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 The recent expansion of the Jacksonville Port Authority (Jaxport) through the 
signing of container terminal leasing agreements with Mitsui and Hanjin shipping lines 
has been accompanied by reports that Jaxport will be making major contributions to 
employment and economic development in the region. Based on the most recent 
economic impact report conducted by Martin Associates (2009), Jaxport has 
communicated the following press release:  
 

Cargo and cruise business at Jacksonville’s seaport supports 65,000 jobs 
across the region and generates a total of $19 billion in annual economic 
impact…in Jacksonville alone, nearly 23,000 people are employed in port-
dependent positions, jobs directly relying on the port. An additional 43,000 
positions are related to cargo activity in the Port of Jacksonville; these are 
jobs within the region’s manufacturing, retail, wholesale and distribution 
industries…The latest research concludes these positions provide an average 
annual salary of $43,980, well above the Jacksonville average of $27,215 as 
cited by the Jacksonville Regional Chamber of Commerce” (Jacksonville 
Port Authority, 2009). 

 
 In a more aggressive promotional effort, Jaxport has taken out a full page 
advertisement (Jacksonville Business Journal, October 23, 2009: page 25) with the 
caption: “What’s in those BIG SHIPS at JAXPORT?” The accompanying photograph 
shows a family in a small motor boat looking across the water at a large container ship. 
The response to the question: “The BIG SHIPS at JAXPORT carry more than coffee, 
computers, and cars. They also carry a huge economic impact for Jacksonville: 50,000 
well-paying jobs, and a $3 billion boost to our region. That’s like hosting TEN Super 
Bowls – every year.”   
   

There is no question that the expansion of Jaxport will have a significant positive 
impact on the economic future of the city of Jacksonville and the northeast Florida 
region. Given the absence of other major sources of economic dynamism, maritime ports 
are expected to play a major role in the economic prospects of both the region and the 
entire state of Florida (Florida Times-Union, 2009).  On the other hand, it is often the 
case that the reported economic benefits generated by particular industries and 
investments can be overstated, or communicated in a potentially misleading fashion.   

 
This report is designed to examine more closely the employment and income 

figures reported above and to better determine the impact on the local community.  We 
confine our attention to the cargo (versus cruise ship) side of the Jaxport enterprise. 
When public resources are relatively scarce, and decisions must be made about where to 
direct such resources (Luberoff & Walder, 2000), it is important for the citizens of 
Jacksonville and the region to accurately understand and interpret the figures presented in 
economic impact studies. 

 
For those interested in learning more, there is a well-established literature on 

economic impact studies and how they are used to gauge the impact of various industries 
and economic activities -- including maritime ports -- on employment, income, spending, 
and tax revenue (Chang, 1978; Waters, 1977; Davis, 1983; Crompton, 2006; Hall, 2004; 



Gripaios & Gripaios, 2004). These studies are important for planning, forecasting, and 
calculating the costs and benefits of public and private investment. They are also 
frequently used to influence public opinion about the relative advantages (and 
disadvantages) of different courses of community development and, according to some 
researchers, subject to “political shenanigans” (Crompton, 2006).       

  
Returning to the above press release, the average reader might conclude that 

Jaxport will generate employment opportunities for between 50,000 and 65,000 workers 
in the Jacksonville or northeast Florida region.  A cursory examination of the actual 
report prepared by Martin Associates1 would alert one to the erroneousness of such a 
conclusion. To gain a more accurate assessment, it is necessary to first consider the 
model used by Martin Associates (2009) to estimate the economic impact of a maritime 
port. The model is presented in Figure 1.    

 
Figure 1. Martin Associates “Flow of Economic Impacts Through The Economy” 
 

 
 
As it pertains to employment, the model estimates four job categories: direct jobs, 

induced jobs, indirect jobs, and related user jobs. Direct jobs are “those jobs with the 
firms directly providing cargo handling and vessel service” or “those that would not exist 
if activity at the Port’s…cargo facility were to cease” (Martin Associates, 2009, p. 7).  
Induced jobs are those that exist as a result of the demand for goods and services 
stimulated by the spending of workers occupying the direct jobs. This can include retail 
sector employment (e.g., based on the spending of direct job workers in grocery stores or 
restaurants) as well as the jobs in the wholesale sector that supplies the retail enterprises. 
Indirect jobs are those in the businesses that provide goods and services to the firms 
generating the direct jobs (e.g. office supplies, utilities, construction, etc.). Related user 
jobs are those with import and export (shippers and consignees) and distribution 
industries that send cargo through seaport terminals. For related user jobs, Martin 
                                                 
1 Martin Associates is the single leading economic consulting firm conducting economic impact studies and 
reports for maritime ports.   



Associates is very explicit regarding the fact that “Related jobs are not dependent upon 
the seaport marine terminals to the same extent as are the direct, induced, and indirect 
jobs since it is the demand for the final products which creates the demand for the 
employment…not the use of a particular seaport or marine terminal” (2009, pp. 7-8).  

 
It is important to emphasize that there is nothing unusual or unorthodox about this 

economic impact model. The methodology used by Martin Associates is regarded as the 
conventional standard for such economic impact studies. Including induced, indirect, and 
related jobs provides a more complete picture of the potential contributions to economic 
development across the entire regional and state economy. However, for most people 
interested in knowing about the employment-generating prospects of the local port, what 
they usually have in mind are the direct jobs (rather than induced, indirect, or related) for 
local residents.2  Looking exclusively at the direct jobs data paints a slightly different 
picture from that suggested by the Jaxport press release.   

