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INTRODUCTION

Gib Carter
Marine Agent, Oregon State University Extension Service,
Multnomah County Office, Portland

This summary of the Seventh Annual Conference, The
Future of Northwest Maritime Industries, is forwarded
for your information. Copies have been sent to each
registered participant and other interested agencies
and individuals.

The attendance at this conference was the lar-
gest yet and likely the optimum size for the scope
and nature of this conference. I am convinced that
the original objectives of this conference, improved
communications within the industry and achievement of
a better informed and productive maritime community,
are still valid. The periodic exploration of issues,
challenges, and opportunities on the Columbia River
by regulatory agencies, the academic community, and

the commercial maritime industry provides a worthwhile exercise for each
participant.

The temptation is great to look outside the Columbia River scene and study
the whole Pacific Northwest at some future conference. I believe our interests
are best served by confining the conference subjects to those Washington and
Oregon issues related to the Columbia River transportation and other maritime
concerns.

This conference was my first involvement with many of you, and it was a
most rewarding and pleasant experience. I am indebted to the generosity of the
steering committee, the willing and capable speakers, and you, the active par-
ticipants, for the success of the seventh conference. The Oregon State Univer-
sity Extension Marine Advisory Program--the Portland office in particular--is
most appreciative of assistance received in support of this conference.

In particular, I extend a special thank you to Chuck Miller, Port of
Vancouver, and Steve Lindstrom of Pacific N.W. Waterways Association. Chuck
gave a moving remembrance of Ed Condon, the OSU Extension oceanographer who was
the originator and driving force behind these conferences for so many years.
And Steve Lindstrom provided an excellent summary of the conference at the end
of the day.

You are invited to comment on the past meeting and offer suggestions for
discussion at the next conference scheduled for 15 September 1981 in Portland,
Oregon.

I look forward to seeing you at the Eighth Annual Conference of The Future
of Northwest Maritime Industries.
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SUMMARY OF UNEXPECTED MARITIME CHALLENGE: MOUNT ST. HELENS

George Nakata
General Manager, Marketing, Port of Portland

After 123 years of inactivity, Mount St. Helens
erupted in May 1980. The resulting ash fall, mud
slides, and stream blockage presented numerous prob-
lems to public agencies and brought an influx of
national news media representatives.

In spite of the initial blockage of the Columbia
River, a navigable channel was excavated within five
days. The navigation channel is expected to be back
to normal by Thanksgiving. The Port of Portland
helped develop an "anti-baloney" kit to reassure the
public that the Columbia River was healthy and that
Portland was not knee-deep in ash.

The future of the maritime industry is predict-
ably unpredictable. The Port of Portland has been the fastest growing port in
the United States. It is expected that dry bulk tonnage--probably grain and
coal--will double or triple by the year 2000. An estimated 11 additional berths
will be needed.

The Columbia-Snake river system will continue to make economic advances.
Barge traffic is the major contributor to upriver growth. The region should
continue to increase its lumber and grain production and may develop new com-
modities, such as steel, bentonite, and cattle hides. At the moment, the mari-
time industry on the Columbia River and at the Port of Portland is prospering.
Wheat tonnage is up from 1979, and China has had five vessels in port so far
in 1980, taking on 350,000 tons of wheat.



PANEL: COLUMBIA RIVER NAVIGATION THRESHOLDS, CONSTRAINTS, AND OPPORTUNITIES

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

Commander Jack Patterson, U.S.C.G.
Alternate Captain of the Port, Portland, Moderator 

The Columbia River is one of the world's great high-
ways of commerce. Two distinct types of trade take
place on the river: deep draft vessels navigate
between Portland-Vancouver and the sea, and river
traffic moves much of the ocean cargo to and from
the inland areas.

As cargo tonnage has increased, the number of
transits through the river has not increased.
Rather, vessels are getting larger and carrying more
cargo.

The future of commerce on the Columbia River
looks bright. With petroleum prices increasing and
the need for electrical energy in the Far East ris-

ing, the Asiatic countries are looking for a new source of fuel. That source
will undoubtedly be coal. The United States has the potential to become a
major exporter of this coal to the Far East.

The regulation of trucking and the deterioration of our railroads will un-
doubtedly bring grain from new markets in the interior to the Columbia River.

China is a new and underdeveloped market that will bring increased commerce
to the Pacific Rim ports. It will reach a level of about $4 billion this year,
a 75% jump from 1979. Portland will undoubtedly share a proportionate amount
of the cargo to and from China.

As for commerce on the upper Columbia River, constraints on the movement
of cargo between upriver areas are quite obviously the locks and the number of
barges available. Another factor relating solely to grain is the inadequate
availability of grain storage in the downriver areas.

