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San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan : 
A Study of Its Development and Implementation 

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this paper is to describe the process by which the San Francisco 
Bay Area Seaport Plan was developed, to compare it to other regional port 
planning efforts, and to evaluate recent and impending implementation actions. 
The plan was prepared to serve the needs of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC), the Bay Conservation and Development Commission {BCDC) which 
is responsible for managing the development of the Bay and its shoreline, and 
the Bay Area ports. The basic goal of the plan is to he l p resolve the inherent 

conflict between port development and maintenance of environmental quality. 
Policies were developed to achieve this goal and are the means by which the 
plan is implemented. 

Development of the plan required both a techn i cal studies phase and a policy 
formulation phase which collectively spanned an eight year period. The 
policies are the result of extensive deliberation by a di vergent group of 
opposing interests. This plan has several elements common to other regional 
port plans, including federal participation which proved to be important and 
the first instance of cooperation in facilities planning among traditional 
adversaries. Unlike other regional port plans, however, it has a reasonable 
chance of being implemented, because BCDC uses the plan policies as its 
detailed criteria for judging permit applications. 

Since the plan was completed in 1982, several port development proposals have 
been or are about to be considered. These proposals demonstrate that the 
basic pl an precepts can be implemented . 
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this paper is to describe the process by which the San Francisco 
Bay Area Seaport Plan was developed, to compare it to other regional port 

planning efforts, and to evaluate recent and impending implementation actions. 
The plan was prepared to serve the needs of the Metropolitan Transportation 

Corrmission (MTC), the Bay Conservation and Deve l opment Commission (BCDC) which 
is responsible for managing the development of the Bay and its shoreline, and 
the Bay Area ports . The basic goal of the plan is to help resolve the inherent 
conflict between port development and maintenance of environmental quality. 

Policies were developed to achieve this goal and are the means by which the 
plan is implemented. 

Development of the plan required both a technical studies phase and a policy 
formulation phase which collectively spanned an eight year period. The 
policies are the result of extensive deliberation by a divergent group of 
opposing interests. This plan has several elements corranon to other regional 
port plans, including federal participation which proved to be important and 

the first instance of cooperation in facilities planning among traditional 
adversaries. Unlike other regional port plans, however, it has a reasonable 

chance of being implemented, because BCDC uses the plan policies as its 
detailed criteria for judging permit applications. 

Since the plan was completed in 1982, several port development proposals have 
been or are about to be considered. These proposals demonstrate that the 
basic plan precepts can be implemented. 

This paper is organized as follows: setting and background, plan development, 
key provisions of the plan, comparison to other regional port planning studies, 
recent and impending implementation actions, and conclusions. 
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SETTING AND BACKGROUND 

The Bay Region 1 s nine counties comprise some 7,000 square miles (18,000 square 
kilometers) of land inhabited by 5.2 million people. the major topographical 
features of the region are San Francisco Bay and the hills and valleys 

surrounding the Bay. Because a majority of the land is occupied by hills, 
transportation facilities have been concentrated in the narrow plain around 
the Bay and in the adjacent valleys. The largest and most important single 
feature of the region is San Francisco Bay, covering almost 435 square miles 
(l,130 square kilometers) and affecting climate, land use, and transportation. 

The San Francisco Bay port system is composed of marine terminals--both 
publicly and privately operated, natural and dredged deepwater channels, and 

ground transportation facilities serving the ports. There are six port 
operators i n the Bay Region: The ports of Oakland, San Francisco, Richmond, 

Redwood City and Benicia, and Encinal Terminals in Alameda. The Port of 
Benicia and Encinal Terminals are privately-owned, but offer marine terminal 
services to a variety of users. The other ports are arms of their respective 
local governments. The ports of Oakland and San Francisco are the two major 
ports handling containerized and other general cargoes. Marine terminal 
facilities exist elsewhere in the region for specialized cargoes (e.g., crude 
oil), but these facilities were not the focus of the plan. Figures l and 2 
show the location of the six ports (including the Bay Area highway network) 

and the deepwater channels, respectively. 

