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REVIEW OF PORT PRIORITY USE AREAS
AND :
MARINE TERMINAL DESIGNATIONS
IN THE
SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA SEAPORT PLAN

Summary And Conclusions

Revising the designations in the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan is a two—
part process: first, the existing ports and port priority use areas must be reviewed to
- determine their potential for meeting the cargo forecast. Next, military bases
scheduled to be closed must be analyzed for their potential as civilian seaports. This
report is the first part of the analysis. It describes current port priority use and
marine terminal designations on existing ports, and makes preliminary
recommendations regarding changes to those designations and the policies guiding
implementation of the plan. ‘

Cargo shipped in containers represents the largest growth area for Bay Area ports.
Allowing for less than optimal utilization of berth capacity, sites must be reserved to
accommodate an additional 27 container berths. These sites should be on deep
water, or at least fronting a deep water channel, have roughly 30 to 40 acres of
backland per berth, and be located near one or more rail lines (shippers prefer a
minimum of two lines to ensure competitively priced rail transportation service)
and near an interstate highway.

Although the 1988 Seaport Plan designated more than enough sites to meet this
target, some of the sites are inappropriate for container shipping and should be
deleted. Recent trends in the container shipping industry, including consolidation
of terminals and increasing capital costs, suggest that sites isolated from existing
ports or container terminals will not be practical or attractive for container
development. Military bases scheduled for closure appear to present additional
opportunities, and will be analyzed further in a report prepared for the Seaport
Planning Advisory Committee by consultants to the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission.

After an earlier review of the existing capability of Bay Area ports, it was found
that 27 container berths, one break bulk, two dry bulk, and six liquid bulk berths
must be designated in the Seaport Plan to meet the forecast growth in cargo. This
analysis reveals that sites for 21 container berths and eight bulk berths could be
developed at existing ports to meet the target number of berths. The remaining need
for container berths will possibly be met through designations at military bases or
port priority use areas outside of existing ports. It should be noted that five of the 21
container berths with potential for future terminal development are currently used
either for break bulk or proprietary operations. The same is true for three of the
break bulk sites. Developing these sites for their designated use would require
relocating the existing tenant. This underscores the importance of the “no net loss”






growth of the maritime industry. However, they also suggest that other planning
methods should be considered to ensure that the Seaport Plan remains viable and
useful.

A supply-driven approach to regional seaport planning would reverse the
planning effort. Instead of determining how the Bay can accommodate the
anticipated cargo growth, a supply-driven plan would try to optimize each port’s
potential to develop facilities, attract shippers, and process cargo. This type of plan
would explicitly acknowledge each port’s limitations, whether they be land, storage
capacity, rail access, road access, local support, funding, or geographic limitations,
and plan for that port’s development in accord with environmental and
transportation policy goals. Supply-driven planning would eliminate the current
approach, which is to forecast the growth in waterborne cargo and reserve land area
to meet that forecast, regardless of the ability of the Bay Area to provide appropriate
sites for development.
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- Recommended Changes

Proposed changes to marine terminal and port priority use areas, which are
explained in the remainder of the report, are as follows:

Port of San Francisco:

Remove the near-term container terminal designations at San Francisco
Piers 52-64, 70, 80, the area north of Pier 94, and the Western Pacific Rail Yard
north of Pier 80. These deletions apply only to the near-term future marine
terminal designations, not the active terminals.

Delete the port priority use areas between Pier 52 and Mariposa Street, and
from the southern edge of Pier 70 to the northern boundary of the Western
Pacific property The Western Pacific property should remain in port priority
use to support Pier 80. ‘

Long-term interim uses of remaining port priority use areas should be
allowed.

Berths in maritime use outside the port priority use area should not be
converted to non—maritime uses unless an area of equivalent capacity within
the Port is found for the maritime activities (no net loss of capacity).

Port of Oakland:

Change the marine terminal designation at the Ship Repair Area on the
Inner Harbor (site 53C, between Lake Merit Channel and Clinton Basin) from
a container to a bulk cargo marine terminal.

Modify the port priority use area at the Ship Repair Area on the Inner Harbor
to delete the small parcels inland of Embarcadero Road.

Change the Ninth Avenue marine terminal designation from a container
terminal to a break bulk terminal. '

Port of Richmond:

The Ford Peninsula should be designated as a marine terminal and port
priority use area in support of container terminal operations at Terminal 3.

The Richmond ancillary port use zone is of regional importance and should
remain designated as a port priority use area, in support of container terminal
development on the Ford Peninsula.

The Graving Docks should be filled and combined with the existing
Terminals 5, 6, and 7 and the Shipyard to develop a four to five-berth
combination neo-bulk and container terminal at Point Potrero, using
dredged material from the Harbor Channel and the Lauritzen Canal (if
acceptable to environmental regulatory agencies).




* The Port should use the ARCO terminal if and when it becomes available for
bulk cargo, or develop a container berth if adjacent backland is available at the
Point Potrero terminal.

* Change the marine terminal designation in the northwest Santa Fe Channel
from container to bulk.

Port of Redwood City:

* Delete the port priority use designation from the 110-acre parcel of the former
Ideal Cement property east of Seaport Boulevard.

Encinal Terminals:
* Remove the two-berth marine terminal designation from Terminal 5;

* Delete the port priority use designation from Terminal 5 (boundaries to be
determined).

Port of Benicia:
* Delete the long-term container terminal designation at Benicia.
- Vallejo Waterfront:

* Delete the port priority use area and five-berth marine terminal designations
from the Vallejo waterfront. '
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Introduction

The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan constitutes the maritime element of
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Regional Transportation
Plan, and also serves as the basis for port development policies and guidance in the
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC) San
Francisco Bay Plan. The goals of the Seaport Plan were specified in the
Memorandum Of Understanding adopted by both MTC and BCDC in 1978, and are
as follows:

* Ensure the continuation of the San Francisco Bay port system as a major
world port and contributor to the economic vitality of the San Francisco Bay
region;

¢ Maintain or improve the environmental quality of San Francisco Bay and its
environs;

* Provide for the efficient use of finite physical and fiscal resources consumed
in developing and operating marine terminals; and

* Provide for integrated and improved surface transportation facilities between
San Francisco Bay ports and terminals and other regional transportation
systems.

To achieve these goals, the Seaport Plan employs land use planning designations
and policies that are implemented by MTC and BCDC, with the assistance of local
governments. Areas determined to be necessary for future port development are
designated as port priority use areasl and are reserved for port-related and other
uses that will not impede development of the sites for port purposes. Within port
priority use areas, marine terminals? are identified and these sites are reserved
specifically for marine terminal uses. The number of marine terminals (measured
by marine terminal berths3) and amount of land needed for marine terminal use is
derived from an analysis of the Bay Area waterborne cargo demand in 2020 and the
capability of existing marine terminals to handle the forecast cargo. Local
governments assist in implementation of the Seaport Plan by protecting the port

1Port priority use areas include within their premises marine terminals and directly-related ancillary activities such as
container freight stations, transit sheds and other temporary storage, ship repairing, support transportation uses
including trucking and railroad yards, freight forwarders, government offices related to the port activity, chandlers and
marine services. Other uses, especially pubhc access and public commercial recreation development, are permissible
uses provided they do not sxgmﬁmntly impair the efficient utilization of the port area.

2Marine terminals are any public, private, propnetary or military waterfront facility utilized for the receipt or
shipment of waterborne cargo. Marine terminals serving an industrial function where the product transferred over the
wharf is processed (e.g., crude oil to be refined) are not included in the Seaport Plan. For purposes of the Plan marine
terminal includes the wharf, storage area, offices, rail and truck facilities, container freight stations, intermodal
container transfer facilities, areas for maintenance of containers or container handling equipment, and other functions
necessary to the efficient operation of a terminal; it does not include employee parking.

3 A marine terminal berth includes a wharf and other marine terminal facilities necessary to support a single ship
berth.
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in determining which sites are suitable or necessary for development. Such trends
include:

* The ever increasing size of container vessels (the newest generation of
container ships is up to 1,300 feet in length and 150 feet wide, with drafts of 45
to 48 feet);

* The need for deeper channels and berths to accommodate these larger ships;

* The increasing use of containers for break bulk, bulk, and liquid .cargoes —
even automobiles are now shipped in containers;

* The different economic conditions and planned developments at each Bay
Area port;

* The shippers’ trend toward consolidation of terminals and the high cost of
container terminal development;

* The increasing importance of intermodal transportation of goods, and;

¢ The importance of access to at least one, preferably two or three, rail lines for
competitive pricing.