  
Table 1 presents the employment impact data that are included in the Martin 

Associates report for the different job categories.  What is most striking is the fact that of 
the total employment “supported” by Jacksonville’s cargo seaport, only 13.8% or 8,965 
jobs are of the “direct” variety.  In contrast, the vast majority – 65.8% or 42,647 – are 
found in the “related job” category which, as Martin Associates (2009) emphasizes, 
“would not likely disappear if the marine terminals were rendered inoperable or closed to 
marine cargo or vessel/barge activity”.  With regard to this particular estimated job 
category, the report includes the further admonition: “It is to be further emphasized that 
when the impact models are used for planning purposes, related jobs should not be 
used to measure the economic benefits of a particular project. Related jobs are not 
estimated with the same degree of defensibility as direct, induced and indirect jobs. 
Therefore, only these three types of job impacts should be used in evaluating port 
investments” (p. 25, italicized in original).     

 
None of this should minimize the significance of an industry that generates close 

to 9,000 direct jobs, with 79.4% held by residents of Duval County. Adding the induced 
and indirect jobs brings the total to 22,209 jobs. It is important, however, to keep the 
numbers in their proper context and to avoid unwarranted conclusions (Best, 2008). 

 
Table 1. Employment Impact Generated by Jaxport for FY 2007/2008* 

JOB CATEGORY TOTAL % of Total 
Direct Jobs 8,965 13.8 

Induced Jobs 8,845 13.6 
Indirect Jobs 4,399 6.8 
Related Jobs 42,647 65.8 

 64,856  
Source: Martin Associates, 2009. * Includes public and private cargo terminals (excludes cruise ship activity). 

                                                 
2 It is the common and natural curiosity about direct jobs that prompts Jaxport officials, in their 
presentations to the public, to begin by emphasizing that the Jacksonville Port Authority itself, as a landlord 
port, only employs around 160 people, and that the real employment is generated by the tenants and related 
cargo moving businesses. 



 The second significant claim made by the Jaxport press release concerns the 
average salary of $43,980. In an earlier research brief, I tried to determine what kinds of 
jobs, and levels of compensation, would characterize a local economy driven by port-
related logistics businesses (Jaffee, 2009).  I argued that most of the jobs would be in the 
transportation and logistics sector and that the mean income for workers in this sector 
was $29, 138. Further, based on what we know about the logistics industry, much of the 
labor would be carried out in and around warehouses and distribution centers with 
average income for these workers at $25,314.  On the brighter side, first-line 
supervisors/managers working in warehouse/distribution centers average $49,085. But 
these workers make up only a small percentage (3.9%) of the total workforce in that 
sector. The average salary of $43,980 far exceeds any income figure I calculated for the 
port-related workforce. Determining the average salary of port-related jobs is of more 
than academic interest as it reflects the quality of port-related employment, the 
contribution to the larger quality of life in the city and region, and the prospects for 
Jacksonville to realize the central objective of the Blueprint for Prosperity (City of 
Jacksonville) of raising per capita income in Duval County.  
 
 What accounts for the sharp difference in average income figures? The most 
obvious explanation is that Martin Associates has calculated average salaries for all direct 
port workers while I confined my analysis to the segment of logistics sector most likely 
to experience employment expansion. The report presents the occupational/job categories 
used in their analysis in Exhibit II-2 divided between the public and private terminals at 
Jaxport (Martin Associates, 2009, p. 22).  The Martin Associates analysis contains many 
more port-related occupations directly dependent on the port. Some of these have much 
higher levels of compensation than found in my earlier logistics sector employment 
analysis. Martin Associates does not share their data, so it is impossible to know the 
average salary or salary range for each of these job categories. Therefore, inferences will 
have to be made using other available information. For example, port bar pilots, a very 
small group of port-related workers that have unique bargaining representation through 
the St. Johns Bar Pilot's Association, make six-digit salaries. This occupational category 
can skew mean salary calculations (median income would be a useful statistic for Martin 
Associated to also include in their report).     

 
 



 
 
 
 

 Another potential explanation for the relatively high average salary figure 
reported by Martin Associates are the compensation levels that one might find in the fifth 
largest job category reported by Martin Associates. “ILA dockworkers” make up 6.6% of 
the total. As a relatively sizable job category, it can also have a significant impact on the 
calculation of the average income. Workers in this category are represented by the 
International Longshoremen’s Association which bargains collectively for almost all 
dock and port terminal workers on the East and Gulf coasts. Such union representation 
has translated into well-paying employment that is unusual for workers in the goods-
moving logistics sector. While wage rates are heavily tiered on the basis of seniority and 
type of cargo, dockworkers handling containerized cargo can make between $35,000 and 
$75,000 a year plus benefits and retirement.    
 
 Since Jacksonville is unlikely to attract the high tech industry that would support 
a sizable well-compensated labor force, raising per capita incomes will depend upon the 
compensation levels in the existing areas of economic expansion. As already reported, 
much of this expansion will be in port-related logistics. In the non-union sectors of this 
workforce (e.g. trucking and warehouse/distribution centers), it is unlikely that we will 
find the kind of salaries responsible for the $43,000 figure reported by Martin Associates. 
New ILA workers are already subjected to the two-tier wage system that places them at a 
lower compensation trajectory than senior members of the union. Further, at present, 
there is little prospect of the ILA workforce expanding given the global recession and 
overcapacity over the short-run. In addition, the second next new container terminal 



slated for construction and operated by Hanjin will be a highly automated terminal at 
Dames Point designed to minimize the number of required workers. Finally, as container 
traffic accounts for a greater proportion of the Jaxport cargo, there will be fewer jobs 
generated per ton of cargo (.60 per 1,000 tons) in comparison to other types of cargo such 
as non-refrigerated breakbulk (1.52)  and automobiles (1.09) (Martin Associates, 2009, p. 
23).        
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