Beyond all of this is another constraint, the competition from Puget Sound
ports and San Francisco. Their development undoubtedly influences the cargo
patterns on the West Coast and the Columbia River.
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Navigational Constraints at the Columbia River Bar 

Captain Martin West, Bar Pilot
Columbia River Bar Pilots Association

Navigational constraints have been discussed a lot
lately. The conversation usually starts with the
question, "What is the maximum draft we can promise
customers for passage over the Columbia River bar?"

The answer is still 38 feet for a high water
passage--and even then, some delay is possible if
the swell is too high. I wish there were some justi-
fication for trying greater drafts because it would
certainly do great things for some of the recent
proposals for new coal and grain movements. However,
the restraining factor for bar pilots on the Columbia
River is the knowledge that the whole industry
depends on them for safe passage. Business of many
kinds would be jeopardized without that assurance.

Pilots have never known exactly how much water was under the ends of the
ship, or under the sides when the ship pitches and rolls on the bar. They keep
informed regarding the depths available on the bar and know the draft of the
ships, but they have no way to predict how much the ship will pitch or roll.

Everything a pilot does is the result of judgment based upon past experi-
ence. More than half the time, all he is able to do is react to the "feel" of
the ship and the bar condition because more than half of his work is done at
night. Pilots have set maximum drafts in the past on the basis of what they can
see and feel. This is not very scientific.

A few years ago, Congress authorized the Corps of Engineers to conduct a
feasibility study for deepening the Columbia River bar. The bar pilots learned
that some of the assumptions the Corps used to design channels were at variance
with their experience. They became aware that the pitch, roll, yaw, heave, and
sway motions of a ship had never actually been measured. Moreover, no infor-
mation on actual wave characteristics at the bar was available.

Increased funding went toward monitoring vessel motions on the bar.
Fifty-three random vessel crossings of the bar were monitored during the winters
of 1978-79 and 1979-80. Most of these vessels and drafts of 30 to 35 feet and
were 600 or more feet long. The information recorded in the monitoring oper-
ation was used to determine the total draft of the ship at the ends and sides
during all its motions. By comparing the monitoring information with the total
depth available, the bottom clearance was determined.

The results showed that the channel is being fully utilized and there is
not room for additional draft. Of the 53 voyages monitored, eight experienced
a total hull immersion through draft and pitching of more than the 48-foot
channel projected depth at zero tide. Hull immersions of 53 feet, 54 feet, and
56.3 feet were recorded.
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One conclusion that bar pilots are likely to reach from the study is that
the channel is already being overused.

On the positive side, a number of bits of information were developed or
confirmed that might help to use the existing channel more fully. With average
swell length of 400 feet in deep water and shortening as it rolls in, it ap-
peared that larger and longer ships pitched less and submerged the ends of the
hull less because they came closer to spanning more than one swell with their
length. More investigation might be done by ship owners, to determine whether
ships in the 800-foot range pitch still less (and thereby allow greater draft
with the existing channel).

I suggest that one way to use the channel capability better during the 85
out of 100 passages that are not a problem would be to control the loaded draft
of bulk vessels in the final stages so the draft would fit the predicted wave
and vessel performance characteristic.

When the wave forecast is down, load deep; when it is up, load light. Such
a scenario would place a premium on cargoes that load very quickly and that
require a loading facility as close to the bar as possible, to reduce the time
between loading and crossing.

However, location of any bulk facility in the lower Columbia estuary that
requires major alteration of the estuary is unlikely for many years to come
unless environmental restrictions change. The recently released Oregon Ports
Study indicates the need for at least one new berth per year on the lower
Columbia during the next 20 years. Given the present environmental land-use
restrictions in Oregon, the increased facilities required must be located
further upriver and probably on the Washington side.

Another way to secure the deadweight capacity necessary to reduce the unit
cost for cargoes such as coal would be to build ships specifically for the trade
on the Columbia River. Design and construction of ships for such an integrated
movement would certainly take much less time than that necessary to get a
major channel-deepening project through Congress.

To sum up, the constraint on ship draft is the 38-foot bar. The oppor-
tunities are really up to the imagination and the ability of those of you whose
business it is to move the Columbia River Basin products through the Columbia
River ports.

Proposed Navigational Improvements at Bonneville Lock

Adam Heineman, Chief, Navigation Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District

Bonneville Dam was constructed during the 1930's, and the lock size was con-
sidered adequate for the then-projected traffic needs. Resolutions by Congress
in 1962 and 1967 directed the Corps of Engineers to undertake a study to review
the requirements and possible justification for replacement of the navigation
lock at Bonneville Dam.
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The report was completed in January 1977 after
extensive data gathering, model studies on alterna-
tive alignments, and public hearings. The study
found that the capacity of the present lock will be
reached by about 1990, based on conservative projec-
tions of traffic growth. Delay in lock passage will
continue to grow; by 1990, it is expected that the
lock transit time will be about 13 hours, compared
to about four hours at the present time. The report
recommends that a new lock be constructed at Bonne-
ville Dam with the same dimensions as the larger
locks.