The remainder of this report describes the existing designations and analyzes the
need to retain or alter the port priority use and/or marine terminal designations,
given the above constraints. Information about the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard is
provided in Appendix A. Appendix B provides information on the costs and
methods of financing terminal development. Letters from property owners, ports,
and local governments requesting amendments to the Seaport Plan are also attached
in Appendix C.

Facilities Needed To Meet The Cargo Forecast

The staff report entitled Future Marine Terminal Requirements: Proposed
Approach for the 1994 Update of the Seaport Plan estimated the number of marine
terminals and berths needed to meet the cargo forecast in the 1988 Seaport Plan.5
The method assumes greater potential at existing ports to process cargo, indicating
that the Bay Area ports can absorb significant increases in waterborne cargo without
building new port facilities.

The high productivity levels assumed in the analysis represent a blend of theory
and realistic capability at marine terminals that may not be achieved at each port. To
account for factors that may prevent terminals from reaching their theoretical
capacity, such as customer demands, market trends, and operating constraints, an
additional 25 percent was added to the total number of berths required in the year
2020. Table 1 summarizes the analysis of the number of berths needed to meet
future increases in waterborne cargo:

SSF BCDC, op. cit., May 3, 1994. See especially Chapters 4 and 5. As a result of this approach, fewer
future marine terminals are needed to accommodate the anticipated growth in waterborne cargo. The
cargo forecast can be found in the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan, 1988, p.11.
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In both the 1982 and 1988 Seaport Plans, sites were assigned numbers that
originated in the first technical analysis of sites with seaport potential.> Where
necessary, the numbered sites are referenced below. But in general,
recommendations in this report do not use that system of reference. Instead, marine
terminal sites are described by their location in relationship to the piers and
terminals at the respective ports.

1. Port of San Francisco

In 1982 and 1988 Seaport Plans, San Francisco offered significant new capacity for
container terminal operations, and the port priority use area was drawn large to
accommodate the expected container terminals. Other policies derived from that
expectation, including the “Strategy” to protect sufficient backland in the port
priority use area between Piers 70 and 80 to allow development of a new container
terminal.” The Strategy is summarized below.

Piers 52-64 is an area adjacent to the site of the Mission Bay project. The 1988
Plan provided for deletion of the marine terminal designation and port priority use
area inland of the pier area if equivalent area near Piers 70-80 were reserved for
future marine terminal development. The Seaport Plan provides that the near-term
marine terminal designation for the Piers 52-64 area of the San Francisco waterfront
should be retained in the Seaport Plan until: (1) all of the former Western Pacific
property at Warm Water Cove is transferred from the Santa Fe Pacific Reality
Corporation (now Catellus Development Corporation) to the Port of San Francisco;
and (2) the Port and the City and County of San Francisco develop a strategy, to be
reviewed and approved by or on behalf of the BCDC, to assure that the port priority
use areas are reserved for port purposes consistent with the Seaport Plan, and the
non-port-priority areas needed for marine terminal uses at the Piers 70 to 80 area are
available to the Port. The Port Commission and the City and County of San
Francisco Planning Commission approved the Strategy in June, 1993. The transfer of
land is expected some time in 1994. Successful completion of these requirements
will trigger amendment of the Seaport Plan and the Bay Plan, and delete all of the
port priority use designation west of Terry A. Frangois Boulevard (formerly China
Basin Street) from its origin to Mariposa Street. Part of the Strategy process is
complete, and the port priority use designation between Third Street, Illinois Street,
Mission Rock, and Mariposa Streets has been deleted.8

6Technical Report, San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan, April 1982.

7For a complete description of the strategy for deletion of the port priority use area, see the San
Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan, 1988, pp. 31-32.

8Resolution No. 93-11 and Bay Plan Amendment No. 2-93, San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission.
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This complicated process was predicated on the need to reserve adequate
backland near Piers 70-80 to develop that 28-acre site for container operations.
However, that scenario appears unlikely to unfold for several reasons, including:

¢ The Port of San Francisco’s present financial situation precludes significant
investment in new container facilities in the foreseeable future;

¢ Much of the property within the port priority use area is developed and in
use; some buildings have historical significance;

* San Francisco’s existing container terminals at Piers 80 and 94-96 are
underused. Some shippers have moved recently from these piers to other
ports, leaving significant capacity available for new tenants; and

* The increasing importance of intermodal rail access to container terminals
has disadvantaged San Francisco because of its geography and connections to
only one rail line. Rail access will improve with the tunnel project, but
scheduling conflicts with CalTrain, limits on train length posed by the
curving route from the Port to the Southern Pacific main line, and the
additional time and costs required to transport containers around the south
end of the Bay present obstacles to further growth of container shipping at
San Francisco.

For the same reasons, the area known as Pier 94 North is unlikely to become an
additional terminal. It could, however, provide additional backland and storage
capacity for the terminals at Piers 94-96.

Because no additional container terminals are likely to be built in San Francisco,
the backlands for such container terminals are not needed for marine terminal use
and should be deleted from the port priority use area. Therefore, the area between
Pier 52 and Mariposa Street, and the area from the southern end of Pier 70 to the
northern boundary of the former Western Pacific property should be removed from
the port priority use area. The former Western Pacific Rail Yards should be retained
for use as backland at the Pier 80 container terminal. Further consultation with the
Port and City Planning Department will be necessary to determine the specific
boundaries of the areas to be deleted from port priority use.

Aside from berths with potential for container operations, San Francisco’s
waterfront contains many piers that are or could be used for bulk operations or ship
repair (Piers 48, 50, and 70 within the port priority use area; Piers 15-17, 27-29, 30-32
outside of the port priority use area). Given the expectation that all existing berths
will be needed by the year 2020 for bulk cargoes, berths within the port priority use
area should remain designated, along with sufficient acreage to provide storage and
support functions.

The Port of San Francisco is nearing the end of a waterfront planning process
that will result in a Waterfront Plan, required by Proposition H. According to its
Options for Change report, the Port’s flat budget has made it difficult, if not
impossible to add new programs, improve services, or develop the waterfront.
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2. Port of Oakland

In 1988, the Seaport Plan designated four areas for future marine terminal
development at the Port of Oakland: the Carnation terminal, the Ship Repair site
near 9th Avenue, the Western Pacific Mole, and the Bay Bridge sites. Four military
sites were also designated: two each at the Oakland Army Terminal and the Naval
Supply Center.

Since the 1988 update of the Seaport Plan, the Carnation site has been developed
as Terminal 30 for Mitsui O.S.K. Lines, and base closures and reduced military
budgets have made more land available to the Port for terminal development. The
Port is negotiating a lease with the Navy for 200 acres at the Naval Supply Center,
where the Port plans to build five or six new berths along the Middle Harbor (this
would incorporate the Western Pacific Mole marine terminal designation), and the
Port intends to lease an additional 200 acres. Six thousand lineal feet of wharf will be
built, and cranes arranged to work the entire length of the wharf. Depending on the
size of the ships, as many as six container vessels could be docked simultaneously.

In the 1988 plan, the Schnitzer Steel Corporation’s terminal was designated as an
active, two-berth, non-container marine terminal that could be converted to
container use. This designation should remain unchanged; if the site is converted to
container use, it would provide two of the needed 27 container berths, but would
also require an additional bulk terminal elsewhere in the Bay.

In addition to the new berths, the Port is planning to develop a joint intermodal
rail facility adjacent to the Middle Harbor. Santa Fe, Southern Pacific, and Union
Pacific Railroads will likely use this facility, which will significantly improve the
Port’s productivity at all terminals. According to Port representatives, the new
intermodal facility and the new berths on Naval Supply Center property should
accommodate the Port’s growth requirements for at least the next 15 years.? During
that period, the Port plans to continue improving its operations by investing in new
equipment, reconfiguring roads and storage areas, and improving gates. Altogether,
these changes will increase the Port’s capabilities with a minimum of Bay fill.

