Robinson (2002: 241) argued that ports should be viewed “as
elements in value-driven chain systems, not simply as places with
complex functions.” The success of a port could no longer be evaluated
through factors such as crane or gate efficiency alone, but also through
the integration of diverse components. Subsequent scholarship nuanced
this view by appreciating that while the functional components of ports
are similar for different categories of cargo - and most especially for the
standardized ocean shipping container and related handling equipment
and systems - the ways in which ports are inserted into supply chains, as
well as the ways in which supply chain segments are integrated through
technology, management and regulation do differ from one port com-
plex to another (Coe, Hess, Wai-Chung, Dicken, & Henderson, 2004; De
Langen, 2003; Jacobs & Hall, 2007). For this reason, researchers
seeking to understand spatial differences in port evolution and perfor-
mance are paying renewed attention to institutional dynamics to un-
derstand how the supply chains that traverse ports are governed and
regulated (Ng, Hall, & Pallis, 2013).

Drayage or short-haul trucking is a critical supply chain asset in
container port complexes; yet it has proven challenging to integrate
trucking into supply chains due to its market and organizational

structure (Giuliano & O'Brien, 2007). Port trucking regulation has long
been a point of operational and public policy concern in North Amer-
ican ports, with outcomes linked to the more general consequences of
deregulation in the transportation industry (Bonacich & Wilson, 2008;
Talley, 2004). But, there is also increasing concern about port-hinter-
land connections by truck in other parts of the world (De Borger & De
Bruyne, 2011; Ubogu, Ariyo, & Mamman, 2011; Wang, 2014). The
challenges of port trucking regulation are not identical in every loca-
tion, and their (attempted) resolutions even less so; however, a theo-
retically informed analysis of the port trucking regulation dilemma, and
the institutionally-conditioned responses to it, may have general use.

Hence, what we seek to do in this paper is reconceptualise the port
trucking regulation dilemma as a public policy problem. Ports as public
authorities are trying to achieve a complex balancing act when ad-
dressing trucking challenges, elements of which might include cargo
growth, efficient use of terminal investments, a reduction in truck trips
and mitigation of negative community and environmental impacts – it is
this complex, jurisdiction-crossing, balancing act that is the port trucking
regulation dilemma.

We emphasize that port authorities might wish to balance these
trucking concerns because it is not always correct to assume that port
authorities have a clearly defined and unambiguous objective function
to be optimized. Instead, the port trucking regulation dilemma for port
authorities needs to be understood in the context of the multiple ob-
jectives and pressures which confront port authorities as public
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regulatory bodies. We contend that in responding to these demands
related to port trucking, port authority actions are influenced by three
related dynamics:

• The insertion of ports into supply chains which are mediated by
information communication technologies and which are increas-
ingly shaped by a small number of oligopolistic actors in key op-
erational segments, though not in port trucking;

• The geographic rescaling and regionalization of the port function
related to economies of scale (especially in container shipping), and
involving both the intensification of marine terminal activities, and
a more extensive and fragmented dispersal of port activities across
metropolitan space; and

• The organizational responses of port authorities, both as landlords
with primary resource dependence on terminal operators, and with
limited formal regulatory authority beyond the ‘port area’, but also
with a requirement for public legitimacy and perceived responsi-
bility for activities beyond the waterfront.

After discussing these theoretical outlines, we then trace recent
developments in the Los Angeles-Long Beach and Vancouver port
complexes with respect to the regulation, integration and governance of
port trucking. The successful appropriation and accumulation of value
within port-related supply chains on the west coast of North America is
increasingly vulnerable to disruption and inefficiency in the port
trucking leg. This is due to both labor related issues as well as issues of
truck and chassis availability, scheduling and management. In response,
Canadian governments have crafted regulations that reinforce the re-
quirements for container trucking companies to obtain provincial li-
censes in order to operate at the Port of Vancouver, while regulating
rates and restricting the number of trucks permitted to operate. In
Southern California, the Ports have established environmental stan-
dards for trucks entering terminal gates and taken on the responsibility
of helping to ensure that equipment and land are available for a supply
chain dealing with significant congestion-related bottlenecks. The latter
largely takes the form of “port as convener” but in each case the actions
represent expanded areas of responsibility beyond traditional notions of
port governance.