The development of the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan(_!) was sponsored by 
both the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTG) and the Bay Conservation 
and Development Corrnnission (BCDC). MTG is the regional transportation planning 
agency for the nine county, San Francisco Bay Area and is responsible for 
setting transportation funding priorities. California state law requires MTG 
to maintain a regional transportation plan which is to include, among other 

things, a maritime element. The Seaport Plan is intended to satisfy this 
requirement. MTC will use this plan to review port-related transportation 

funding requests and environmental documents for port-related projects. BCDC 
is the state agency designated by the California legislature to regulate 



DENNIS R. FAY 

I 
\ 

\ 
' · .. . ,.. 

I SOLMIO (DUii,.,, 

AUlllCD-' COV1trr 

s1111 rA CLAllA COUil/rt 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1Fo igure5 hMILES 
- SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA PORTS - ?-'"U'-"' 



( 

( 

DENN IS H . FAY 

OAKLAND OUTER HARBOR CHANNEL 
lll!!l•~OAKLAND INNER HARBOR CHANNEL 

REDWOOD CITY CHANNEL 

Figure 2 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY DEEPWATER CHANNELS 

DREDGED CHANNELS 

1111111111 NATURAL CHANNELS 



DENNIS R. FAY 4 

filling and dredging in San Francisco Bay and to manage the development of its 

shoreline. The San Francisco Bay Plan, BCDC 1 s comprehensive plan for the Bay, 
identifies ports as one of the important water-oriented uses in the region and 
calls for a regional port development plan. BCDC's concern with the Bay and 
the development of its shoreline is largely one of environmental protection 
and can best be expressed by the following statement from the Bay Plan (~): 

" the Bay must be protected from needless and gradual destruc-
tion. The Bay should no longer be treated as ordinary real estate, 

available to be filled with sand or dirt to create new land. Rather, 
the Bay should be regarded as the most valuable natural asset of the 

entire Bay region, a body of water that benefits not only the resi­
dents of the Bay Area but of all California and indeed the nation." 

BCDC will use the Seaport Plan to review permit applications from port 
developers, to review federal actions affecting the Bay, and to review 
environmental documents. 

To assist with the development and implementation of the Seaport Plan, MTC and 
BCDC formed the Seaport Planning Advisory Committee composed of 17 members 
representing government, the ports, and development and environmental interest 
groups. Many of the Connnittee members are policy makers for their respective 
organizations. In fact, the work of the Connnittee is of such great importance 

to BCDC that its chairman serves on the Committee. In addition, each port has 
generally appointed either its port director or a port commissioner. The 
Committee met over a period of eight years and completed the plan in May 1982. 
The Seaport Plan, with some revisions, was adopted by the MTC and BCDC in the 
fall of 1982. 

PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

The plan development process took approximately eight years, in part due to 
the level of funding available for technical studies, in part due to the need 

to achieve a consensus among diverse interest groups, and in part because 
~here was no previous plan to start from. At the beginning of the planning 
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project, the ports were resistant to the idea of a reg ional port plan and of 
regional agencies "interfering" in their affairs. By the end of the project, 
the port community as a group had endorsed the Seaport Plan and all but one of 
the six Bay Area ports had voted in favor of the plan. Even the one port that 
voted against the plan concurred with 99% of the document, but voted "no'' due 

to one provision affecting its lands. Of the fifteen members of the Committee 
present and voting on plan adoption, there was only this one negative vote and 

some dissent on i ndividual provisions. When the plan came to a vote before 
MTC and BCDC, it was unanimously adopted by both commissions. 

Many factors influenced this outcome of virtual unanimity on the plan: 

- technical studies that sought to answer the questions brought to the 
process by the various participants; 

- a strong commitment at both MTC and BCDC to the development of a 
· regional port development plan; 

- a mechanism t o enforce the pl an through BCDC's permit author i ty; 

- the ports ' desire to protect themselves through t he planning process; 

- the involvement of the environmental community ; and 

- the influence of time, including the changes it brings. 

The techni cal studies consumed a maj ority of the eight year period of plan 
development. (l) These studies were i ntended to answer t he following key 
quest i ons : 

Wha t is the projected growth in waterborne cargo for the San Francisco 
Bay Area? 

- How many new marine termi nals wi l l be required t o serve the projected 
cargo? 

Where can t he new marine terminals be located? 

- What improvements are necessary to the channels, roads, and rails? 

- What are the impacts and costs of the required new facilities? 