In view of these opportunities, the Port now views the currently designated Bay
Bridge Site (64A in the Seaport Plan), which would requires 55 acres of fill, as a less
desirable site for container development. In addition to requiring significant Bay fill,
the site lacks adequate acreage for large container ships—the Port currently plans on
50 acres per berth for new terminals that accommodate the 1,200 foot ships, but the
site would have only 67 acres.

Of greater interest to the Port is the potential for improving the configuration of
the area encompassing Terminals 20-26. One long-term project that could be
implemented after the Naval Supply Center berths are built would be to fill in the
area between Terminal 9 and Terminal 22, creating a longer, straight wharf with

9Communicated at a meeting on May 27, 1994 with BCDC staff and Leo Brian, Director of Maritime
Activities, and John Glover, Director of Strategic Planning at the Port.
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cranes running the entire length. This project, requiring an undetermined amount
of fill, would improve the Port’s efficiency and productivity because the backland for
all terminals in that area could be realigned to provide better access with rail and
trucks. It would also accommodate the 1,200 foot ships. Although it would entail a
large Bay fill, this project would likely pre-empt the need for the Bay Bridge site due
to its capacity enhancements. Staff should work with the Port of Oakland to compare
the fill requirements, gains in efficiency, and the costs of the Bay Bridge Site with the
project that would fill in the area between Terminals 9 and 22.

The marine terminal designation at the Ship Repair Area on the Inner Harbor
(site 53C, between Lake Merritt Channel and Clinton Basin) should be changed to a
bulk cargo site because it cannot accommodate deep draft container ships. The
Webster and Posey Tubes inhibit dredging to greater than 35 MLLW in the Inner
Harbor east of the tubes. Further, the configuration of the port priority use area and
marine terminal designation resulting from BCDC Bay Plan Amendment 93-1
should be revised. The port priority use area now straddles both the Southern Pacific
Railroad and Interstate 880, just north of Fifth Avenue in Oakland. This
configuration does not enhance cargo storage or transfer and the port priority use
area boundary should be changed to consolidate the area.

Oakland specializes in container shipping, and intends to accommodate the
largest container vessels. Therefore, existing bulk terminals will likely be converted
to container berths. For example, the Bay Bridge Bulk Terminals 8, 9, and 10 could
become two container berths. However, the Ninth Avenue Terminal cannot be
converted to container operations due to depth restrictions on the Inner Harbor
Channel. Existing bulk operations displaced by conversion would need to be
relocated to Richmond, San Francisco, or Benicia. The “no net loss” policy would
apply to these conversions: adequate facilities must be retained to accommodate
operations displaced by conversion to container terminals.

Recommended Changes:

* The marine terminal designation at the Ship Repair Area on the Inner
Harbor (site 53C, between Lake Merritt Channel and Clinton Basin) should be
changed to a bulk cargo marine terminal.

e The port priority use area at the Ship Repair Area on the Inner Harbor should
be modified to delete the small parcels inland of Embarcadero Road.

¢ The Ninth Avenue marine terminal designation should be changed from a
container terminal to a break bulk terminal.

-11-
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the Harbor Channel is designated as a 35-foot MLLW channel, ARCO will require 39
feet to accommodate its tankers by 1996. If adequate dredging cannot be obtained and
ARCO ceases operations at its Richmond terminal, the site could be used by the Port
for liquid or other bulk operations, or developed as a container berth in conjunction
with the Point Potrero terminal.

Recommended Changes:

¢ The Ford Peninsula should be designated as a marine terminal and port
priority use area in support of a container terminal at Terminal 3.

¢ The Richmond ancillary port use zone is of regional importance and should
remain designated as a port priority use area, in support of container terminal
development on the Ford Peninsula.

» The Graving Docks should be filled and combined with the existing
Terminals 5, 6, and 7 and the Shipyard to develop a four to five-berth
combination neo-bulk and container terminal at Point Potrero, using
dredged material from the Harbor Channel and the Lauritzen Canal (if
acceptable to environmental regulatory agencies).

¢ The Port should use the ARCO terminal if and when it becomes available for
bulk cargo, or develop a container berth if adjacent backland is available at the
Point Potrero terminal.

¢ The marine terminal designation in the northwest Santa Fe Channel should
be changed from a container to a bulk terminal.

-15-
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railroad connects Encinal Terminals to the Southern Pacific line via the High Street
Bridge. The Beltline runs the entire length of northern waterfront, but has many
turns that make it difficult for container freight trains to negotiate the line. It passes
through residential neighborhoods, which would present a conflict with regularly
scheduled container freight trains.

These restrictions on access to Encinal Terminals, coupled with the very close
proximity to the Port of Oakland, make it unlikely that there would be sufficient
demand for Terminal 5 to justify returning it to container uses. Substantial
improvements would be necessary to obtain adequate rail and road access to the
area; unless these improvements are made by the City of Alameda to implement its
reuse plan for the Alameda Naval Air Station, it’s unlikely that Encinal would find
it cost effective to make the necessary upgrades.

Terminal 5 could provide a future break bulk or liquid bulk terminal. However,
the current surplus of facilities around the bay, coupled with the available capacity at
adjacent Terminals 1-4, suggest that this site is not needed to provide additional
bulk facilities. No changes are proposed for Terminals 1-4, which are currently used
for neo-bulk steel and liquid bulk cargoes. Located east of Alaska Basin, Terminals
1-4 can accommodate two 800-foot cargo ships, and have over 100,000 square feet of
storage space.

Recommendations:

¢ Remove the two-berth marine terminal and the port priority use designation
from Terminal 5 (boundaries to be determined).

Future Marine Terminals Designated at
Encinal Terminals

Site Name No. of Cargo Type No.of  Cargo Type
Berths 1988 1988 Berths 1994 1994
Terminal 5 2 Container 0 NA

In summary, Encinal Terminals provides no additional marine terminals to
meet the cargo forecast.

6. Port of Benicia

No changes have been requested for the marine terminal or port priority use
designations at the Port of Benicia. However, the 1988 Seaport Plan called for a long-
term two-berth container terminal west of the existing port facilities. This
designation should be removed.

Container terminal designation at the Benicia waterfront suffers from the same
problems as the designations at Vallejo and Redwood City: lack of adequate rail
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access and isolation from other container terminals. These attributes are essential to
attract shippers and make a port development project cost effective. Given the other
opportunities for container terminal development at Oakland and Richmond, the
marine terminal designation at Benicia should be deleted. Although it could be
retained as a bulk site, there are sufficient other sites around the Bay that are
currently underused or could be revived with less investment than would be
required to develop a new terminal at the Benicia Waterfront.

Recommended Changes:
¢ The long-term container terminal designation at Benicia should be deleted.

Future Marine Terminals Designated at

The Port of Benicia
Site Name No.of CargoType No.of  Cargo Type
Berths 1988 1988 Berths 1994 1994
Benicia Waterfront 2 Container 0 NA

In summary, Benicia provides no future marine terminal designations.

7. Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

Although not an operating port, Hunters Point Naval Shipyard possesses many
facilities that could be developed for new marine terminals. In the 1982 Seaport
Plan, five marine terminal designations were noted on Map 4, all of them suitable
for containers, and the entire base was designated as a port priority use area. Deep
water, more than adequate backland, and the industrial character of the Shipyard
made it an attractive location for future container terminals. However, the same
constraints that limit the potential for container terminal development at San
Francisco apply to Hunters Point.

Planning for the reuse of Hunters Point is underway, and the final reuse plan
will contain a maritime element. Ship repair, scrap metal and other recyclable
materials and processing, and bulk or neo-bulk cargoes could be located at the
Shipyard. The area most likely for marine terminal development includes the
North Pier, Dry Dock 4, South Pier, the regunning pier, and the waterfront area
along the South Basin. This area, along with suitable backland for break bulk and
ship repair operations, should continue to be designated for port priority use.

Although there are significant impediments to container terminal development,
maritime activities offer opportunities for industrial growth and would provide
employment at the Shipyard for the Bayview-Hunters Point community.

21-







Recommended Changes:

* The port priority use area on Hunters Point Shipyard should be reduced to
the North Pier, Dry Dock 4, South Pier, the regunning pier, and the
waterfront area along the South Basin. (Boundaries to be determined.)