In June 1980, Assistant Secretary of the Army
Michael Blumenfeld returned the study to the Corps
for further work. Based on the administration's

position that in developing both our water and resources and our natural trans-
portation system, full consideration be given to nonstructural alternatives,
the Corps was directed to review the feasibility of initiating a "congestion
fee" that would modify the split of product movement between sail, truck, and
barge.

Secretary Blumenfeld suggested that the Corps look specifically at the
projected sand and gravel movements. The report indicated relatively lower
savings for water transportation on gravel movements compared to other
commodities.

New commodities now indicated as possible movements but not considered in
the original report (such as coal and protein byproducts of ethanol plants)
will be included in the update.

Review of the 1977 projections disclosed that they were conservative.
Grain and container traffic have already exceeded the projections for 1980 by
a considerable amount.

The present schedule is to have the requested updated material submitted
to Washington, D.C., by January 1, 1981. A preliminary report on study results
will be given at the Pacific Northwest Waterways Association in October.

Omnibus Maritime  Act

Tom Zelenka
Legislative Representative, Port of Portland

The United States Government has worked to promote the growth and prosperity of
the U.S. Merchant Marine, beginning with the first session of the First
Congress in 1789. Since then, a long list of tariffs, navigation acts, pre-
ference laws, and subsidy programs have been enacted, amended, and repealed in
an effort to keep the United States preeminent on the high seas. However,
during the 20th century our maritime industries have experienced persistent
decay. The 1970's, which were supposed to be an era when U.S. strength
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returned to maritime affairs, became a decade of
maritime problems aggravated by the 1973 Arab oil
embargo, Soviet entry into U.S. trade, and economic
recession--to name a few. Therefore, a reappraisal
of U.S. policies directed toward an examination of
several major issues became necessary: How do we
achieve an acceptable minimum of U.S.-flag partici-
pation in trades through regulation and promotion?
Are maritime affairs part of a transportation or
trading system? What is the U.S. free trade policy?

The President's proposals were unveiled July 20,
1979. However, by that time, the House of Repre-
sentatives had drafted a Comprehensive Omnibus Mari-
time Act, introduced on July 12 as HR 4769. Finally,
adopted as HR 6899, the Omnibus Maritime Regulatory,
Reform, Revitalization, and Reorganization Act of
1980 passed out of the Merchant Marine Committee on

April 2, 1980. It has yet to come to the House floor for a vote--in large
part, because of intense opposition from the maritime industry.

Meanwhile, the Senate Commerce Committee approved its version, SB 2585, on
April 18, 1980, and the legislation passed in full Senate on April 24 by voice
vote.

A thorough review of the legislation reveals a significant difference be-
tween the Senate and House versions. In contrast to the comprehensive regula-
tory and promotional legislation pushed in the House, the Senate passed out
legislation that did not include the controversial provisions of HR 6899.

It is clear that the possibility of significant maritime legislation
emerging from the present session of Congress is remote. In other words,
things have not changed.

The future of maritime reform legislation is really in coming up with the
right questions to ask--not with having the right answers to the wrong ques-
tions. Answers to questions that do not recognized changes in technology and
trade patterns are doomed to failure.

And it's up to people like yourselves to make greater efforts at examining
and evaluating the maritime transportation system--and in developing proposals
that result in meshing our domestic needs and our transportation system with
those abroad.

Foreign Shipper's Perspective 

Archie T. Davis
Vice President, Transpacific Transportation Company

The Omnibus Maritime Regulatory, Reform, Revitalization, and Reorganization
Act of 1980, a bill designed to revitalize maritime policy, reorganize certain
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government agencies, and reform regulation of mari-
time affairs in the United States, has drawn response
from both the U.S. maritime industry and the foreign
shipping community.

The U.S. industry's response to the bill's
statement of objectives, which are "unrealistic and
contradictory," is twofold. First, while shipping
is highly competitive worldwide, it has tended to be
low-return business in the United States. Nothing
in the bill offers an explanation on how to induce
expansion.

Second, it should be noted that there is con-
flict between the promotion of American commerce and
shipping. The bill sets a goal of 40% U.S.-flag

participation in all trades. Such an increase would require massive subsidies
and severe restrictions. It would provoke severe retaliation in many countries
and would hurt the economies of a number of maritime nations. Also, the bill
continually makes mention of national defense requirements, but these are not
spelled out.

The European Shippers Councils (ESC) state that they find it difficult to
live with clashing jurisdictions, and they deplore the effects of U.S. antitrust
legislation, which has ended consultations on the European side of the trade.
ESC would have given their entire and unreserved support to the Omnibus Bill if
the bill had done more to abolish the many restraints on conferences now imposed
upon them by antitrust law and to permit the formation of shippers' councils to
act as a strong countervailing power in the United States.