- What method s exist to mitigate the adverse impacts of mari ne terminal 
development? 
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Beyond these questions, other concerns arose as the process proceeded. One 
such question was voiced by the ports: why do our statistics show a greater 
growth rate of containerized cargo than those derived from Corps of Engineers' 
data? This question was answered during the development of the waterborne 
cargo forecasts.(~) The answer was in the units used to compile the statistics 
--revenue tons by the ports and short tons by the Corps. This may seem to be 
a minor matter, but it did uncover an important factor that needed to be 
accounted for in developing estimates of demand for new container terminals. 
This factor was quantified and included in the computations. Although it is 
only speculation, it seems probable the result was to increase the ports' 
acceptance of the demand estimates used in the plan. In fact, the process of 

developing the forecasts upon which these estimates are based is a good example 
of the approach to the technical studies. The stated goal of the forecasting 

effort was to strive for a consensus among the affected parties. 

The commitment at MTC and BCOG to the development of the plan was also a 
significant factor affecting the outcome. This commitment took the form of 
financial support, persistence, a desire to develop a plan that was acceptable 
to the participants of the process, and a clear focus on the goal of the 
plan. During the first several years of the study these factors were 
particularly important. Initially, the Bay Area ports clung to the idea MTG 

and BCDC would abandon the study effort, if they gave limited support and 
proceeded with their own studies. As explained later in this paper, the ports 

conducted studies in the late 70's, but these studies did not alter the 
direction or level of effort of the MTC/BCDG studies, primarily because the 

port studies did not deal with the issue of the trade-off between port 
development and environmental protection. The persistent focus on this 

primary goal continued to drive the MTC/BCDC studies. Gradually, the ports 
began to realize that MTG and BCDC fully intended to develop a port plan. At 

the moment this realization was ripe, the U.S. Maritime Administration agreed 
to participate in the funding of the MTC/BCOC project, after years of funding 
studies by the Bay Area ports. This was one of three significant turning 
points in the development of the plan. The ports began taking the planning 

process much more seriously following this event. 
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No plan has much meaning if it cannot be implemented. BCDC's permit authority 

over shoreline development gives the Seaport Plan this i ngredient, and provided 
an important incentive for the participants to take the planning process 
seriously . The importance of this incentive was particularly evident when the 
Seaport Planning Advisory Committee spent several months midway through the 
process preparing a short paper that would define the nature of the upcoming 
plan and its uses . The critical importance of the permi t process was clear in 

the detailed questions posed during the development of this paper. Consider­
able discussion centered on how BCDC would exercise its permit authority and 
how this would affect future port development. While MTC has a significant 
authority over transportation funding, this authority does not directly affect 
terminal development as does BCDC's authority. The completion of this paper 
was the second significant turning point in the planning project. The ports 
came to fu l ly understand exactly what assurances BCDC expected from the 
Seaport Pl an. 
on-the-tabl e. 

Many concerns only vaguely referred to previously were now 
The ports did not agree with all the proposals in this paper, 

but it did pass a vote of the Comm i ttee and became the general policy format 
for the pl an. The ports began to focus their attention on the parts of the 
technical studies they now knew would affect them most. This early 

introducti on of the general plan policies also allowed the ports an extended 
period of time to fully understand them, and to see the advantage of certain 
policies as well as the initial ly perceived disadvantages. 

The desire of the Bay Area ports to protect themselves through the planning 
process also aided in attaining a successful outcome. The ports , of course, 
had the incentive of BCDC's permit authority, but they could have opted to 
seek a legislative remedy. At the beginning, they were naturally suspicious 
of the two regional agencies' intentions, but these susp icions seem to have 
faded with time. Their continued involvement was important and, whatever 
their motives, is to the port corranunity's credit. 

An essential purpose of the Seaport Plan is to strike a balance between port 
development and environmental protection. One of the most critical factors 
affecting San Francisco Bay is fill, and ports require fill for virtually all 
~ypes of marine terminal development. The environmental activist group, Save 
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San Francisco Bay Association, has among it concerns Bay filling, retention of 
water surface area and volume, and the overall effects of channel dredging. 
This association was represented on the Seaport Planning Advisory Committee, 
and provided an important balance in the deliberations. 