¢ Marine terminal designations should be placed on the Hunters Point
Shipyard to designate locations for bulk, break bulk, scrap, or ship repair

operations.
Future Marine Terminals Designated at
Hunters Point Naval Shipyard
Site Name No. of CargoType No.of Cargo Type
Berths 1988 1988 Berths 1994 1994
Various Locations 5 Military 3-4 Break Bulk

In summary, three or four new berths, suitable for dry, liquid, break bulk, or
neo-bulk cargo could be developed at Hunters Point.

8. Vallejo Waterfront

The City of Vallejo has requested deletion of the port and water-related industry
priority use and near-term terminal designation from the approximately 34-acre
Kaiser property. The Kaiser property, acquired by the City of Vallejo in 1989, is part
of a larger area on Mare Island Strait designated for port and water-related industry
use in the Seaport Plan and the Bay Plan. Additionally, the entire area is designated
in the Seaport Plan as a long-term, 125-acre five-berth marine terminal with
potential for containers.

Although the waterfront site in Vallejo has the requisite acreage and waterfront
footage for a multiple berth container terminal, it is isolated from other container
terminals, making it an unlikely prospect for development. Further, while the Mare
Island Strait is a federal channel maintained to a depth of 36 MLLW by the Army
Corps of Engineers, when the Mare Island Naval Shipyard closes the Corps will
likely reduce the depth of the channel.10

The site could be used for break bulk or other bulk cargoes, if there were
sufficient demand for a new port at Vallejo. Currently, there is a surplus of facilities
for handling break bulk and other bulk cargoes, which suggests that the port priority

10The continued maintenance of this channel to this depth appears to be unnecessary because of the
cessation of shipping activity at the Peter Kiewit, Kaiser Steel, and General Mills properties. For
additional information, see Dredging and Navigation Safety, a report to the Seaport Planning
Advisory Committee, February 1, 1994, page 3.
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use designation could be deleted from this site without jeopardizing the ability to
meet the expected demand for port facilities.

Recommended Changes:

* Delete the port priority use area and five-berth marine terminal designations
from the Vallejo waterfront.

Future Marine Terminals Designated at

Vallejo
Site Name No. of Cargo Type No.of  Cargo Type
Berths 1988 1988 Berths 1994 1994
Vallejo Waterfront 5 Container 0 NA

In summary, no additional marine terminal sites are provided at the Vallejo
waterfront.
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APPENDIX A
HUNTERS POINT ANNEX

Site Description

Hunters Point Annex encompasses approximately 940 acres on a peninsula in
the southeastern portion of San Francisco. It covers nearly 500 acres of dry land and
440 acres that are submerged. The Annex is served by the protected harbor of San
Francisco Bay, an unrestricted deep water channel, and a large anchorage area off the
shipyard. A natural depression exists immediately to the east of the easternmost tip
of the Point, where water depths reach -60 to -70 feet MLLW. These depths extend
for about 3,000 feet in an east-west direction and 4,500 feet in a north-south
direction. The approach channel, with relatively deep water of -60 feet MLLW, leads
up to berths with depths that range from -20 to -40 feet MLLW. India Basin and
South Basin are Bay inlets that form the north and southwest boundaries of the
peninsula.

The majority of the Annex is relatively level, at 10-15 feet mean sea level
elevation, although the northwest portion is adjacent to steeply sloped hillsides
which rise to an elevation of more than 100 feet within the boundary of the Annex.
Thirty acres of the dry land have slopes 30 percent or greater. Reports indicate that
most of the area that presently makes up Hunters Point Annex was formerly
mudflats, and that as many 400 acres were filled with material excavated from
surrounding hills and imported fill materials. Aerial photographs indicate that
large-scale cut-and-fill operations took place between 1935 and 1948.

A residential area abuts the Annex along the northwest boundary at the top of
Hunters Point Ridge and continues inland along the ridge top and downslope to the
southwest. Two industrial areas adjoin the Annex. A small boat repair yard and
marina lie just northeast of an undeveloped area between Innes Avenue and India
Basin. An industrial area near South Basin contains a mix of small manufacturing,
distribution and warehouse uses. The Candlestick Point State Recreation Area runs
along the edge of South Basin from Candlestick Park to the vicinity of the southwest
boundary of the Annex.

The facility is adjacent to San Francisco's primary industrial area and the section
of the waterfront where the majority of the Port of San Francisco’s industrial
maritime uses are concentrated. The Waterfront Plan Advisory Board appointed to
develop a Waterfront Plan for the Port Commission of San Francisco has
recommended the Southern Waterfront area for continued or expanded water-
dependent- activities. Activities that include primarily ship repair, cargo shipping,
and maritime support activities are recommended for the majority of this section of
the Port. This area handles most of the cargo received and shipped through the Port
at the four docking facilities plus the 36-acre Intermodal Container Transfer Facility
(ICTF) adjacent to the South Terminal at Pier 96.







History

Boat building began at Hunters Point in the 1860s and a commercial ship repair
facility was installed in 1869. Beginning in 1919, three drydocks served large deep
draft commercial vessels until purchased by the Navy in 1939 and leased to
Bethlehem Steel. In 1941, the Navy assumed ownership of the facility and
developed it as an annex to the Navy Yard at Mare Island, to accelerate production
of Liberty ships. A fourth drydock and three submarine drydocks were added
between 1940 and 1945. The work force grew from a small group of workers
transferred from Mare Island to nearly 18,000 workers by the end of WWIIL.
Redesignated a separate Naval Shipyard in 1945, Hunters Point became the site for
the decontamination of several ships returned from nuclear weapons tests in the
Pacific. The Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory conducted nuclear weapons
research at Hunters Point between 1946 and 1969.

Shipyard facilities at Hunters Point and Mare Island were placed under a single
command in 1966. The workload at Hunters Point consisted primarily of repair and
conversion of non-nuclear surface ships and diesel submarine repair, in addition to
some non-nuclear work on nuclear ships. Hunters Point and Mare Island facilities
were again operated as separate entities beginning in 1970. The Navy continued
using the facility for ship building and repair from 1941 to 1974, when it was placed
in industrial reserve while remaining under Navy ownership. In 1976, a major
portion — over 80 percent — of the shipyard was leased to Triple A Machine Shop,
Inc., which conducted commercial and Navy ship repair until late 1986. In 1987,
Hunters Point became an annex to Naval Station Treasure Island. At that time, the
Navy began to plan for homeporting the USS Missouri Battlegroup at Hunters
Point. The homeporting was ultimately not funded by Congress, and in October
1990, the Department of Defense placed Hunters Point on the Base Closure List. In
Fall 1991, Hunters Point was slated for closure under the Base Closure and
Realignment Act. In April 1994, custody of the facility was transferred from Naval
Station Treasure Island to the Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command (WESTDIV). The entire facility is potentially available for transfer to San
Francisco for redevelopment.

Waterfront Facilities and Usage

Waterfront facilities at Hunters Point were constructed to provide 21 repair
berths equipped for overhaul of vessels above the waterline, and 19 deep water
berths not fully equipped for repair. Piers, quay wall, and wharf space provide 16,000
linear feet of berthing space with an additional 8,000 linear feet in the repair berths.
Currently, 11 berths totaling approximately 5,000 linear feet are in use by the Navy
and Maritime Administration along the eastern waterfront. The remaining 11,000
feet of pier and wharf space, 8,000 feet of repair berths, and six drydocks are now
vacant.







Drydocks 5, 6 and 7 have not been used for repair work since the early 1980s
and have greatly deteriorated — the machinery no longer operates. Drydock 5 is
considered usable but currently is flooded. The gate to Drydock 6 is damaged but is
repairable. Drydock 7 has been fitted as a boat launching area.

Located on India Basin between the former submarine base and Drydocks 2
and 3, Piers B and C — each 400 feet long and 100 feet wide — are made of wood, and
are badly deteriorated, such that their present condition presents a danger to
pedestrians. Berths 55-60 located in this area have been condemned.

Berthing Areas. The main berthing area at Hunters Point is the central
waterfront, which includes the quay wall, the North and South Piers, and the
Regunning Pier. The quay wall runs along the northeast waterfront, and contains
800 linear feet of berthing space along the east side and 1,000 feet along the southeast
side. Berths 1 and 2 sited along the eastern segment of the wall are usable for boat
tie-ups; however, the sheet pile has corroded and leaks, and the landside area is in
need of repair. No electric power serves this area. Berths 3, 4 and 5, located along the
southeast segment of the quay wall, are used by the Navy’s Supervisor of
Shipbuilding to berth barges and a tugboat. Of similar construction to the North
Pier, the overall structural condition for this berthing area is good.