Our broadly comparative, case study approach is appropriate be-
cause of the uncertain boundaries and emergent nature of the topic we
are studying (Yin, 2014). We are not yet ready to claim that these ports
on the west coast of North America provide ‘critical’ case studies of the
phenomenon of port trucking regulation, in the sense intended by
Flyvbjerg (2006); namely, that these cases may potentially disprove
some formal hypothesis. For instance, if one believed that port autho-
rities will only become involved in port trucking regulation if they are
substantively accountable to local polities in wealthy democratic so-
cieties, then these west coast ports may provide such “critical” cases.
Instead, we present Los Angeles-Long Beach and Vancouver as ‘ex-
emplary’ cases, that is, as “cases that highlight more general char-
acteristics of the societies in question” (Flyvberg, 2006: 14).

A scan of recent research on trucking in other port complexes sug-
gests that we are observing something that is generally experienced in
ports around the world. In their survey of truck-drivers serving Lagos
and Port Harcourt, the two Nigerian ports which account for 75% of the
nation's cargo, Ubogu et al. (2011) identified a series of operating
constraints affecting long haul trucking. These are related to driver
behavior, accidents, disruptions in the supply chain, outright robbery
and also repeated quasi-legal checkpoints, and other operational costs.
A key point about these findings is that the relatively high total costs of
delivery are not driven by factors in the port foreland (such as small
volume shipments) or terminals (on-dock inefficiencies), but rather in a
series of trucking-related costs in the port hinterland. Road transport
accounts for 70% of cargo movement, and hence the authors call for rail
investment to reduce overall costs and prompt port shippers to focus on
trucking for short-haul moves.

Wang (2014) and Yu (2008) have respectively written about the
high dependence on truck deliveries in Chinese ports. In part this is
related to the spatial structure of the economies of coastal Chinese re-
gions with manufacturing plants clustered close to ports, but it is also
related to relatively poor performance of the railway system. For ex-
ample, Yang (2016) reports that in Dalian, the Chinese port best served
by rail infrastructure, only 9000 of 349,000 containers handled by rail
are international – which implies that just about every import-export
container is drayed within the city-region. Nor (2011) has written about
the way in which restrictions on inter-city truck movements condi-
tioned the transformation of Hong Kong's marine economy in relation
to surrounding port areas. Trucking in Chinese ports was deregulated as
part of a wider privatization process, especially after 2000. While
market entry has been encouraged, independent operators and small
firms with fewer than 10 trucks are still required to associate with
larger operators, with the goal of more integrated decision-making.

At the very least, these examples suggest that port trucking reg-
ulation needs to be placed firmly on the ports research agenda.

2. Three forces shaping the port trucking regulation dilemma

In this section, we review relevant literature to develop three sty-
lized facts about the forces which are both creating port trucking reg-
ulation dilemmas, as well as conditioning the responses of key actors.

2.1. Supply chain integration and change

The first key idea is that as supply chains become more integrated
and more efficient in some segments, they place demands on other
segments, especially in port complexes, to support movement in new
ways. Ports seek to insert themselves into supply chains which are
mediated by information communication technologies, and which are
increasingly shaped by a small number of oligopolistic actors in key
operational segments, though not in port trucking. More vertically in-
tegrated supply chains and greater opportunities for supply chain vis-
ibility through ICT have heightened expectations around time-related
performance metrics. This affects all modes, but especially trucking
which offers ubiquitous and customizable delivery options not provided
by other modes. And what happens on the terminal in terms of pro-
ductivity and space utilization, affects what happens off the terminal in
terms of queuing and congestion, and vice versa (see Le-Griffin &
O'Brien, 2013).

