The process entailed the use of one nonintrusive inspection machine (NII), one central alarm station (CAS), three radiation portal monitors (RPM), one radiation ionizing detection device (RIDD), and one advanced spectroscopic portal (ASP). Besides this, optical and license plate recognition technology was used.
 During this period, 101,904 trucks passed through the area, 935 alarms were recorded, 4,392 trucks examined by the NII machine, two unresolved RPM alarms, 688 rail trucks were sent through the pre-gate and 711 non-US-bound and 220 US-bound cargo were examined by the ASP. Non-US-bound container alarms tallied to 722 while the US-bound alarms were 221. Additionally, 1,124 moves had to be conducted on the containers at the external rail yard. The cost of scanning was recorded as £ 39.69 (app. € 54.5) per container, and the average Freightliner rail rate is £ 195 (app. € 267.9) per box. This additional drayage cost represents some 20% of the price of rail transport (Bennett, 2008).
The following issues were noted as concerns in the rail to pre-gate transfers. First, there was an increase in operations and tasks such as the extra 1,124 moves. Second, extra tasks arose for the traffic office. This added extra procedures such as double lifting of the containers from storage to the chevrons to pick out on the US bound containers. Third, the Freightliner was on various instances forced to change the trains at its terminals to accommodate the scanned containers.
In the port of Puerto Cortes, over 77,707 US-bound containers were handled within the fiscal year of 2006 (GAO,2008).  The implementation in this port posed challenges such as limited availability of electronic data and adopting the new NII technology and integrating it with the older generation equipment was quite difficult and result in system reliability issues from time to time. Another challenge is that there were health threats as a result of the radiation exposure, there were delays on US-bound containers that raised alarms.
[bookmark: _Hlk44147079]The port of Singapore is the first container port in the world. Unlike the Port of Southampton and Puerto Cortes, it was operating at limited capacity. In the year 2006, it had 37, 6846 US-bound containers and over 90% are transshipments. The SFI implementation was planned to start in June 2008 in one terminal, Pulau Burani, and was specific to APL shipped containers. Although Singapore withdrew from the plan, the Transport Ministry of Singapore on 3rd March 2008 stated some challenges that are key to this work (Bennett, 2008)).  The ministry stated that SFI implementation would exert pressure on the infrastructure in that the port would be forced to give up one of their yards which, which would cause high premium cost as the port traffic increases by close to 12% annually. Secondly, the port administration stated that the planning and half year trail would cost over 1.5 million US dollars, with additional utility and recruitment costs. Thirdly, the Singapore government would be forced to employ auxiliary police officers with legal jurisdiction to order inspection, unlike the CBP officers, which would mean a cost of 0.4 million dollars within just 6 months and implementing the SFI in all the four terminals would be extremely costly. The port management would be put under pressure as it handles over 1000 containers in a day. This would mean over 4 sets of SFI equipment would be required. The port would be forced to build new mover routes for the identified US-bound containers consequently, increasing the cycle times. Additionally, the containers would delay at different stages with 70% increase at the berth (Kim, 2017).

In summary, the SFI program implementation is associated with the following challenges: delays in ports and bottlenecks in container movement, depending on the activity of the port. Second, the implementation will impact pressure on the manpower and staff in various ports. Third, it will impose logistical constraints at the ports such as space. Forth, the efficiency of the ports is likely to be compromised in various ways, for instance the integration the new technology into the port systems. Fifth, the ports and other stakeholder will incur additional costs in various ways. Sixth, the implementation may lead to strains in the relationship between the US and other nations.
Conclusions 
 	The implementation of SFI program will pose multiple challenges to the US and other nations. The program will impact the supply chains and affect the global economy at large. A delay in one of the processes implies a delay in all the related port operations. The impacts of bottlenecks in the process are far-reaching since the global economy relies on the ability to move goods to where they are required with maximum efficiency (Hintsa, 2009).  The process will cause a 5.5-hour delay per container. Regarding this delay, there will be a $500 billion profit loss as per statistics by the World Customs Organization (WCO) (Zuckerman, 2010). This has impacts on American trade since the EU could use the supply delays against US and convince other countries to divert business to where the supply chains are more efficient. 
Crowded terminal facilities are a likely result, a combination of the usual port operations and the scanning operations. Although this challenge will vary form one port to the other, ports operating under limited capacity will face space issues. This is because most ports had their architectural plan developed without a natural bottleneck through where all cargo passes (Zuckerman, 2010).  
Technology is at the heart of the implementation of the SFI program. Initiating the technology will not only mean cultural but also operational change within the ports. A system upgrade will have to be conducted to integrate data transfer programs across the involved authorities. Besides the main challenge, there are concerns on the varying costs of transferring the data back to the United States in real time. Although basic technology exists, the US is yet to attain broad scale technology to successfully implement the SFI without tampering with other operations. Moreover, the scanning technology has already proven erratic. Besides the errors the reading, transmission and review of the scanned data may pose their delays (Tsilenko, 2016).
 	The costs of the ports will increase thus, profit margins will also decline. Meeting the requirements of the SFI program will mean more costs (Miller, 2007). The initial program will entail a lot of expenditure in purchasing the equipment. For instance, a single x-ray scanner for containers costs $4.5 million and the operation cost is over $200,000 each year (GAO reports, 2008). Besides these new routes, the scanning points and cargo inspection will call for more employees who all need salaries. All these costs will transcend to the various stakeholders in various ways, increasing the supply chain costs (Ciricione, 2007). To the exporting countries, that is nothing to leverage the costs with. 
 	International relationships determine the overall operations of a country. The policies in a country affect the relationship between the country and others. The US is posing a double standards quo that in that it can trust the business and not the goods. Additionally, the US does not screen goods being transported to those countries it expects SFI implementation. The allies will not only take the SFI provisions as protectionist measures but also as trade barriers (Zuckerman, 2010). This may also lead to demands for reciprocity.

Recommendations
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Congress and the Department of Energy should rethink the SFI and scanning program. Does it really offer 100% security assurance, or does it offer a false sense of security in ports? The government should consider a risk-based approach such as the Container Security Initiative which, focuses on the cargo that is likely to pose security threats instead of using scarce resources across the entire domain and achieving little. Another useful measure would be focusing on security in smaller and less developed ports to achieve gradual yet uniform development. Moreover, security is more likely to improve through an expansion of a proliferation of security initiative across the globe (Pearl, 2019). This will encourage other countries to rise to the security standards that they have set within their constitutions. This way, each nation is keen to ensure security from their end of the supply chain. Implementing a better importer, vessel and, container information sharing system will not only enhance the freight systems but also improve trust with the partners.
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