Time brought several beneficial changes to the process. The Committee's 
ability to work together improved as the years progressed. Time also 
introduced several new port managers who were more sympathetic to regional 
cooperation. In this context, it seems probable that a higher level of 
funding, permitting a speedier process, might actually have resulted in an 
inferior outcome. The third significant turning point began with a change of 

management at the Port of Oakland. In the late 70 1 s, the then Executive 
Director of BCDC resigned and was quickly offered the position of Chief 

Engineer at the Port of Oakland. He deliberately distanced himself from the 
regional port planning process for several years, although he firmly believed 
in regional cooperation and had, as Executive Director of BCDC, been the first 
to call for a regional port plan. When the serious negotiations on the plan ~~ 

began in early 1982, he once again became active in the process and helped to 
a very considerable degree in bringing the negotiations to a successful 
completion. 

KEY PROVISIONS OF THE PLAN 

The Seaport Plan focuses on marine terminals, but also contains findings and 
policies covering both deepwater channels and ground access. The various 
provisions of the plan are intended: 

- to encourage cooperation among the Bay Area ports with regard to their 
development; 

- to foster cooperation between the ports and their parent cities; 

- to provide increased predictability to the ports with regard to BCDC 
permits; 
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to steer port development to those sites with the least potential for 

adverse environmental impacts while still providing reasonable terminal 
development; 

- to decrease the pressures for Bay fill resulting from actions by the 
ports and their parent cities; 

- to provide a regional context for evaluating the environmental impacts 
of individual port projects; and 

- to provide a clear statement of the actions that will be taken by BCDC 
and MTC in implementing the plan. 

While there are policies covering a range of issues, the Seaport Plan has two 
key provisions: (1) only needed development should proceed; and (2) terminals 
should be located at the sites considered to be the best by the plan and these 
sites should be protected for marine terminal use. 

The f i rst of these key provisions is in direct response to the concerns of the 

environmental community, BCDC, and others that terminals were being built and 
then left idle or underused for long periods of time. Such idle terminals 
represent unnecessary environmental damage and wasted public investment in 
facilities. These concerns, however, represent only part of the complex 

equation. The plan also recognizes that increased waterborne trade is an 
important economic benefit to the Bay Area. While this point might be argued 
by some, the Seaport Planning Advisory Committee found ample backup in BCDC's 
Bay Plan and the history of Bay Area development to support this contention. 

To balance these two concerns, the Committee agreed to measure the need for 
new tenninals using mutually acceptable forecasts, and the concerned parties 
agreed to abide by the decisions made using them with regard to BCDC permits. 

The need criterion, however, provides only part of the assurance desired by 
BCDC and the environmental comnunity. The ports of the Bay Area still compete 
with each other and with other West Coast ports for cargo and the ocean 
carriers that transport this cargo. This competition is generally in the 
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public interest because it helps keep shipping costs down, may generate new 
shipping business, and keeps the Bay Area ports sensitive to changes in 
shipping technology and the needs of the shipper. Nevertheless, such 
competition may have undesirable side effects. Terminals may still be 
permitted and con- structed and go unused or underused, which in turn may 

result in unnecessary expenditure of public funds and unnecessary Bay fill. 
Recognizing this problem, the Seaport Plan: 

- encourages the Bay Area ports to cooperate among themselves to avoid 
duplicating facilities; 

- Provides that BCDC permits should include a schedule for financing and 
construction of a project in order to avoid, to the extent possible, 

partly completed projects; and 

provides that, if existing terminals remain unused or little used for a 
significant period of time, no new terminal development of the same 
type shall be considered until a reevaluation of the plan is completed. 

The second key provision has two parts. The first is to steer port development 
to the best sites. The result of the extensive site screening process was a 

list of sites that are considered the best. The plan calls for these sites to 
first be used before any other sites, including the second rated sites, are 

considered. It does, however, provide a reconsideration of other sites if it 
can be shown that development at some other location can occur with impacts 

equal to or less than those of the selected sites. The plan also requires a 
thorough review of the alternatives once all the best sites are used. This 
provision is important because it implies that development does not 
automatically move to the second rated sites whenever all the best ones are 

used; other alternatives may be preferable for accommodating future demand. 