The two operational piers at Hunters Point are the North and South Piers,
located at either side of Drydock 4. They each measure 1,000 feet in length, 125 feet in
width, and are of granular filled, concrete-faced timber crib construction. Both are
served by full utility services and their overall structural condition is sound;
however, the paved asphalt surface is uneven and shows cavities at many locations.
Berth depths between the two piers average -30 feet MLLW. The north side of the
South Pier was maintained at -40 to -42 feet MLLW during the 1980s. A six-ship
Ready Reserve Force under the Maritime Administration is moored at Berths 6-13
along the North and South Piers.

A 1992 engineering inspection of the underwater structure of the North Pier
and Berths 3, 4 and 5 rated them suitable for mooring support vessels, and that no
underwater maintenance is required at this time for that purpose. However, due to
the uneven pavement surface and underlying voids in the deck offering poor
support for crane rails, it was recommended that an evaluation of the interior fill
and support system be conducted before possible restoration of crane service to this
area.

The Regunning Pier to the south of the South Pier measures 400 feet in
width, 1,675 feet on its north side and 1,000 feet on its south side. A 450-ton crane
structure on the pier designed to lift battleship turrets is currently being dismantled
by the Navy. The pier is constructed of hydrofill (Bay fill material) encased in steel
walls reinforced by interlocking steel cells. The outside facing of the pier was
refinished in the 1980s by Westinghouse, which operated the Surface Test Launch
Facility at the pier until 1984. Utility electric power feeds reach the pier. The
regunning pier has a general open level backup area covering approximately 125
acres and is in proximity to large buildings that could provide storage and
manufacturing facilities.







in San Francisco Bay scheduled to begin in mid-1994, and other similar contracts are
not expected in the future. The largest component of upcoming Navy repair
contracts are smaller service craft, which can be handled by existing smaller repair
yards. Discussion is ongoing among Bay Area ship repair operators as to the level of
demand for large-scale ship repair requiring the maintenance of drydocks at Hunters
Point.

Commercial repair contracts have been running at low levels throughout the
Bay, but an increase in this activity area in the next few years might be anticipated.
The worldwide bulk carrier fleet is aging: the majority of the world fleet is more
than 20 years old, and repair costs run approximately 10 percent of new construction
costs. Some marketing surveys have shown that the domestic ship repair industry,
which for decades has been migrating offshore, may have an opportunity to regain
some foothold in the U.S. in the future, due to increasing international wage scales.

Dredging at Hunters Point. Generally sandy material is found off Hunters
Point, and siltation rates at the central waterfront between the North and South
Piers historically have been high, approximately 4.8 feet per year. Siltation rates at
Hunters Point are affected more by storm cycles and unusually high tides than
normal tide cycles, and during southeasterly storms, shoaling occurs at Drydock 4.

Dredge requirements at Hunters Point when Triple A began operations in
1976 included removal of 9,800 cubic yards (cy) to open Drydock 3 plus an additional
48,000 cy in the vicinity of Drydocks 2 and 4. Permit records indicate that subsequent
annual removal of 10,000 cy of material was required in front of Drydocks 2, 3 and 4
during the course of Triple A’s lease. In 1983, 180,000 cy of material were removed in
the area between the North and South Piers in preparation for the overhaul osf two
nuclear aircraft carriers.

In 1987, when it was planning for the homeporting of the USS Missouri
Battlegroup and a Cruiser/Destroyer Group at Hunters Point, the Navy estimated
that 365,000 cy of initial dredging and 200,000 cy of annual maintenance dredging
would be necessary to achieve depths of -35 feet MLLW at the North Pier and -38 to
-40 feet MLLW at the South Pier. To achieve -45 feet MLLW at the berths and -42 feet
at the entrance, the Navy estimated the initial dredging required would be 465,000
cy, with maintenance dredging requirements remaining the same as for the
shallower depths.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board has identified a number of sites
offshore Hunters Point that appear to be contaminated with heavy metals, PCBs,
and other toxic deposits. Specific sources for contaminants have not been identified;
however, drydock activities may have deposited heavy metals and other materials
in Bay sediment. Overflows of sewage into the stormwater system allowed effluent
to flow to the Bay, and contaminants may have precipitated into the sediment near
Hunters Point. The area off the southern shoreline is of particular concern due to
probable leakage and spillover from fill areas located along that waterfront.
However, because no ship-related facilities are located in this area, dredging is not
required. It is anticipated by the Regional Water Board that disposal of material
dredged at Hunters Point would be restricted to upland sites due to contamination
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generally located in the northern portion of the Annex. Up to 800 tenants, a large
majority artists, have been located at Hunters Point.

Toxic Contamination

As a result of the continual industrial use of Hunters Point over its 120 year
history, much contamination has occurred at the site. Some has resulted from ship
repair and construction processes, while a large portion is due to improper disposal
of chemical waste and heavy metals. The sandblasting process used to remove
marine paint during the overhaul of ships resulted in the release of heavy metals
such as lead and copper into the sand, while solvents and acids were used in other
aspects of ship overhaul. Large amounts of these and other hazardous substances
were disposed of throughout Hunters Point. Liquid wastes were generally
discharged to the combined sewer stormwater system or were discharged directly
into the Bay. Other sources of contamination include accidental spills and
production processes.

Between 1958 and 1974, the Navy used a 36-acre landfill located at the southwest
corner of the Annex for disposal of industrial waste, including a variety of liquid
chemicals, asbestos, shop industrial, chemical and solvent wastes, and low-level
radioactive wastes, in addition to domestic refuse. While the Industrial Landfill was
operational, approximately 20 acres of the Bay were filled with waste material. The
majority of waste disposal in the Annex occurred in the Industrial Landfill and the
adjacent southern waterfront, which was used as a landfill from 1945 to 1978.
Assorted shipyard wastes at the Bay Fill Area include sandblast wastes, chemicals,
and building and ship materials. Two oil reclamation ponds constructed in this area
in 1944 are approximately 30 feet from the Bay. These unlined ponds were used to
store waste oil generated by the ships and various base industrial shops. Other waste
products deposited in the ponds include bilge water, solvents, caustic soda, and
ethylene glycol. The ponds were filled without first being cleaned. Both areas are
now fenced to prohibit public access and exposure.

Superfund Site. The Navy began investigating potential hazardous waste
contamination at Hunters Point in 1984 and the site was subsequently placed on the
Superfund National Priority List (NPL) in 1989. The Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 was
developed in response to increasing national concerns regarding long-term effects of
hazardous waste disposal. CERCLA outlines the federal program to respond to
abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites, and created the EPA Superfund
Program to pursue cleanup of sites designated on the NPL for toxic remediation.
Superfund work at Hunters Point is currently being conducted under terms of the
1992 Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) between the Navy, US. EPA and State of
California, which established procedures for making environmental program
decisions for the site. The FFA was developed pursuant to CERCLA Section 120. An
interim amendment was signed in May 1993, and the final FFA is currently being
negotiated.
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Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, with the goal of expediting
cleanup of the property with full protection of public health and the environment.
Cleanup actions on parcels will be designed to prevent possible contamination of
surrounding areas.

Navy cleanup efforts related to the closing of naval bases in the Bay Area are
coordinated by the Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command.
WESTDIV will also serve as the property custodian once the bases are closed and
awaiting transfer to civilian reuse.

State oversight of the cleanup process is undertaken by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) of Cal-EPA. The Base Closure Branch was created in 1992
to provide information, coordination, and assistance to facilitate the closure and
reuse of military installations within California. DTSC is charged with overseeing
hazardous waste remediation in a manner that protects the public health and the
environment, and expediting cleanup of military bases for earliest possible reuse.

The San Francisco Department of Public Health also monitors cleanup activities
at Hunters Point. A representative from the department’s Toxics Health and Safety
Services division serves as liaison to community groups and sits on the Restoration
Advisory Board (see section on President’s Plan).