The container shipping industry continues to face generalized cost
pressures that can be traced to factors such as over-supply of ships and
increasing market power of dominant shippers. At the same time, be-
cause of the increasingly complex supply chain dynamics, the costs of
disruption may also be increasing. Paradoxically thus, port trucking
may be viewed both as a site for cost containment, and as a critical asset
in both causing and solving disruptions of various types.

The idea of a ‘critical asset’, first developed in supply chain studies
(Cox, 1997), has gained currency amongst port scholars (Robinson,
2002). Control of a critical asset determines which actors are able to
extract value from the supply chain. Hence control of critical port assets
strongly influences the desirability of a port to shippers and carriers
alike. Port trucking is typically not regarded as a critical asset in the
sense that it is not in short supply, with low barriers to entry and low
levels of capitalization. However, when ports are viewed as deeply
connected to integrated systems of highway capacity, control points
(e.g. terminal gates), supporting equipment (e.g. chassis) and drivers
(e.g. which may be organized in various ways), it is not the case that the
port trucking function will always be available on demand. Further-
more, realistic alternatives to port trucking – such as on-dock rail and
systems of inland terminals – are often not easily or flexibly provided.

Recent theoretical literature and practical experience suggest that
industrial organization and technological changes are underscoring the
supply chain importance of the trucking function, and attendant
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regulatory dilemmas. On road capacity, for example, De Borger and De
Bruyne (2011) conclude that vertical integration between terminals and
port trucking will lead to more congestion on the roads around ports.
This is a highly perverse outcome of the supposedly beneficial processes
to deliver increased on-dock operational efficiency. Likewise, invest-
ment in port highway access infrastructure may not lead to relief of
congestion on these access routes if realistic assumptions about use of
these highways are included – or in other words, in many places it is
reasonable to assume that commuters will fill up the highways (Wan,
Zhang, & Yuen, 2013). For example, improved highway access alone at
Long Beach-Los Angeles port cannot address congestion on Highways
110 and 710 and improved highway access alone at Vancouver port
terminals cannot address congestion on Highways 17 and 1; these are
the highways which lead to the continental railyards and main trans-
load warehouse districts in each region. The broader point here is that
port authorities, even if they had the resources, could not build high-
ways as a way of solving the port trucking dilemma. Likewise, increased
turn time efficiency in isolation may have the same result, namely more
near-dock congestion; this is another dimension of the trucking di-
lemma confronting public port authorities.

Changes in technology are allowing increasing inter-changeability
of drivers and equipment, which results in solutions such as load
matching technology and uber-freight. However, the experience to date
in Southern California with these systems is not yet conclusive and may
be best suited to the very largest shippers. It also remains to be seen
how far port authority responses in the form of supply chain initiatives,
such as the supply chain optimization group in Los Angeles, will go in
resolving the dilemmas. The optimization group provides an industry-
wide forum, once again convened by the ports, that seeks to address
supply chain challenges like widely variable trucker turn times and
chassis availability from a supply chain or systems perspective.

2.2. Geographic rescaling

The second key idea is that increased throughput and supply chain
pressures are playing out in more extensive geographic space. As ships
and terminals have gotten bigger, the supportive functions related to
(de)stuffing and transloading containers have become more dispersed,
and hence requiring more movement, but also challenging existing
jurisdictional boundaries. The geographic rescaling of the port related
to economies of scale (especially in container shipping), and involving
both intensification of marine terminal activities (Olivier & Slack,
2006) results in a more extensive and fragmented dispersal of port
activities across metropolitan space, and the rise of inland terminals.
The process is neatly summarised by the term “port regionalization”
(Notteboom & Rodrigue, 2005).