The Council of European and Japanese National Shipowners Associations felt
that in the interest of all concerned in the foreign trades of the United States,
liner conferences should be able to rationalize their services without fear of
exposure to domestic antitrust laws.

In addition, should legislation be passed to authorize shippers' councils
in the United States, the foreign lines would regard it with considerable ap-
prehension if the councils should simply become an additional regulatory appen-
dage of the Federal Maritime Commission (FMC) with no strengthening of the
conferences.

The governments that compose the Consultative Shipping Group presented
their views to Undersecretary of State Richard Cooper. They share similar
concerns for the issues previously mentioned (FMC regulatory burden, shippers'
councils, and antitrust immunities).

However, additional concerns relate to bilateralism and cargo-sharing;
that is, that shipping is best served by a freely commercial regime in all
trades and by timely consultation by U.S. authorities about the operation of
the regulatory system, particularly when it is proposed to take punitive action
against foreign shipowners.

The need for reform is widely acknowledged throughout the maritime indus-
try. Such legislation is viewed by the foreign community as having great
potential for improved performance within the industry and improving relations
with the United States. -8-



Influences of the Panama Canal on West Coast Shipping 

Steven R. Gibbs
Research Assistant Professor, Institute of Marine Studies,
University of Washington

The ratification of the Panama Canal treaties of 1977
focused attention on the effects of their implemen-
tation on containerized general cargo traffic and
on whether these cargoes will divert to one of the
land-bridge alternatives.

Implementation of the treaties will bring an
increase in canal tolls to cover the cost of payments
to be made to the Republic of Panama. It has been
estimated that the toll increase would be between 14
and 35%. Such an increase could raise the freight
rate by an average of $.84 per metric ton.

The amount of cargo diversion from the canal to
land-bridge alternatives, particularly to West Coast
ports, will depend on the degree of difference be-

tween the all-water and intermodal rates after the roll increase. Presently,
freight rates on the two routes are identical, and future rates for both the
all-water and intermodal routes are expected to rise by the same amount.

There is no reason to expect that implementation of the Panama Canal treat-
ies, according to the implementing legislation now contemplated, will have any
effect on the diversion of Panama Canal cargo to minibridge use, over and above
trends already set in. Very little, if any, cargo may divert to the maxibridge,
no matter how high Panama Canal tolls go.

It is not clear what will happen to overland common point (0CP) rates when
canal rates rise; however, it is possible that some cargoes now using the canal
may divert to the OCP route, resulting in gains to West Coast ports. However,
this event is likely to be of small consequence for the ports.

On the other hand, a sudden canal closure would probably result in very
dramatic increases in demand for West Coast general cargo transshipment
services. It is estimated that general cargo tonnage that could potentially be
diverted may double the present amount. Actual levels of business at the ports
will depend on port, railroad, and shipping-firm pricing strategies and on the
ability of the ports and railroads to physically accommodate the demand.
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY COMPARISON OF FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION

John M. Donnelly, Jr.
Chairman of the Board, America Waterways Operators, Inc., Arlington, Virginia

The energy expense of water transportation is quite
low. Transportation consumes approximately 50% of
the energy in the United States. However, only one-
half of one percent is used for barge traffic, which
comprises a substantial part of water freight trans-
portation.

Energy efficiency can be described in terms of
British Thermal Units per ton mile (BTU/ton mile):
Freight transportation rail uses 686 BTU/ton mile;
truck, 2343 BTU/ton mile; pipeline, 280 BTU/ton mile;
and barge, 270 BTU/ton mile.

Other parameters are used to determine energy
efficiency:

1. Circuity, the actual route traveled compared to the shortest
route possible between two points.

2. Access to and from main lines of transportation, which can
include various combinations of barge, rail, truck, and
airplane.

3. Indirect energy use for the manufacture and maintenance of
equipment and facilities.

A comparison of all these factors shows that a pipeline is the most effi-
cient transportation mode followed by barge, rail, truck, and airplane.

In the future, research will be necessary for a good analysis of energy use
by water freight transportation.
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PANEL: INTERMODAL TECHNOLOGY AND COMMODITY FORECASTS--OPPORTUNITIES
ON THE COLUMBIA RIVER

Larry 0 'Rourke

Former Commissioner, Port of Umatilla, Moderator 

Intermodal Commodity Movement 

James R. Jones

Associate Professor of Agricultural Economics, University of Idaho, Moscow

The adoption of intermodal containerization in ocean
transportation has adversely affected the competitive
position of Columbia River ports that serve ocean
vessels.

Ocean vessels equipped to carry containers are
highly capital-intensive, which has moved steamship
companies to look to the load-center concept. Under
this system, steamship lines restrict their ports of
call to as few ports as possible to minimize the time
a vessel sits idle in port. The high fixed costs of
these vessels make it economical for a steamship
line to divert cargo to a few major ports. Among
the northern Pacific Coast ports, San Francisco Bay
and Puget Sound area ports have gained momentum at
the expense of Columbia River ports.

