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Abstract
 	Security in any country determines the business, political and, social environment in any nation. Unfortunately, security threats emerge from various dimensions which makes security a sensitive national issue.  The ports and transport at large are an indispensable part of the global economy which makes them an area of concern, on national security matters.  The Security and Accountability for Every Port Act (SAFE Port Act) or 9/11 act which Secure Freight Initiative (SFI) program is part of seeks to enhance security in the ports. The paper explains the scanning process and analyzes three case studies in major ports, two with enough capacity and one operating on limited capacity to investigate the challenges associated with implementation of SFI. From the findings, the implementation of SFI results in pressure on the finances and manpower in the ports, delays in the ports and in the entire supply chain, poses technological and operational challenges and interferes with the relationship between the US and other states.

Introduction 
The provisions of Security and Accountability for Every Port Act (SAFE Port Act) or 9/11 Act are measures aimed at secure freights. It was passed on September 30th, 2006 by the Senate and the House and approved as law on October 13th of the same year (United States, 2006).  This law has its facets inclined towards improved maritime and ports security. The Secure Freight Initiative (SFI) is part of this act as well as the International Container Security scanning project. Its implementation is supported by the Megaports initiative and CSI. It is a congressional initiative and unprecedented effort by the Congress to adopt a security improvement approach that is not risk-based. The SFI program has its objective as enhancing the port security through enhancing federal government’s ability to scan cargos using radio technology and monitoring the risk of inbound containers.  The process of scanning will involve radiation portal monitors (RPM) which the National Nuclear Security Administration in collaboration with the Department of Energy (DOE) are tasked to provide as well as non-intrusive inspection(NII) imaging systems. The later would be provided by the Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP’s). The initiative is to ensure that all US bound containers are screened before dispatch. Besides the two technologies, the initiative is also reliant on Optical Character Recognition (OCR) technology for data relay to CBP offices for authorization. 
The SFI is a process that requires resources, manpower and diplomatic effort. Although multiple benefits are expected from the program, the implementation is bound to face challenges and this forms the thesis of this paper. This work will examine case studies of the pilot ports where SFI was implemented and analyze the challenges that are associated with the implementation of this program. The propositions in the study are: implementation of SFI program has effects on costs in port, international relations and overall operations of the ports; technical and manual.

Literature Review
Upgrades and new projects require facilitation in terms of funds and labor. Erera, Kwek, Nandini, White and Zhang (2003) argue that the implementation of better sea and secure freight measures must involve incurrence of many costs. They analyze the costs that the implementation will pose on supply chains in the US  with regard to the main stakeholders in the maritime operations namely ports, ocean carriers, truckers, freight forwarders and shippers. The authors contends that the five will incur most changes in complying with the implementation of the new security measures. For the ports, the authors posit the costs of conducting a Port Vulnerability Assessment (PVA). Based on the assessment, the fallowing must be conducted: 
· Establishing restricted areas and security barriers to protect the waterfront along with security lighting, security alarm and surveillance systems. 
· Conducting background check and credentialing for the port employees. 
· Inspection of the technology,
· Conducting personnel and material access control identification. 
· Hiring additional security and inspection personnel.
· Changing operational procedures to increase communication, new security system maintenance and technology for consequence mitigation. 
The authors state that ocean carriers, shippers and freight forwarders have to bear costs of portal enhancement for timely document transactions, information system revision and increased communication, reduced flexibility in business operations and also personnel training.  However shippers still have to flex their balance sheets further to meet the costs of additional labor units, the purchase of standard devices and security-related technology .Truckers have to reconsider communication systems and adjust to cater for increased communication costs, more costs in driver background checks and credentialing and inspection time delay at port terminals. The entire ocean supply chain will face costs of throughput delays in the system, providing more detailed manifest data, security tax and higher insurance cost. This study is particularly important not only to the transport industry but also to the federal government fiscal policy making. However, they overlook the unquantifiable costs and fail to state an analysis of how some of the costs such as insurance and security taxes are bound to go high.
Like any other project the SFI has multidimensional challenges on both the transport and the supply chain systems. Zin (2007) argues that the implementation of the 9/11 act and all its provisions will pose multiple challenges despite the fact that it will enhance security within the country. Stating the additional expenditure of over 500 billion dollars by the World Shipping Council (WSC), Zin also foresees relationship strains such as discontinued carriage of American imports to minimize the WSC costs.  Zin also claims that the ties with Asia will suffer more as China serves a major loading center or, almost half of the US imports. As the WSC chairman’s states it, “slow down cargo and cause a gridlock at ports”, the author goes on to explain the impact of the legislation on the supply chain.
Besides labor and capital, the SFI entails modern ideas and this poses yet another challenge in terms of technology. Kimery (2007) criticizes the implementation of SFI on the basis that the program requires high technology capability. Although the US is technologically advanced, the author argues that scanning over eleven million containers destined for the US in oversea ports will take a great toll on the financial and technological abilities of the country. Besides, he states that this may not be a sure way to curb terrorism in totality. Additionally, he claims that the underlying costs may even surpass the benefits of the program.
Different ports operate under different conditions which implies that impacts of the program implementation will vary from one port to another. John Miller (2007) , in the Wall Street Journal expresses the various concerns that will arise from different ports pertaining to the implementation of SFI and the 9/11 Act. Miller states that professionals have estimated that the successful implementation of SFI means that each port will be forced to purchase between one to ten scanners. He states that the European Union (EU) estimates that the project will need 100 million dollars for the just the initialization phase which he considers infeasible for small ports. To smaller ports with less US- bound cargo, the opportunity cost is negative. Additionally, Miller argues that besides the finances, there will be other challenges such as space for implementation of the goods. Further, he states that the new initiative will impact various aspects of port competition in the sense that most small and old ports will be financially strained trying to meet the requirements, but this will not favor the larger ports either, as they have to struggle gaining new business from the struggling ports. Nonetheless Asia stands a higher competitive advantage since most of its ports are new and compact. The US stands to lose business too, not just from the less developed countries but also, from EU members and specifically the United Kingdom which is likely to demand for reciprocity on European bound cargo.



Methodology
In this section the paper will present case studies in the Port of Southampton between October 2007 and February 2008, the port of Puerto Cortes in 2006 and the Port of Singapore in 2008 to demonstrate the reality of the program running in different foreign ports setting. The first two ports are major terminals for US bound containers. They have large space capacity and can accommodate the SFI program with much more ease. The Port of Singapore is the largest in the world which implies it’s highly active. However, it is suitable for this study because it operates under limited capacity which creates the scenario likely to be experienced in small ports and also large ports with limited capacities (Modern Terminals, 2008).
Analysis and Findings
 	In this section, the observations recorded from each port are noted. Each port had various challenges and they are listed separately. However, the challenges are not specific to one area but cut across the various operations of the port that are affected by the SFI pilot programs. The section ends with a summary of the challenges that the SFI program is likely to cause.
[bookmark: _GoBack] 	The port of Southampton is one of the largest ports. It has the largest terminal area which sits on 810,000 square meters of land and has the second largest volume of US bound containers whose tally is 57300TEU. Its modal split is highly dependent on truckers since rail only serves 27% and feeder just 3%. The implementation of SFI claimed around thirty thousand square meters of the port’s pre-gate area (Secure Freight Initiative master dataset, 2008). 