Higher peak volumes are also due to the consolidation of shipping
alliances and increasing ship size in the container trades. This implies
greater need for buffering mechanisms to deal with cargo surges. Larger
and more intensely capitalized terminals are certainly part of the so-
lution to these challenges, but higher peaks necessarily have implica-
tions away from the water's edge due to the needs for staging, equip-
ment storage and repositioning; port trucking is central to these
functions. The capacity to deal with these buffering requirements
within existing port jurisdictions is increasingly unavailable in the
world's largest container port complexes that are overwhelmingly lo-
cated in major metropolitan districts (Hall & Jacobs, 2012). Intense
land use pressures at marine terminals imply greater use of off-dock
terminals (of various orders and types), often repositioned via trucking.

Regulators are facing increasing political pressure to respond to
externalities that result from these volume and repositioning demands.
Although these concerns are often highly localized (e.g. impacts of
trucking on neighbourhoods) or regionalized (e.g. concerns about re-
gional air quality or highway congestion), they are embedded in higher-
order regulatory concerns that range from major public infrastructure
investment to global climate change concerns. For these reasons, port

authorities may find themselves subject to regulatory intrusions (higher
order governments intervening in port regulation) and/or demands for
regulatory ‘extrusion’ (port authorities being drawn into regulatory
activities away from the waterfront). The stylized fact we extract is that
port authorities increasingly experience a mismatch between their
traditional jurisdictional boundaries and the scale of their activity im-
pacts and demands for regulatory control. Port trucking, the function
which connects and integrates such metropolitan scale activity systems
is thus increasingly important to overall port system efficiency.

2.3. Organizational jurisdictions and responses

The third key idea concerns how port authorities might respond to
these supply chain and geographic challenges. Almost all port autho-
rities today act as landlords with primary resource dependence on
terminal operators. They have limited formal regulatory authority be-
yond the ‘port area’, but at least in the developed world, have a re-
quirement for public legitimacy and perceived responsibility for activ-
ities beyond the waterfront.

It is useful to understand port authorities as organizations in the
sense meant by organizational theorists (see Scott, 1998). Two related
streams from this literature are relevant here – the first concerns the
dependency of organizations on resources, exemplified in Pfeffer and
Salancik's (1978) approach which views organizations as dependent on,
and coming to reflect, resources in the environment. Their fundamental
proposition is that organizational goals and means are shaped by the
need to attract resources, material and moral, from the environment.
The second idea concerns how organizations respond to conditions of
uncertainty. A key set of insights here come from the work of JD
Thompson (1967). Faced with uncertainty, organizations will attempt
to seal off (protect) their core functions, and manage uncertainty
through boundary-spanning and buffering activities. Effective organi-
zations protect their core technologies (thus allowing them to be gov-
erned by rational bureaucratic and operational procedures), provided
that the core functions are legitimate. Following this line of reasoning,
it is clear that terminal operations form part of the core technology for
port, and their success is a core concern of the port authority.

For those functions that are not brought into the core mission of the
organization, organizations engage in boundary-spanning activities
(Aldrich & Herker, 1977) designed to link the organization with its
external environment. These activities are as much about protecting the
core as they are about gaining information and other resources from the
outside world. This was very much the argument that Boschken (1988)
used to account for the differential performance of ports on the US west
coast when they confronted the ecological movement and other ex-
ternal sources of uncertainty of the 1970s. He showed that the more
successful port authorities invested in such boundary-spanning activity.
Today, environmental regulation has settled some aspects of the un-
certainty around ecology, and port authorities typically have large in-
house environmental departments. But they are still struggling with the
next frontier of ecology – global warming.

The question that these perspectives raise for port authorities is:
what functions do port authorities regard as core and hence are willing
to protect, and what do they regarding as external and hence to be dealt
with through boundary-spanning activities? What we show below is
that the Vancouver port authority is still regarding port trucking as
external to its core mission, while LA/LB ports are increasingly inter-
nalizing port trucking as an element of their core business model.
Resource dependency and the protection of core technologies from
uncertainty are theoretical insights which help us to understand why
the regulatory responses of the port authorities to the trucking reg-
ulatory dilemma are strongly oriented towards meeting the needs of
terminal operators. The stylized fact we extract here is that port au-
thorities are first and foremost dependent on their tenants, especially
container terminal tenants.