Nevertheless, there are grounds for optimism about the potential role of
lower Columbia River ports in intermodal ocean movement. The inland navigation
system that provides lower Columbia River ports direct slackwater access to the
interiors of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho (and indirect access to regions fur-
ther inland) adds a new dimension to the intermodal concept. Two new modes of
inland water barge transportation--container on barge and shipborne barge--have
extended the scope of river transport to intermodal general cargo movements.
Both systems integrate inland barge shipments with ocean vessel shipments.

The most promising development in the near future is container-on-barge
(COB) service. This concept was pioneered on the Columbia five years ago. At
present, 800 to 1000 COB's come down the Snake-Columbia to lower Columbia River
ports (mostly to Port of Portland's T-6).

Mathematical models are being used as effective marketing research tools.
The transshipment linear programming model is capable of simultaneously con-
sidering many important parameters. The analysis identifies least-cost modes
and alternative routes, encompassing combined inland and ocean movements under
several alternative transportation conditions.
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Intermodalism, Energy, and Rate Structure 

Mike Martin
Assistant Professor of Agricultural and Resource Economics,
Oregon State University

The transportation system is an ever-changing
scenario. Our present situation is particularly
interesting because so many different things are
happening simultaneously.

The price of diesel has increased 700% since
1973. This escalating fuel cost is changing the
relative efficiency of transportation modes. At
$1.20 per gallon, the fuel cost is $.0055/ton mile
for barge, $.075/ton mile for rail, and $.013/ton
mile for truck. At $2.00 per gallon, fuel cost is
$.0075/ton mile for barge, $.013/ton mile for rail,
and $.036/ton mile for truck.

As a result of rising fuel costs, the trans-
portation system is becoming more synergistic.

Managers are looking for least-cost intermodal systems. In addition, government
policy design is becoming more sensitive to transportation needs.

Unit trains from the Midwest to Portland are a response to higher costs of
energy. The unitization offsets other transportation costs to absorb higher
fuel costs. By increasing equipment utilization and reducing turn-around time,
costs can be cut 15 to 20% to help make up for fuel cost increases.

The energy question is a springboard to a lot of other questions about
transportation economics, such as freight mix, logistics, etc. A system is
evolving out of a bunch of independent operators to mitigate higher energy costs.
This improved system will help the economic picture of the Pacific Northwest.

Barge Line Representative's Perspective

Ken Faris
Operation Manager, Columbia Marine Lines, Inc.

It appears that food and energy will continue to be a great stimulus to
tonnage growth in the foreseeable future.

Exports to traditional customers of Pacific Northwest farm products, par-
ticularly grain, are expected to increase. The opening of markets in the
emerging Third World and the People's Republic of China should have dramatic
effects on the tonnage moved on the Columbia-Snake system.
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Energy efficiency, dependency, and self-suffici-
ency all have one thing in common: continued com-
modity-growth potential for movement on the Columbia
River.

From the standpoint of energy efficiency,
waterborne transportation continues to be the most
fuel-efficient method of moving the raw materials and
semifinished products needed by the nation's economy.
This efficiency will attract commodity growth to the
river.

From the standpoint of dependency, both national
and regional economies are dependent on energy. The
traditional fossil fuels of bulk petroleum, while
better used, will be increasingly used through at
least 1990.

Energy self-sufficiency opens up new vistas of commodity growth on the
Columbia. The production of gasohol and the expansion of the coal industry to
meet future energy requirements cannot be overlooked.

Modal and intermodal technology will have a great impact on cargo movements
in the next 20 years as it has in the past 20.

Container movements on the Columbia continue to increase as improved port
facilities combined with intermodal movement offer savings to the shipping
public.

The decision to improve--or, conversely, not to improve--the locks at
Bonneville will undoubtedly have the greatest single impact on the future of
waterborne commerce on the Columbia-Snake system. All available projections
indicate a continued growth in amount and diversity of commodities. With a
decision to build a new lock at Bonneville, improved technology of modal and
intermodal movement will continue.

Grain Shipper's Perspective 

Richard C. Berger
Manager, Pacific Northwest Region, Bunge Corporation

Prophesying is always a difficult task--particularly prophesying the
future! The grain industry has taken two approaches--the short term, on the
order of one to three days, and the long term, extending up to four months.
There has been a lack of concern for long term objectives.

The basic grain commodities exported from the Pacific Northwest are white
wheat, red winter wheat, spring wheat, and corn. The future for corn holds
great promise.
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In the 1960's, huge surpluses of grain were
moved to needy countries. The 1970's were the decade
of the Soviets. The 1980's and 1990's will be the
decades of China. With one billion people and grow-
ing, China is now the largest importer of wheat. The
Chinese have undergone a cultural revolution caused
by the need for food rather than political ideology.
At present, all of China's good arable land is in
use.