Status of Cleanup. At this time, Preliminary Assessments have been
conducted for the five parcels, and in general, cleanup investigation is nearing the
end of the site investigation phase. Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Studies are
being readied by the Navy in anticipation that Site Investigations will meet the
approval of the regulatory agencies participating in the FFA. A number of storage
tanks have been removed throughout the facility, and soils investigation, and in
some cases, remediation, is underway.

Similar contaminants have been identified in most of the parcels at Hunters
Point. Included among them are volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds,
PCBs, hydrocarbons, oil and grease, and a variety of heavy metals. Differences
between parcels are primarily the number of sites at various levels of
contamination, the number of underground storage tanks, and the extent of
contamination.

Parcel A is a 90-acre area at the upper elevation of the Annex, and has
historically been used for residential and administrative activities. In mid-1993, the
Navy released a summary report documenting the various investigations
conducted at Parcel A, which included a facility-wide survey of the grounds and
buildings, including tenant occupied buildings, and which resulted in the removal
of 1,500 drums of hazardous materials. A three-stage Preliminary Assessment that
documented all potential contamination was also included in the summary report.

Parcels B, C, D, and E contain sites with varying degrees of contamination
which have undergone Preliminary Assessments and Site Investigations and are
currently undergoing Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Studies (RI/FS). Each
parcel will have its own RI/FS, from which the Navy will develop cleanup plans for
each parcel in its entirety. Parcel B includes 66 acres along the northern shoreline
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advise the BRAC Closure Team on cleanup standards consistent with possible
future land uses. The formation of the RAB is intended to facilitate the expedited
cleanup and conversion of Hunters Point in keeping with the president’s plan to
speed economic recovery of communities affected by base closures.

Planning for Hunters Point

The Navy plans to deed transfer approximately 50 acres of Parcel A to the City
and County of San Francisco in 1994. Transfer is possible at this time because it has
been determined that little toxic cleanup is required at this site and the necessary
infrastructure is largely intact. Located in the higher elevation area of Hunters Point
that includes the area adjacent to the main gate, and used historically for housing
and administration, Parcel A directly adjoins the Hunters Point Hill residential area.
The South Bayshore Plan, an area plan of the Master Plan for San Francisco,
recommends that this area on the ridge portion of the facility be retained for
affordable private housing development in an effort to better integrate the Annex
into the surrounding community.

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City and the Navy
establishes the conditions under which the transfer will operate. The Navy will sell
Parcel A to the City for one dollar, at which time the City will assume responsibility
for managing the remainder of the base. Under this arrangement, the City will be
required to maintain infrastructure and provide police services throughout the
Annex, and will have the ability to collect rents from all tenants. The MOU states
that the City will not acquire any parcel until it has been cleaned to a level mutually
agreed on by the City, Navy and regulatory agencies. The Navy foresees future
transfers and changes in use at Hunters Point being driven by cleanup efforts, with
the local community at the forefront of reuse planning.

The city agency charged with overseeing the transfer process and developing
program options for future use of Hunters Point Annex is the City of San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). SFRA has been active near the shipyard since the
early 1960s, in the development of the India Basin Industrial Park at Third Street
and Evans Avenue, and residential development on Hunters Point Hill. The
SFRA’s reuse planning process will produce a specific development plan for Parcel
A and a master development plan for the entire shipyard. It is estimated that the
planning process will be completed in 1995, to be followed by the preparation of a
program EIR.

SFRA will consider near- and long-term uses, focusing its efforts on those that
will address the primary goal of providing employment opportunities for the local
community as well as for the city as a whole. Because of its location and current low-
intensity usage, the City considers the site an opportunity for multi-use
development that can incorporate a variety of land uses. The City plans to consider
maritime activities as one possible future use if it can be demonstrated that such
uses may be economically feasible at the facility.

City efforts to coordinate cleanup of Hunters Point with reuse planning are
undertaken partly through the active participation on the Restoration Advisory
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Bayshore, which is bounded on three sides by hills and the Bay to the east. With the
expanded wartime activity of the Navy, the number of residents in the adjacent area
swelled from 14,011 in 1940 to over 50,000 by 1950. While under active use by the
- Navy until the early 1970s, the shipyard provided over 10,000 jobs, and served as the
primary employer for South Bayshore residents. Its worker population and the local
residential population comprised a consumer market of over 75,000 people that
contributed to the vitality of the Third Street corridor, the primary commercial
artery in the district. The closure of the shipyard contributed to a physical and
economic downturn of Third Street and the surrounding area. Nonresidential
growth in the area has occurred primarily in warehousing and more recently in
recycling, and has not generated the number of jobs needed to address
unemployment in the area. :

The City’s plans for the revitalization of the South Bayshore Area stress the
need for jobs creation. The area deemed most appropriate for new large-scale
industrial development is Hunters Point Annex, both for its size and for its location
removed from residential areas. It is estimated by city planners that the number of
jobs that would be created by a major employer at the site would be sufficient to
employ all those local residents currently unable to find work. The City recognizes
the need to create a favorable environment if developers are to be attracted to the
area, and sees commercial, housing, and transit development along the Third Street
corridor, as well as improvements to the residential and open areas adjacent to the
Annex, as potentially contributing to such an environment.
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Hunters Point Annex
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: APPENDIX B
COST OF MARINE TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT

In order to provide an expanded context for planning for future shipping
terminal development in San Francisco Bay, an investigation into the costs related
to terminal development was requested by the Seaport Planning Advisory
Committee at its May 10, 1994 meeting. To this end, the Ports of Seattle and Long
Beach, as well as the Ports of Oakland and San Francisco, were contacted. Sources of
financing available to the ports to meet construction costs were also surveyed.

Marine Terminal Development Costs

Discussions with several ports confirmed that terminal construction costs vary
widely and are specific to each project. A great number of variables ranging from
tenant requirements to soils condition affect the development costs incurred by a
port.

New development being undertaken by the ports surveyed largely centers on
container shipping. Forecasted continued growth of this cargo type in West Coast
markets, and the increasing use of containers for more types of cargo, combine to
increase demand for container facilities.

Construction costs for different cargo types — container, dry bulk, break
bulk/neo-bulk, auto, and liquid bulk — are summarized in the following tables,
which are derived from industry profiles developed by the Port of San Francisco in
support of its current planning efforts. A waterfront land use economic study was
developed in 1993 by Vickerman-Zachary-Miller (VZM) with Economic and
Planning Systems as consultants to the Port.

Standardized terminal “modules” were developed by VZM based on industry
requirements and adapted to represent an optimal economic use of land and
facilities for San Francisco Bay port development. The information is intended as
general guidance for land and equipment requirements and costs of development.

Facilities and related features and costs are organized according to the different
terminal types. Not included in the cost estimates are site specific adjustments
including: land costs; design costs; access improvements; permitting and mitigation;
hazardous materials remediation; additional Bay fill or shoreline protection; and
any necessary demolition and disposal.






Auto Terminal
FACILITIES FEATURES CONSTRUCTION COSTS notes

WHARF 700 feet $2,600,000 range 700 to 1,000 feet

o3

STORAGE AREA (LONG TERM) 20 acres $4 400 000 17 to 32 acres

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 2,500 square feet $250_000

TOTAL Port Capital Requirements $8, 020 000 based on standard VZM
auto terminal module

Liquid Bulk Terminal

FACILITIES FEATURES CONSTRUCTION COSTS notes
WHARF 400 feet $2,700,000 provides for up o 800-
foot vessel with mooring
dolphms and wtwalks

PRODUCT MANIFOLD and PUMP provided by lessee not included in total costs
STATION, TANKAGE

AR

RAIL LOAD-OUT 2 acres $320,000

TOTAL Port Capital Requirements $3,435,000 based on standard VZM
petroleum terminal module

Not included in terminal development costs are those incurred for: rail or freeway access improvements; permitting
and mitigation; additional fill or shore protection; demolition and disposal; hazardous materials remediation; and
annual operating and maintenance.

Source: Vickerman-Zachary-Miller, Oakland with Economic and Planning Systems, Berkeley. Waterfront Land Use
Economic Study prepared for the Port of San Francisco, December 1993.
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Methods of Financing Port Development

Competition between ports exists at regional as well as local levels, and
comparative advantages and disadvantages between ports include a number of
factors; pricing is not the only component in location decisions made by shippers.
Deep water and convenient access to multiple rail lines increase in importance as
container and intermodal transport of ‘goods constitute a greater proportion of
freight shipments.