The plan also provides that the sites chosen for marine terminal development 
should be protected for that use (see Figure 3) . To this end, the Seaport 

Plan recognizes that these sites cannot be fully protected without the coopera­
tion of the ports and local government, and cal l s on local government and the 
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ports to protect the sites. This is particularly important since there are 
many competing uses for the Bay shoreline, and because the alternatives are 
vastly increased amounts of Bay fill at other sites or potential loss of Bay 
Area cargo to other Pacific Coast ports. With the increasing need of local 
government to find revenue sources, the temptation to seek the quickest, 
highest tax revenue from valuable waterfront lands will increase. This will 
increase the pressure to utilize port property for other uses rather than for 
marine terminals, which provide a longer-term benefit to the local and regional 
economy. Protecting port lands will probably be one of the most important and 
troublesome issues in implementing the plan. 

COMPARISON TO OTHER REGIONAL PORT PLANNING STUDIES 

There have been sixteen regional port planning studies (see Table 1) throughout 
the United States in the last ten years (~). These studies vary with regard 
to geographic area. sponsor. funding, study scope and process, and implementa­
tion. From a process and policy perspective, the most interesting comparisons 
to the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan center on federal involvement, 
study process and implementation. 

A common element to all regional port studies, including the San Francisco Bay 

Area Seaport Plan, has been funding and management involvement by the U.S. 
Maritime Administration (MARAD). MARAD involvement has been an ingredient of 

these studies not because federal regulations require such studies--federal 
regulations do not, but because ports and local governments have requested 
federal financial support. This federal involvement has helped develop con­
sistency in planning techniques, such as forecasting and capacity estimating, 
and has provided MARAD with inventory data which it can use to fulfill its 
national defense preparedness responsibilities. Consistency in forecasting is 
particularly important. Regions often compete for the same cargoes, and 
regional waterborne cargo forecasts typically make liberal assumptions about 
the capture rates for a region. Thus, these individual regional forecasts, if 
summed, would add to cargo flows much greater than U.S. Trade as a whole could 
justify. MARAD involvement helps to bring this consideration to the attention 
of the planners, and to some extent reduce the chances of unrealizable fore-
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casts being prepared . Inflated forecasts can result in wasted investment of 
public funds in marine terminals and infrastructure, and unnecessary environ­
mental damage. Unfortunately, cutbacks i n MARAD researc h and development 
funds have eliminated federal funding participation in regional port planning 
studies. Important local and national benefits are derived from federal 
involvement in these studies, and it is hoped federal int erest will be 
renewed. In fact, no regional port planning studies have been initiated 
recently . It i s not clear whether the lack of federal participation is a 
factor or not. 

While the deta i ls of the planning process vary from study to study, there is a 

common aspect to the process in many cases. These regional planning endeavors 
have been "t he first time that normally adversary groups have communicated for 

a corrnnon goal" (~,page 339) . Taken as a broad statement about all port 
activities , thi s is not precisely accurate. Ports have actively cooperated 
with regard to setting tariffs and promoting navigation projects. 
Nevertheless, prior to regional planning studies, ports had never cooperated 
with regard to planning their terminal facilities since they compete with one 
another. 

In the San Francisco Bay Area, the ports began working t ogether when MTC and 
BCDC initiated port planning in t he early 70 1 s. Even though the Bay Area 
ports were all represented on the Committee formed to provide guidance to MTC 
and BCDC, they revived a dormant port organ i zation and st arted cooperative 
planning, in defense against the regional agencies interfering in their 
affairs. In fact, they completed a study in 1976 (see Table l ). This study, 
however, did not satisfy the requirements of the laws and policies under which 
MTC and BCDC were pursuing regional port planning • . The regional agencies 
continued to move forward with their planning, and after several further 

attempts to do planning in the late 70's, the ports final ly accepted the fact 
that MTC and BCDC would ultimately produce a plan and that they should begin 
to seriously work with the regional agencies to structure the plan to their 
best possible advantage. The pivotal action which coalesced this change in 
the port's approach was MARAD's agreement to participate in the funding of the 
MTC/BCDC port planning project. 
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Table 1 