India has been self-sufficient in grains for the
last five years as a result of favorable monsoons.
If they are faced with another drought, their needs
will have to be met somewhere.

Before the end of the century, dire predictions
about feeding an expanding world population may come
true.

On the supply side, agronomists don't predict any major technological
breakthroughs in the foreseeable future. The expected breakthrough in hybrids
has not occurred. Irrigation can increase supply, but water is not cheap.

The Pacific Northwest is capable of providing a portion of this expanding

future demand.



REPORT ON GOVERNOR ATIYEH'S LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT TASK FORCE

Larry O'Rourke
Former Commissioner, Port of Umatilla

The Governor of Oregon has appointed a task force to
investigate and promote development potential at the
mouth of the Columbia River. Members include William
Q. Wick, OSU Sea Grant director; Bud Forrester,
editor, The Daily Astorian; Dennis Lindsay, attorney;
Jim Thayer, Beaverton businessman (chair); and Larry
O'Rourke.

The task force has met with rail and transpor-
tation people, overseas buyers, fisheries developers,
citizens groups, and others to explore development
potential in the estuary area. Its single most sig-
nificant conclusion is that Tongue Point, just east
of Astoria at River Mile 18, is the only undeveloped
deepwater port on the West Coast of the United States.

The task force has concentrated its efforts on developing coal transport
out of Astoria. The origin of the coal would be Montana and Wyoming, with Utah
and the Dakotas in the more distant future.

U.S. coal export shipments are projected to be 100 million tons by 1990 and
200 million tons by 2000, up markedly from the current 8 million tons. Astoria
has the potential to ship 5 to 1.0 million tons annually by 1985.

For the next six months the task force will continue to work with agencies,
the Port of Astoria, transportation people, and coal buyers to attempt to get
an agreement that will provide for railroad improvement, harbor deepening, and
other necessary improvements.
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Pacific NW Waterways Association
PO Box 61473
Vancouver, WA 98666

Chuck Miller
Port of Vancouver
PO Box 1180
Vancouver, WA 98666

George Nakata
Port of Portland
700 NE Multnomah
Portland, OR 97232

Larry O'Rourke
1208 NW Gilliam
Pendleton, OR 97801

CDR Jack Patterson
U.S. Coast Guard
6767 N Basin Ave.
Portland, OR 97217

Lewis Queirolo
Washington State Sea Grant
1918 NE 78th St.
Vancouver, WA 98665

Capt. Martin West
Columbia River Bar Pilots

Association
Ft. 14th
Astoria, OR 97103

Tom Zelenka
Port of Portland
700 NE Multnomah
Portland, OR 97232
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LUNCHEON PARTICIPANTS

Richard Ackroyd
Propeller Club
200 Market St., Suite 220
Portland, OR 97201

Ed Beall
Knappton Corporation
100 SE Caruthers
Portland, OR 97214

Mr. & Mrs. Oscar F. Brandt
Nautical Society of Oregon
12200 SW Lesser Rd.
Portland, OR 97219

Douglas Cammeron
U.S. Coast Guard
6767 N Basin Ave.
Portland, OR 97217

Vern Chase
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Paul Monk
Olympic Steamship
Commonwealth Bldg.
Portland, OR 97204

John Murdoch
John C. Murdoch Inc.
6415 SW Canyon Ct.
Portland, OR 97221

Merrill Newman
Knappton Corporation
100 SE Caruthers
Portland, OR 97214

Steven O'Donnell
Propeller Club
200 Market St., Suite 220
Portland, OR 97201

Ben Walbridge
MOAC
111 SW Columbia
Portland, OR 97201

Bert Ferguson
Pacific Maritime Association
333 SW 5th
Portland, OR 97204

Bob Hasler
Knappton Corporation
100 SE Caruthers
Portland, OR 97214

Gene Kokko
Wilbur Ellis Co.
PO Box 8838
Portland, OR 97208

Thomas McKerr
U.S. Coast Guard
6767 N Basin Ave.
Portland, OR 97217
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CONFERENCE ATTENDEES

Chuck Anderson
Pacific NW Bell
Room 428
921 SW Washington/Pittock Bldg.
Portland, OR 97205

Greg Baker
Ports Div., Dept. Econ. Dev.
155 Cottage St., NE
Salem, OR 97301

Bob Balaski
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Barbara Bartruff
Agripac, Inc.
PO Box 5346
Salem, OR 97304

Ogden Beeman
Ogden Beeman & Associates
620 SW 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

Emil Berg
640 Morgan Park Bldg.
729 SW Alder
Portland, OR 97205

Daniel Bergeron
Clatsop Co. Ext.
PO Box 207
Astoria, OR 97103

Frank Bertinchamps
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2870
Portland, OR 97208