American ports encounter limited funding capability. The majority of foreign
ports are national enterprises that receive substantial subsidies. Domestic ports must
generate income to sustain ongoing operations as well as finance future capital
improvements. During the past three decades, ports have steadily increased their
reliance on internally generated investment funding, as the proportion of external
funding resources such as general obligation bonds and public funding has declined.

The following is an overview of financing resources available to the West Coast
ports surveyed for this report.

Port of San Francisco. Ownership of the Port was transferred from the State to the
City in 1968 under legislation that directed that revenues generated by the Port be
held in a fund to be used exclusively for Port purposes. The Port is a self-supporting
department of the City that receives no City or State funding. Operating revenues,
maintenance, and capital improvements depend on the ability of the Port to
generate revenues from activities on the property it controls.

Although revenue bonds have been the traditional financing method used by
the Port, such bonds were last issued in 1984, and the Port currently has no
additional debt capacity. Operating revenues are designated for facilities
maintenance and are not at a level that can sustain financing new capital projects.
General obligation bonds secured by the City’s taxing authority have not been
available to the Port. The Port does not foresee any of the above funding sources
providing new capital investment revenue in the near future.

Total operating revenues at the Port in FY 1993 were $32 million and resulted
in a loss of $1.12 million for that year. Currently, the majority of the Port’s annual
income is derived from real estate holdings. Planning is underway for San
Francisco’s waterfront that will look at a balance of maritime and other compatible
uses for the Port’s properties.

Port of Oakland. The Port of Oakland is an independent department of the City
that typically has relied on revenue bonds to underwrite capital improvements, but
has recently approached its bonding capacity. The future capability of the Port to
grow and issue new debt will be based on forescasted revenues. In the case of the
Mitsui Terminal, the first newly constructed berth at the Port in more than a decade,
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capital projects, environmental expenses, and other community investments as
directed by the Commission.

The Port's 1994 capital budget is funded through a combination of new bond
revenues, operating funds, and taxes. The property tax rate was approved at a level
that will raise more than $35.6 million and contribute approximately 25 percent of
the $66.4 million marine capital budget this year. Typically, these annual tax receipts
support 25-30 percent of marine capital investment at the Port. A portion of the tax
levy is available to service debt on general obligation bonds, another standard
component of the Port's total funding.

Baseline capital spending by the Port’s Marine Division for 1993-1996 is
forecasted at $320 million and dedicates $255 million to container-related projects
that include property acquisitions and development, facilities improvement and
expansion, and crane modernization.

Puget Sound accommodates nearly 30 percent of the international container
trade for the West Coast, or an expected 2.37 million TEUs in the upcoming year.
The Port of Seattle will handle slightly more than half of this total, or 1.22 million
TEUs, with the remainder passing through the Port of Tacoma. Because of a
relatively small local market, the Seattle-Tacoma area depends on a high level of
intermodal trade, and the ports have pursued comprehensive intermodal planning
and development.
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(400) 293-3210

March 16, 1993

vJennifer Ruffalo

Senior Planner

San Francisco Bay Conservation &
Development Commission

30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2011

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Seaport Plan

Dear Ms. Ruffalo:

This letter is in response to your letter of
February 24, 1993 with regard to potential amendments to the
Seaport Plan.

We represent Pacific Shores Center Limited
Partnership, the owner of approximately 116 acres of land
adjacent to and near the Port of Redwood City in San Mateo
County. The property is designated in the San Francisco Bay
Plan as port priority use. I enclose a map identifying the
property.

Pursuant to an Outline of Terms for Memorandum of
Understanding between the Port of Redwood City and our client,
approximately 10 acres located at Redwood Creek and Westpoint
Slough are proposed for transfer to the Port of Redwood City for
its future use. The balance of the property is proposed to be
used for development of a new business park serving high
technology and other businesses. The entire property is
currently designated and zoned by San Mateo County for
industrial purposes, including business park uses. However, our
client intends to annex the property to Redwood City and to
accomplish such general plan approvals, prezoning and other
approvals as required for development of the property as a part
of the city for the intended purpose. The attached Outline of
Terms for Memorandum of Understanding is the best evidence of
the views of the Port of Redwood City on the proposed uses. The
Port is obviously favorable to expanded port use and is also

. favorable to development of the business park.
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1 4, Cooperation in Development

i Port has reviewed and approved Developer's plans for the Retained Land and the
! Port shall cooperate, support and assist Developer in obtaining all approvals
. required to carry out Developer's development plans, including joining in
l Developer's application for Bay Plan amendments and, if necessary, Seaport Plan
| amendments.

rt agrees to relinquish to the City Council rights of building approval the Port
y have on the Retained Land.

g

5 Sewer Capacity
J‘ the event that Developer is unable to purchase sewage capacity from another
sburce, then the Port has agreed to furnish necessary capacity, at Developer's
option.
i 6 Term of Agreement
' The Memorandum of Understanding shall terminate on December 31, 1995,
' provided that both parties agree to extend the agreement for an additional year if,
| despite the best efforts of both, delays outside their control have delayed
i

veloper's receipt of BCDC Approvals necessary for the development.

| parties but does not constitute a binding legal agreement.

i 8 Outline of Terms for Memorandum of Understanding reflects the intent of the
2 Agreed by and between the undersigned:

BOARD OF PORT COMMISSIONERS PACIFIC SHORES CENTER

! LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

: By: Pacific Shores Center Corp.
i General Partner

|By:_ By: (e A /‘4/1

i TChairman President O .

D%te: ‘ Date: S~ ﬁ/ - 23

'
l
|
i
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RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF
OUTLINE OF TERMS FOR MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
- PACIFIC SHORES CENTER LIMITED PARINERSHIP
WHEREAS, cthere has been presented to and reviewed by this
Board a document entitled "Outline of Terms for Memorandum of
Understanding Between Port of Redwood City and Pacific Shores
Center Limited Partnership (Developer)", (hereinafter referred to
as the '"Memorandum of Understanding'") outlining the present intent
of the parties in connection wich the possible Zuture sale and/or
exchange of land by or DbLezwsen the Porr c¢f Redwood City end
Pacific Shores Center Limited Partnershipz; and
WAZRELS, the Memecrandum of Uncderstancding peroains te the
_exchenge of land gemerally described in che Memorandum of
Undexrstanding as 2imest ten acres (the "10 acre parcel') at
Redwcoc Czeex and West ZFoinm: Siough west ¢I Lemsszar's reil
right-of-weyv and the Pcrt's property beocunded by Regwood Creek and
Deepwater Slough (the "Islznd Property'); and
WHEREAS, the Outline of Terms for Memorandum of Underscanding
reflects the present intent of the parties but dces not constitute
a legal and/or dinding agreement; and
NOW, THEREFORE;
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF PORT COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY
OF REDWOOD CITY AS FOLLOWS:

That certain Outline of Memorandum of Understanding entitled

"Qutline of Terms for Memorandum of Understanding Between Port of
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FROM: PORY oF Bul CAV: 419.%29.72%: Mir=148-2Y "o latge PGAST 02

FXS:dfc  3/4/93 (002/35)

Regutarly paesed and adopted by the Board of Purl
Comnieceioners of Redwood City, this _10th day of

March , 1993,

AYES, and in favor of sa&ald resolution, Commissioners:
Rennett, Castle, Dodge, Small, Smith
NOES. Commissioners: Nune

ABSENT: Commlssloners: None

«






PETTIT & MARTIN

Mr. William Travis
April 13, 1993
Page 2

If you require any further information at this time,
please let me know. We look forward to participation in the
Seaport Plan review process. We~also look forward to
discussions with BCDC staff regarding the proposed project.

I . o
- ; s -
7 s e
/ -

.Sincerely,
;”. ./" /,.'

JMS :bpp:2376s

cc: Richard K. Hulme
Douglas J. Bowen
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April 1, 1993

Mr. Marc Roddin, MTC L

Mr. Jeffry Blanchfield, BCDC

Seaport Planning Advisory Committee

c/o Metropolitan Transportation Commission
~ Joseph P. Bort Metro Center

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Re: Removal from Seaport Plan of Richmorad adncelllary
Port Use Zone, Ford Peninsula, City of Richmond

Gentlemen:

Please allow me to iﬁttc&uce wyself. I am the Interim City -
Manager of the City of Richmond.