REGIONAL PORT PLANNING STUDIES 

REGION LOCAL SPONSORS YEAR 

1. Pacific Northwest Washington Public Ports Association 1975 
& Portland, Oregon 

2. San Francisco Bay Northern California Ports Association 1976 

3. Metropolitan 
St. Louis 

4. Mid-America 

5. Florida 

6. Virginia 

7. Maryl and 

8. Al a ska 

9. Oregon 

10. Great Lakes 

11. New Engl and 

12. Hawaii 

13. State of 
Washington 

East-West Gateway Council 

17 States along Mississippi River 
from Illinois to Louisiana 

State DOT 

Virginia Study Commission 

State DOT 

State DOT 

1976 

1978 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1980 

State Economic Development Department 1980 

8 Great Lakes States 1981 

New England River Basins Commission 1981 

State DOT 1981 

Washington Public Ports Association 1981 

14. San Francisco Bay Metropolitan Transportation Commission 1982 
and Bay Conservation & Development 
Commission 

15. Delaware River 

16. New York - New 
Jersey 

Delaware River Port Authority and 
Area City and Port Authorities 

NY-NJ Municipalities 

1982 

1983 

Source: Wardwell, Robert H., Regional Port Plans: Government Without Regula­
tions, Coastal Zone 183, June 1983. 

,. 
l 
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During the planning process, the ports learned to work with not only each 
other but with the members of the MTC/BCDC Seaport Planning Advisory 
Committee, which included representatives from government agencies, from an 

environmental interest group, and from development interests. The working 
relationship was not always comfortable for all parties, and divisions among 

the ports and among Committee members existed. Nevertheless, the Bay Area 
ports did begin talking to each other, and have continued to cooperate on 

limited areas of common interest, such as marketing materials. 

With regard to implementation, more will be said in the next section, but it 
is worth noting two important di fferences in the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport 
Plan from other regional port plans. First, through the policies in the plan 
and BCDC's permit authority, th i s plan can be enforced to an extent not avail­
able to other regional port plans. Any shoreline development will require a 
BCDC permit and will be reviewed for conformity with the Seaport Plan. This 
review helps assure port development will be consistent with the plan and 
helps assure other shoreline uses will not preempt future port development at 
the sites reserved for port use . Second, BCDC and MTC have agreed to continue 
to use the Seaport Planning Advisory Committee to provide advice on proposed 
port projects. Typically, the groups formed to prepare regional port plans 
disband following completion of the plan, either because the sponsoring 

agencies terminate the group or because of friction among the members, such as 
fear that the large port will dominate. This will not be the case in the Bay 

Area and has not been the case in Washington State where the planning 
committee continues to provide peer review of proposed projects. 

RECENT AND IMPENDING IMPLEMENTATiON ACTIONS 

Since completion of the Seaport Plan in 1982, three marine terminal develop­
ments have been authorized, three projects are being or will shortly be 
considered, and one unconstructed project will require an extension of its 
BCDC permit. Of these, three provide good examples of the policy and process 
issues discussed above. They are: . Port Master Plan, Encinal Terminals, 

Alameda; the Alameda Gateway Project; and Pier 50 Ship Repair Facility, Port 
of San Francisco. 
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The Encinal Terminals port master plan was approved by BCDC in late 1983 and 

was the first permit to be issued under the Seaport Plan. The plan consists 
of expansion of an existing container terminal, redevelopment of an old marine 
tenninal facility into a container terminal, and various other improvements, 
including a marina expansion and commercial development. This project was 

first reviewed by MTC and BCDC during the public connnent period on the draft 
environmental impact report, and then underwent extensive review during the 
deliberations leading to BCDC issuing a development permit. During the permit 
proceedings two issues surfaced. 

The first issue pertains to scope and schedule for the project and can be best 

expressed with the following question: Is it reasonable to issue a permit for 
the entire master plan when some parts of the plan will not start construction 

for many years? This is important because there are a limited number of 
tenninals that may be permitted according to the forecasts of need in the 
Seaport Plan. If one port receives pennits for several terminals, no other 
port may be able to receive a permit for a considerable time, until the demand :Mi'i' 

forecasts show that more new terminals are needed. To avoid a single port 
gaining a monopoly on permits for new terminals, the Seaport Plan requires a 

development schedule which contains milestones that must be met. These 
milestones must be consistent with the guidelines provided by the Seaport 
Plan. If the applicant is unable to meet that schedule, the permit is to be 
revoked and the terminal capacity represented by that permit can then be made 
available to other ports. 