Pete Blaskowsky
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 9/208

William Bloom
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208

Dick Boyle
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Jeff Brewer
Port of Vancouver
PO Box 1180
Vancouver, WA 98666

Erwin Brocato
OSU - Student

Gib Carter
OSU Extension Service
PO Box 1261
Portland, OR 97207

Ken Casavant
Dept. of Ag. Econ.
Washington State University
Pullman, WA 99164

Dave Clement
OSU - Student

Bob Coleman
Geo. S. Bush & Co., Inc.
PO Box 8829
Portland, OR 97208

T.M. Constant
Cycloid International Inc.
1625 K Street, NW
Washington D.C., 20006

Sue Cook
Work Force
2023 NE Thompson St.
Portland, OR 97212
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Richard Copeland
Merchants Exchange
200 SW Market St., Suite 220
Portland, OR 97201

Steve Craig
Geo. S. Bush & Co., Inc.
PO Box 8829
Portland, OR 97208

Roland C. Cornelius
U.S. Navigation, (Pacific)
200 Market St., Suite 1430
Portland, OR 97201

Fred Damon
Northwest Marine Center
1130 N Jantzen
Portland, OR 97217

Les Dana
Daily Shipping News
1221 SW Alder
Portland, OR 97205

Tom Doonan
Intermodal Transportation Service
10801 N Lombard
Portland, OR 97217

Tom Dowd
University of Washington
8636 45th, NE
Seattle, WA 98115

Carlos Echanis
Oregon Public Ports Association
620 SW 5th, Suite 802
Portland, OR 97204

Joe Farrell
OSU - Student

Steve Felkins, Director
Port of Coos Bay
PO Box 1226
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Leonard Frank
Port of St. Helens
PO Box 598
St. Helens, OR 97051

Robert French
North Pacific Grain Growers Inc.
1 SW Columbia, Suite 600
Portland, OR 97258

Nick L. Galash
Willamette Iron & Steel Co.
2800 NW Front Ave.
PO Box 10247
Portland, OR 97210

Ralph Gaskill
Jones Oregon Stevedoring Co.
PO Box 10167
Portland, OR 97210

Mark Gazeley
Washington State Dept. of Commerce
State of Washington
Olympia, WA 98504

Tom Gentle
Extention Communications
AdS 422
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331

Spence Erhman
Jones Oregon Stevedoring Co.
PO Box 10167
Portland, OR 97210

James Good
OSU Marine Advisory Program
School of Oceanography
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331
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M. Christie Helmer
Miller, Nash, Yerke, Wiener & Hager
900 SW 5th Ave., 25th Floor
Portland, OR 97204

Larry Hendrickson
Port of Skamania County
PO Box 413
Stevenson, WA 98648

George H. Jackson
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208

S.E. Jacot
North Pacific Grain Growers Inc.
1 SW Columbia, Suite 600
Portland, OR 97258

William Herrick
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208

Neal Higgins
University of Portland
School of Business
5000 N Willamette Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

Ken Hilderbrand
OSU Marine Science Center
Marine Science Drive
Newport, OR 97365

Loren Hillman
Union Oil Co. of California
5201 SW Westgate Dr.
Portland, OR 97221

Robert J. Hopman
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2870
Portland, OR 97208

Lauriann Johnson
Seattle - 1st National Bank
PO Box 3586
Seattle, WA 98124

Chris Kammer
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Carl Kato
Portland Chamber of Commerce
824 SW 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

Ben H. Kelley
Agripac, Inc.
PO Box 5346
Salem, OR 97304

J. Kincheloe
U.S. Fish & Wildlife
500 NE Multnomah
Portland, OR 97232

Donald R. Hudson
Donald R. Hudson, Naval Architects, Inc.
Swan Island - Bldg. 50
Portland, OR 97217

Frank I. Huxtable
Maritime Administration
Federal Bldg., Rm. 1894
Seattle, WA 98174

Ron Kirk
BRS Inc., (NIKE)
3900 SW Murray Blvd.
Beaverton, OR 97005

Richard H. Lauer
Foss Launch & Tug Co.
660 W Ewing St.
Seattle, WA 98119
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Robert T. Lipscomb
Morflot Freightliners
1618 SW 1st
Portland, OR 97201

Dale Lohrer
Seattle - 1st National Bank
PO Box 3586
Seattle, WA 98124

Hudson Lothian
Fred F. Noonan Co., Inc.
Commonwealth Bldg., Suite 411
Portland, OR 97204

Inge Lothian
Fred F. Noonan Co., Inc.
Commonwealth Bldg., Suite 411
Portland, OR 97204

Barbara J. Low
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Jon Luke
Captain's Nautical Supplies
817 SW 2nd
Portland, OR 97204

Elaine Lycan
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

LeGrande Marchant
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Gerald W. Marsh
Reichhold Chemicals, Inc.
PO Box 810
St. Helens, OR 97051