Pursuant to the upcoming April 7, 1993 meeting of the
Seaport Planning advisory Committee ("SPAC"), Mr, Blanchfield's
memo of March 24, 1993, details proposed amendments to the
Seaport Plan. The recommendations do not expressly include the
i .+ removal of the Richmond Ancillary Port Use Zone east of Harbour
f Way on the Ford Peninsula, which I understand was part of your
: staff's scheduled review under Task 4 referenced in your February
3 3, 1993, memo to the SPAC. Task 4 calls for the review of "Port-

related use :creage needs" studies and was to commence in March
; : 1983. . Although, of course, the Richmond Ancillary Port Use Zone,
| as defined in the Seaport Plan and City land use documents, is
not limited to uses having to do with the port, I understand that
the continued need to designate property east of Harbour Way for
poxt priority use was to be revisited at this time.

Under the terms of the memorandum of understanding between
SFBCDC and the City, a strategy document to which the City and
SFBCDC gave their approval in August, 1989, the need for the

- Seaport Plan to continue to designate property east of Harbour
Way for port priority use was to be re-evaluated during the

d . Plan's next update.
! As the SPAC has decided to address requests for Seaport Plan
LY amendments at this time, the City he:eby formally reiterates its
2600 Barrett Ave. P.O. Box 4046 Richmond California 94804 telephone: 510 620-6512

L fax: 510 620-6542
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request that the referenced area be removed from port priority

use under the Seaport Plan and that the SPAC undertake .
- consideration of this matter along with the other recommendations
~.in your March 24, 1993, memo. .

: On behalf of the city's;éiéff,'we look forward to working :
cooperatively with the SPAC in its consideration of thig matter. = -

Sincerely,

7 V.
day Goldstone L
Interim City Manager

.7 cei Robert Tufts, Chair - - L S
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Encinal Terminals

TWX (910) 366-7174
(415) 523-8800
1521 BUENA VISTA AVENUE
P.O. BOX 2453
ALAMEDA, CA. 94501

ECEIVE])

December 2, 1991

Mr. Robert R. Tufts DEC 1 0 199
Chairman

BCDC SAN FRARCISEO BAY CONSERVATICH
650 California Street & DIVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Thirty-First Floor

San Francisco, CA 94108

Dear Honorable Chairman Tufts:

We have received the Notice from your staff for the forthcoming
SeaPort Planning Advisory Committee Meeting to be held on
December 12, 1991, to review the SeaPort Plan and other matters.
We would like to take such an opportunity to inform you and the

commission of the following:

1. Ten years ago, our company tried to develop Berth 5 (Site 53D
(W) for the container handling facility (please find the enclosed
copy of drawings for your information) without any success. It
has been more than six years, and the said site has been empty
without any significant economic uses except some storage use,

occasionally.

2. In the past five years, the currencies of Japan, Taiwan and
Korea have appreciated tremendously; as a result, the steel

imports to Encinal Terminals (classified as part of Neo-Bulk
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Alameda Gateway

| MAY 31 1994
May 27, 1994 * SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION
& DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
Ms. Jennifer Ruffolo VIA FAX and U.S. MAIL

San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission

30 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco CA 94102

Re: Alameda Gateway - Port Priority Use Designation
Dear Ms. Ruffolo:

Alameda Gateway wishes to have the Port Priority designation removed
from its property on the south side of the Alameda/Oakland Estuary.

Alameda's internal transportation facilities, as well as overall access
to the island, result Port Priority locations such as Gateway being
logistically unviable.

Also, the current facilities at Gateway are woefully inadequate. The
depths are far too shallow. The existing Pier 5, in addition to being
too short for deepwater cargo vessels, was not designed for maritime
cargo handling and would have to be completely reconstructed. This
reconstruction would also involve a significant amount of £ill in the
bay. The shoreside facilities are nil; furthermore the available land
area itself is, again, inadequate to support the "directly-related
ancillary activities such as container freight stations, ... support
transportation...”" etc.

The U.S. Army Corps is on the verge of building its turning basin, and
the selected location, immediately adjacent to the pier at AGL, will
further hinder the feasibility of operating a port facility at the AGL
site.

Relative to this east Bay locale, clearly the Port of Oakland has and
is planning for facilities that, in addition to having an abundance of
"ancillary activities", will also have adequate capabilities to handle
the anticipated volume of maritime cargo.

For the above reasons, Alameda Gateway requests that its Port Priority
designation be removed from the MTC/BCDC Sea Port Plan.

Thank you for your assistance and this opportunity to comment.

John C. Beery, Jr., General Partnéer
CB:aa

AGL/94:BCDC0527.94 Alameda Gateway, Ltd., a Limited Parinership, John Beery Organization, General Pariner

2236 Mariner Square Drive, Alameda, California 94501 (510) 521-2726
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Jeff Blanchfield

Chief of Planning

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
Thirty Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2011

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mr. Blanchfield:

This letter is a request from the City of Martinez to include in your program
of work for the 1991/1992 fiscal year the possible processing of a Bay Plan
amendment. Sometime during the coming fiscal year, we may submit a request to
amend the Bay Plan, specifically to delete the Water Related Industry -- Port
Priority designation on all but 20 acres of the 245-acre parcel of land on
Vaterfront Road in Contra Costa County commonly referred to as the Praxis
property or the Crowley Maritime property. We understand that you must receive
this notification now in order to schedule the necessary resources for the
coming fiscal year. .

GENERAL BACKGROUND

The owner of the property is Maritime Business Park, a California General
Partnership, of which Praxis Development Group is the Managing General Partnixi
Maritime Business Park acquired title to the property from Crowley Maritiss
Corporation in August 1989. Shortly thereafter, Praxis applied to the City of
Martinez to obtain the necessary approvals to have the property subdivided and
annexed. The property currently is in an unincorporated area of Contra Costa
County, but is adjacent to the Martinez city limits and is within the City's
sphere of influence. The City intends to annex the property if the City
approves the development proposal.

The adequcy of the EIR was certified as adequate by the Planning Commission in
March. The decision was appealed to the City Council. The City Council will
hear the appeal on June 15, 1992. Planning Commission and City Council hearings
on the proposal should be completed two or three months after that. The
property is within the County's Urban Limit Line and is pre-zoned in the City
for limited industrial development that is compatible with the surrounding
wildlife habitats.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The property is 245 acres, of which 165 acres were diked almost 30 years ago.
Originally purchased by Crowley Maritime as a potential shipping site, the
property has been used exclusively for the disposal of dredge spoils since it
was first diked. The remaining 80 acres are wetlands which will not be
developed. As part of the EIR process, a procedure has been proposed to buffer
these wetlands from any significant adverse impact from the development
proposed on the 165 acres of uplands.






CITY OF VALLEJO

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

February 3, 1993

Mr. Robert Tufts, Chair

Seaport Planning Advisory Committee
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort Metro Center

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700

Dear Mr. Tufts:

In July of last year the City of Vallejo submitted a Seaport Plan

amendment request that would remove the Port Priority designation

from the old 40-acre Kaiser Steel property, currently owned by the
$ City's Redevelopment Agency, and places that Port Priority
designation on a 40-acre portion of the former Hunter's Point Naval
Shipyard. This amendment application does not reduce the Seaport
Plan's Port Priority designation acreage and was completed in
accordance with direction provided by BCDC staff.

The City of Vallejo requests that the Seaport Planning Advisory
Committee consider the City's Seaport Plan amendment request at the
next meeting of the Committee. We believe that the Ccmmityee
should consider this request because as mitigation for deleting
this Port Priority use area from the Seaport Plan, Vallejo proposes
the substitution of a similar size parcel that has much better site
characteristics for a port priority use.

I will be present at the Committee's February 3, 1993 meeting to
answer any questions.

Sincerely,

) e \‘3 % G~

Marc J. Fontes
Senior Economic Development Specialist

555 SANTA CLARA STREET ¢ P.0O. BOX 3068 e VALLEJC e« CALIFORNIA « 94580 e (707) 648-4444 ¢ FAX (707) 648-1499
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