This is a consequence of the evolution of port governance models
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and the widespread adoption of the landlord port model. This leads port
authorities to favour actions which increase the efficient utilization of
the land base of the port, since this is what allows the port to generate
greater terminal lease revenues. Port authorities can have relatively
little impact on crane and yard efficiencies, since these are more a
product of terminal operator systems and investments. However, they
have some impact on overall throughput efficiency. The traditional
mechanism here was demurrage charges, still used or waived as cir-
cumstances dictate.

With respect to trucking, the key handles on efficiency which port
authorities have concern the before-gate determinants of turn-around
times. However, here the goals of protecting the core technologies held
by the terminal operators are in tension with other interests – while
truckers tend to appreciate faster turn-around times, communities
around ports are as concerned with impacts outside the gates. Policies
and technologies that focus on turn times at the gate may not be the
same as those that focus on impacts outside the gate, nor do they ne-
cessarily address system-wide impacts, including greenhouse gas
emissions.

3. Trucking in two west coast ports

How do governance arrangements mediate the ways port authorities
intervene in port trucking? In the foregoing, we have argued that port
authorities, acting on behalf of terminal operators as the holders of the
core port technology, are being drawn into trucking related matters.
This entails a jurisdictional rescaling, which we argue is institutionally
mediated. The institutions which shape the jurisdictional dimensions of
the port-region are especially important in this regard. This becomes
clear through a consideration of the differing institutional contexts in
Vancouver, Canada, and Los Angeles/Long Beach, California.

In Canada, the constitution states that matters related to interna-
tional trade and inter-provincial infrastructure are in the federal jur-
isdiction (Hall & Clark, 2011). Hence, the Port of Vancouver is actually
an agent of the federal government tasked with managing federal port
lands in the interests of trade promotion. Hence as port trucking reg-
ulation has emerged as the critical supply chain issue in the port, in-
tervention has followed a supply chain logic where the regulatory
power of the federal government is felt on the docks and at the terminal
gate. While supply chain concerns do have the port authority looking
beyond this traditional port jurisdiction, this draws the federal agent
into difficult negotiations with the provincial government which is re-
sponsible for highways and trucking regulation. And there is little
evidence that the port is acting directly on local public concerns (e.g.
congestion, emissions), rather it is motivated by trade disruptions (i.e.
port trucker strikes).

In contrast with Canada, the United States has a decentralized
system of port governance, with local or state government control of
ports, with the higher governments providing a legal framework of
regulation (Kagan, 1990). In the Los Angeles/Long Beach cases, port
authorities are departments of their city governments. They are ex-
pected to act in the interests of the locality, but are constrained in their
intervention in port trucking regulation by federal requirements on
interstate commerce, and state-level regulations around air quality and
the regulation of port tidelands (in the case of California through the
State Lands Commission). Legal precedent, and litigation, is a crucial
mechanism for establishing the range of possible resolutions to supply
chain dilemmas. For example, it is not impossible that high-profile legal
challenges arising from the employment classification of Uber and Lyft
drivers could eventually determine whether port truckers are classified
as employee drivers or owner-operators (Roberts & Brew, 2015).

3.1. Vancouver

Vancouver area container terminals – all of which are leased from
the Port of Vancouver, the regionalized, federally-created port

authority - have experienced substantial throughput growth over the
past 25 years. There are only three major container terminals; two lo-
cated in the Burrard Inlet, and the newest (opened in 1997) and largest
located to the south at Deltaport. Although the rail share of imports
with continental destinations is substantial, a key feature of the con-
tainer growth has been increasing transloading of imported manu-
factured goods, and exported raw materials (i.e. lumber, grains, stuffed
in containers). The result is a significant growth in port trucking to
achieve movements between marine and rail terminals, transloading
facilities and storage yards.

