






Findings re� ect the perspectives of a highly experienced but self-selecting respondent pool. 

While seniority improves validity, it may over-represent larger shippers and operators relati-

ve to SMEs. The survey captures views at a point in time and does not replace detailed site 

engineering, environmental assessment, or full market absorption studies. Reported interna-

tional analogues o� er directional guidance but require local calibration.

The consultation that underpins this report is rich in experience but, as noted in the limi-

tations, it re� ects a self-selecting group, skews toward senior decision-makers, and may 

over-represent large shippers and operators relative to SMEs. It captures perceptions at a 

point in time, and it cannot substitute for detailed engineering, environmental assessment, 

or full market-absorption analysis. International examples cited here are instructive, yet they 

remain directional until calibrated to Alberta’s speci� c geography, labour markets, regulatory 

context, and Indigenous partnerships. With those caveats in view, a follow-on programme of 

work should aim less to prescribe outcomes than to assemble the common evidence base 

that allows government, industry, and communities to move together with con� dence.

Limitations of the study

Priority areas for further 
inquiry —the case for 

follow-on studies
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ENABLERS & BARRIERS TO SUCCESSFUL 
INLAND PORTS ESTABLISHMENTS

to distill transferable lessons; (ii) 

stakeholder interviews and roun-

dtables across shippers, carriers, 

terminal operators, municipalities, 

Indigenous economic-development 

entities, and regulators to validate 

feasibility conditions; (iii) a policy 

and permitting scan to standardize 

templates and timelines; and (iv) an 

operational readiness assessment 

to identify the minimal digital/ins-

pection stack required for day-one 

reliability. Outputs would include an 

Enablers–Barriers Matrix (with risk, 

remedy, and owner), a Readiness 

Index and heat-map by potential 

node, a model Terms of Reference 

for a steering committee/secretariat, 

standard permitting and land-rea-

diness checklists, a data-governan-

ce blueprint for a thin operational 

spine, and a stage-gate roadmap 

(concept to pilot to scale) with KPI 

thresholds. Together, these delivera-

bles give policymakers and investors 

a clear, shared basis for decisions—

and a practical path to move from 

interest to investment.

A dedicated study on enablers and 

barriers is warranted because most 

inland-port initiatives rise or fall on 

non-physical factors—rules, roles, 

permits, data, and operating disci-

pline—rather than on acreage alone. 

International precedents show that 

successful systems pair the right 

sites with a light but credible gover-

nance model, clear decision rights, 

predictable permitting and land 

protections, scheduled rail windows, 

and digitized hand-o� s (cus-

toms/e-documentation). Projects 

that stall tend to face fragmented 

authority, uncertain time-to-permit, 

weak access to rail slots, misaligned 

incentives, and community concerns 

around tra�  c, land use, or equity 

participation. 

A systematic inquiry will separate 

what is necessary from what is 

merely nice to have, and will surfa-

ce the practical pre-conditions for 

private uptake and durable public 

value. The proposed study would 

build an evidence-based play-

book tailored to Canadian/Alberta 

conditions but informed by global 

practice. It would map the institu-

tional enablers (governance options, 

RACI/decision rights, inter-munici-

pal MOUs, Indigenous partnership 

and equity pathways), the regulatory 

enablers (standardized permitting 

envelopes, protected logistics-land 

stance, environmental and DG 

routing norms), and the operational 

enablers (appointment discipline, 

yard/slot protection, rail window 

agreements, inland inspection rea-

diness, Single-Window and e-BoL 

alignment, data-trust principles). In 

parallel, it would catalogue barriers 

that repeatedly derail projects—land 

assembly frictions, inconsistent 

LCV/weights-and-dimensions rules, 

last-mile interchange constraints, 

warehousing tightness, border/

administrative dwell, � nancing and 

O&M uncertainties, skills gaps—and 

link each to a realistic remedy and 

an accountable owner.

Methodologically, the work would 

combine (i) a comparative review 

of multi-node inland systems (e.g., 

South Carolina’s Greer/Dillon, Port 

of Virginia’s inland network, Railport 

Scandinavia, Swiss Rhine Ports, 

Cincinnati–Northern Kentucky) 
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TARIFF SCENARIOS AND 
FRIEND-SHORING RESILIENCE

Tari� s and routing risks are not static; they 

shift with policy cycles, supply shocks, and 

partner responses. A disciplined scenario 

exercise should therefore test three plausi-

ble paths—persistence, escalation, and par-

tial easing—and quantify how each would 

re-weight lanes (Paci� c, U.S. southbound, 

Hudson Bay/EU), a� ect time-to-sailing and 

missed-cut risk, and change working-capital 

exposure (inventory days, duty/tax cash-

� ow). For each path, the analysis should 

specify the trade-facilitation levers that 

preserve schedule discipline and liquidity: 

Single-Window pre-lodgement, e-BoL and 

data-sharing triggers, inland exam options, 

bonded warehousing and duty deferral, and 

inward-processing relief where applicable. 

Because survey evidence is time-bound, 

the scenario frame should be modular and 

refreshable—updated quarterly with new 

tari� /throughput signals—and sensitive to 

� rm size, since SMEs often face tighter 

cash constraints and greater documentation 

friction than larger shippers. The practical 

output is not a static report but a set of pre-

agreed operating playcards—clear triggers, 

contacts, and documentation paths—that 

convert market access into bookable rou-

tings the week conditions change.
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WORKFORCE PIPELINE ALIGNED TO AN IN-
LAND NETWORK.

As operations formalise and digitise, the skill mix evolves from purely operational roles 

toward mechatronics, yard planning, inspection and compliance analytics, and data/IT 

functions that support appointments and electronic documentation. A workforce inquiry, 

led with academic partners and employers, should map this transition by region and by 

node type, with explicit attention to SME needs, rural catchments, and equitable access to 

training (including Indigenous participation from inception). The aim is to identify sequen-

cing and gaps, not to commit institutions prematurely to speci� c programmes.
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DATA GOVERNANCE AND THE PATH 
TOWARD A PORT COMMUNITY SYSTEM

Multi-node systems function when a small 

set of shared operational events (gate 

status, rail cut-o� s, customs holds/releases, 

appointment adherence) is visible to those 

who need it, and when documentation can 

move without friction. An options paper 

should explore a measured pathway to a 

neutral data-trust and, over time, a Port 

Community System—one that is thin by 

design at the start, aligned with national 

border systems, and capable of gradual 

expansion. In light of the survey’s composi-

tion, this work should explicitly test gover-

nance choices with SMEs and community 

stakeholders to ensure that participation is 

practical and that privacy and commercial 

sensitivities are respected.

Taken together, these inquiries respond 

directly to the study’s limitations: they 

broaden the lens beyond a senior, self-se-

lecting respondent pool; they replace point-

in-time impressions with analysable, repea-

table evidence; and they create the interface 

to engineering, environmental review, and 

market-absorption analysis without foreclo-

sing those processes. Commissioned under 

a neutral convenor and undertaken with 

open participation from industry, municipa-

lities, Indigenous partners, and federal ob-

servers, this follow-on work would not pick 

winners; it would build the shared factual 

ground on which sound, timely decisions 

can be made.
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