Cathy Meiser
Chicago & North Western Trans. Co.
862 Pittock Block
921 SW Washington
Portland, OR 97205

Barry Moore
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208

Robert Morrison
Seapool
1425 NE Irving, Suite 104
Portland, OR 97204

Arnie F. Myhra
SGS Control Services Inc.
1441 SW Columbia
Portland, OR 97201

Edward D. McDowell
Oregon State University
Industrial Engineering
Corvallis, OR 97331

F.L. "Mike" McKillip
Port of Vancouver
PO Box 1180
Vancouver, WA 98666

Robert B. McKusick
Northwest Economic Association
3600 Main St., Suite 1B
Vancouver, WA 98663

R.E. McNannay
Port of Longview
PO Box 1258
Longview, WA 98632

David N. Neset
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208
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Robert Neumeister
Neumeister & Associates
5319 SW Westgate Dr.
Sylvan/Westgate Dr.
Portland, OR 97221

Gerald A. Newgard
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208

Paul R. Norris
Oregon Department of Transportation
513 Transportation Bldg.
Salem, OR 97310

Capt. Peter Norwood
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

E.W. Olson
Riedel International Inc.
PO Box 3320
Portland, OR 97208

Dennis Orsolini
Sea-Land Service, Inc.
700 NE Multnomah St., Suite 468
Portland, OR 97232

Jean-Claude Paris
First National Bank of Oregon
1300 SW 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97201

Tish Parmenter
OSU - Student

D.L. Patrick
Geo. S. Bush & Co., Inc.
520 NW Irving
Portland, OR 97209

John Pedisich
Waterways Terminals Co.
PO Box 3349
Portland, OR 97208

William R.A. Penney
Port of Umatilla
PO Box 871
Umatilla, OR 97882

Gene Peterson
FMC Corporation
4350 NW Front Ave.
Portland, OR 97210

Lewis Queirolo
Washington State Sea Grant
1918 NE 78th St.
Vancouver, WA 98665

Don Ray
Riedel International Inc.
PO Box 3320
Portland, OR 97208

Christine Rose
Ports Div., Dept. Econ. Dev.
155 Cottage St., NE
Salem, OR 97301

Dawn Pavitt-Ryan
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

John Salisbury
Farmers Union Grain Terminal

Association
1 SW Columbia
Portland, OR 97201

Anthony Schlesinger
Cascade Shipping Co.
520 SW 6th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204
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James Seal
University of Portland
5000 N Willamette Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

E. Shaprut
Cycloid International Inc.
1625 K Street, NW
Washington D.C., 20006

Floyd Shelton
Ports Div., Dept. of Econ. Dev.
155 Cottage St., NE
Salem, OR 97301

Bob Smith
OSU Extension Service
PO Box 1261
Portland, OR 97207

Alex Tyrpak
Port of Vancouver
PO Box 1180
Vancouver, WA 98666

Robert R. Vagt
Port of St. Helens
PO Box 598
St. Helens, OR 97051

P.J. van der Tuuk
Bakke Steamship Corp.
520 SW 6th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

Archie Van Doren
P.U.D. No. 1, Chelan Co.
PO Box 1231
Wenatchee, WA 98801

Fred Smith
Extension Marine Economics
Ext. Hall 240
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331

Roy Snell
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208

Don Talley
Port of Longview
PO Box 1258
Longview, WA 98632

Robert D. Thayer
Waterways Terminal Co.
PO Box 3349
Portland, OR 97208

Jim Turner
OSU - Student

Glenn Vanselow
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Dave Wagonblast
OSU - Student

Charles J. Wallace
Pacific Maritime Association
333 SW 5th
Portland, OR 97204

Ken Weber
Port of Portland
PO Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Tom White
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208
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John Williams
Western Transportation Co.
PO Box 3869
Portland, OR 97208

Dan Winslow
U.S. Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208

Ed Woodfield
Shaver Transportation Co.
PO Box 10324
Portland, OR 97210

Garry J. Whyte
Columbia River Towboat Association
4759 SE Arden
Milwaukie, OR 97222

Art Yoshioka
Port of Seattle
PO Box 1209
Seattle, WA 98111

Capt. R.E. Young, Jr.
Marine Consultant
1620 SW 132nd Ave.
Beaverton, OR 97005

Anton S. Zagar
Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208

Charles Zalmanek
Port of Toledo
PO Box F
Toledo, OR 97391
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Extension Service, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Henry A. Wads-
worth, director. This publication was produced and distrihuted in fur-
therance of the Acts of Congress of May 8 and June 30, 1914. Extension
work is a cooperative program of Oregon State University, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and Oregon counties.

Extension's Marine Advisory Program is supported in part by the
Sea Grant Program, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce.

Extension invites participation in its programs and offers them
equally to all people, without discrimination.
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