Given the importance of port trucking to this success, it is no sur-
prise that port trucking strikes in 1999, 2005 and 2014 have been the
key drivers of port authority involvement in port trucking regulation.
Because of the Canadian constitution and division of powers, the fed-
eral port authority does not have direct control over trucking, although
it does have – and has used - the power to regulate which truck may
enter port land. Complication arises because the provincial government
actually registers and regulates trucking. Port truckers themselves have
some employment protections since they are recognised as employees,
not as independent contractors as in the United States. Regulations
enforced on the Vancouver port trucking industry are thus a result of
labour dispute settlements in response to the strikes. After each strike,
federally-mandated (and later, provincially-supported) mediation lead
to experiments in rate-setting, reservations and licensing systems for
the container trucking industry. The port authority has used the re-
sulting truck licensing system to impose stricter emissions requirements
on port-entering trucks, so improving their environmental performance
(Hall, O'Brien, & Woudsma, 2013).

However, there has been strong reluctance on the part of the port
authority to enforce the rate-setting regulations; indeed, in both the
2005 and 2014 disputes, truck-drivers cited the lack of enforcement of
prior agreements as one of their key complaints. Hence, in the settle-
ment of the most recent strike, the port authority gave up primary
regulatory enforcement to the Provincial government (in the form of an
independent trucking commissioner). The current regulatory system
includes financial penalties for delays at the terminal gates, payable to
truckers by the terminal, as well as further reinforcement of rate-set-
ting. It is too soon to tell whether this will have the desired effects, but
this is not our core point; rather it is underscore how port trucking
regulation has emerged as a critical supply chain issue in the port
complex. It is also not known precisely what the incidence (portion
paid) of the costs associated with gate delay penalties and higher rates
for container trucking are falling on terminal operators. While many
Canadian shippers are dependent on the Vancouver port, these tend to
be the users of on-dock rail with continental origins or destinations.

It should also be noted that since 2006 the Canadian federal gov-
ernment, in response to requests from local port industry advocates, has
devoted considerable resources to improved hinterland connectivity for
the Vancouver port through its Asia-Pacific Gateway and Corridor
Initiative. Port roadway access investments are also being prioritised by
the port authority through projects such as the South Shore Corridor
Project Trade Area designed to mitigate container terminal gate delays
and grade-level conflicts between road and rail. In a sense thus, the port
industry has been drawn into trucking matters indirectly through its
involvement in setting regional road- and highway-building priorities.
At the same time, trucking regulation by the port authority has been
quite limited, and only implemented when pushed through strikes and
their resolution. Hence, we conclude that the Vancouver port's trucking
regulation should be understood as protecting its technological core, as
represented by terminal operators.

3.2. Los Angeles/Long Beach

Rising trade volumes and their pressures have required the Ports of
Los Angeles and Long Beach to mitigate port operations and address
environmental concerns since the early 2000s. Their efforts often
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target, directly or indirectly, the trucking sector. In 2006, the ports
jointly adopted the Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP), in the process
creating a model for voluntary self-regulation that has become the
hallmark of what can be referred to as the Southern California model
(O'Brien & Giuliano, 2013). CAAP consolidated a number of different
programs at both ports but its most considerable and visible impact was
the Clean Trucks Program which phased in the ban of older, dirtier
vehicles and established a funding mechanism to subsidize their retrofit
or replacement. The third iteration of the Plan, adopted in the fall of
2017, mandates a transition to zero-emission trucks by 2035.

CAAP established a precedent for a truck concession based upon
environmental goals. As a result, the trucking sector has been a part of
their governance strategy since that time. More recently, the Ports have
turned to another vexing problem directly related to trucking man-
agement: chassis. The shipping lines, which historically owned the
chassis in the US, have divested themselves of the equipment in recent
years and left the terminal operators and ports with the challenge of
making equipment available to deal with the inflow of containers
creating port congestion. The Port of Long Beach actually announced its
intention to purchase chassis to make available to truckers for local
drays but instead helped to broker a pooled asset partnership called the
“pool of pools”. The pool of pools is a formal agreement between three
independent chassis providers that continue to compete with each other
in 12 out of the 13 container terminals in the ports and which facilitates
the interoperability of the chassis throughout and across the two ports.

The ‘pool of pool’ chassis, while owned and managed by outside the
gate companies, are part of the port and terminal governance structure
and key to port productivity and efficiency. The chassis are interoper-
able between terminals, stored at each terminal, and inspected for
roadability prior to truckers leaving the gate. And the ports' themselves
have a sustained interest in facilitating equipment availability across
terminals. One of the impacts of larger ocean vessels coming into ser-
vice and the resultant formation of ocean carrier alliances to share
capacity on the trans-oceanic voyage is tied to chassis management.
Containers that once arrived on different vessels calling at different
terminals in the same port complex now may arrive on a single vessel
and are discharged at one terminal but requiring repositioning to an-
other on the landside. This creates a demand for chassis at the inter-
terminal/intra-port level which demands a response from both term-
inals as well as the landlord port.

The Supply Chain Optimization (SCO) Group was established in part
in response to the chassis challenge and other broader industry-wide
challenges including larger alliance vessels discharging greater amounts
of cargo at peak periods. Its charge was to identify solutions to bot-
tlenecks both inside and outside the gate. Recognizing a void in in-
dustry leadership that was impacting port competitiveness, the Ports
once again expanded their traditional governance role in a way that
went beyond their established boundaries and into the broader supply
chain. The ports had previously worked together in a similar manner to
establish off-peak operations and night gates to minimize truck queuing
during peak periods and in helping to subsidize the purchase of cleaner
vehicles for the trucking community as part of the CAAP. However, the
SCO Group extends their involvement with trucking and other stake-
holders beyond the terminal complex into the region as a whole.

4. Discussion and conclusion

We have argued that the Vancouver and LA/LB port authorities are
currently taking somewhat different organizational paths of response to
the port trucking regulation dilemma, even though forces are pushing
both towards a ‘confused middle’. In Vancouver, the port authority has
been pushed by legal settlements to regulate dimensions of the trucking
function, but still regards port trucking as external to its core mission.
In LA/LB, the port authorities are increasingly internalizing port
trucking as an element of their core organizational model, or at least
they are trying to. This divergence should not be overstated; port

authority involvement in trucking regulation is a general trend with
local particularities that are surely related to the relative size, com-
plexity and institutional arrangement of each port complex. The scale
and complexity of the tasks is simply much greater in southern
California, while at the same time these port authorities are enterprise
departments of municipal government. The pressures to intervene are
thus greater. In contrast, the Vancouver port is smaller in terms of
container traffic, and more diversified in its cargo portfolio with sub-
stantial rail-delivered exports. It is also an agent of the federal gov-
ernment, hence less responsive to local political and regulatory con-
cerns.

Despite these differences, there are important similarities in the
proximate causes of the port trucking regulation dilemma in both jur-
isdictions. In particular, in both port complexes, container terminal
operators are identified as key actors in shaping the patterns of demand
for port trucking. On-terminal capital and throughput intensification is
being pursued in terminals in both ports; the effectiveness of these in-
vestments is highly dependent on interactions with off-dock facilities.

It is clear that port trucking regulation has emerged as a critical
supply chain asset in port complexes. It may be argued that the North
American west coast ports reviewed above are unique or extreme cases
– because they are embedded in post-industrial democracies, because of
the particularly intense urban development pressures and preference
for quality of life that surround them, and because of the environmental
ethos of their respective sub-national jurisdictions (the Province of BC
and State of California). Import-oriented gateway port functioning may
also present particular challenges for peak-demand and marine-to-do-
mestic transloading. However, in both these port complexes, and in
others around the world, there is no reason to think that the port
trucking issue will disappear soon. Ports, and especially container
terminals, remain vulnerable to trucking disruptions, and their efficient
operation depends on efficient trucking service. Effective trucking
regulation is now a critical asset in port complexes.
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