Encinal Tenninals prepared a schedule in which construction would not begin 
for four years. This is excessive based on the Seaport Plan's guidelines. In 
addition, the other ports in the Bay Area objected to the proposed schedule. 
After much discussion and testimony at the public hearing on the project, BCDC 
found (6): 

"To allow four years to the commencement of construction would allow 
the applicant to control the capacity represented by this 

authorization for that entire period of time without any firm 
indication being demonstrated that the terminals would actually be 

built. The Commission finds this period to be excessive." 
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A compromise was then reached with the applicant which involved a two year 
period till commencement of construction and milestones with regard to 
financing, both of which are consistent with Seaport Plan policies. It is 
significant that the outcome of this debate, over the first pennit to be 
issued under the Seaport Plan, was to reaffirm the basic precepts and findings 
of the plan. 

The second issue relates to the adversary role the ports have with one another. 
As stated above, the other ports objected to the schedule originally proposed 

by Encinal Terminals. This was only a part of their concern with the master 
plan, and their testimony before BCDC came very close to a recommendation to 
deny the pennit, but stopped short of this. Clearly, as competitors, their 
own self interest must prevail, and they can only be expected to cooperate to 
a point where that self interest is not threatened. 

The Alameda Gateway Project and the Port of San Francisco ship repair proposal 
have significant policy implications--primarily that of protecting marine 
terminal sites. These proposals are the first example of the Seaport Planning 
Advisory Committee functioning as an aid to implementing the plan. 

The Alameda Gateway Project is a commercial and water-related industry project 
proposed for shoreline lands designated for marine terminal use in the City of 
Alameda. When the Seaport Plan was developed, certain military lands were 

designated for marine terminal use, should the military ever release the 
property. This site was among those, since city and regional land use plans 

showed the site as military ownership. This site, while surrounded by 
military lands, is not in military ownership. Thus, there was an oversight in 

the plan, but this oversight has raised an issue of protecting lands 
designated for marine terminal use: would loss of this shoreline land 
compromise potential marine terminal use of backland areas and adjacent 
shoreline areas? MTC and BCDC staff reviewed the project and concluded that 
it would not diminish the potential for marine terminal development on 
adjacent military lands, should the military release them. The Seaport 
Co1T111ittee discussed this project at its meeting in August 1984; thoroughly 
Qebated the staff recommendations; took testimony from the project proponent, 
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the Mayor of Alameda, the Port of Oakland, and an Alameda citizen opposed to 
the project; and voted to recommend to MTC and BCDC the marine terminal 
designation be deleted. Again, the basic precepts of the plan were affirmed. 

The dynamics of the Corrmittee are important with regard to this project and 

the San Francisco project. Of the nine Committee members present at the 
August meeting, five were new, including the chair. Therefore, a review of 

the plan's policies was necessary prior to discussing project proposals. More 
importantly, though, the new members deferred to the members who had seen the 
plan through its development. In fact, several of the new members abstained 
during the voting. 

The Port of San Francisco ship repair proposal involves a questionable interim 
use at an existing pier designated for marine terminal development. The port 
plans to lease a major portion of the pier for ship repair and installation of 
a dry dock. The lease would be for five years with five-year options 
thereafter. Substantial investment will be required by the lessee to make the 
pier suitable for its uses and to anchor the floating dry ·dock. This project 
was also discussed at the August 1984 meeting, and the Seaport Committee was 

faced with the following question: is this truly an interim use or is it 
likely the ship repair facility will become permanent, foreclosing future 
marine terminal use and development? This was an extensively debated 
question. Those speaking for the ship repair project were the Port of San 

Francisco (a member of the Committee) and the prospective lessee. Those 
speaking against included a member of the Committee, a former Port of San 

Francisco commissioner who is also a former Committee member, and another ship 
repair firm in San Francisco. Interestingly, the Corrmittee member speaking 

against the project is the Mayor of San Francisco's appointee to MTC, who had 
participated in the development of the plan. Despite the Mayor's support of 

this project, this Committee member believed it was not in keeping with the 
Seaport Plan. Again, the views of those Committee members who participated in 

the plan development dominated, and a motion to recorrmend BCDC deny the permit 
was passed. This project is not dead, however. The Port of San Francisco has 
requested the chair of the Committee call a meeting to reconsider this vote, 
claiming they have new information. The meeting will be December 5, 1984. ( 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The following can be concluded with regard to the process of developing and 

implementing the Seaport Plan: 

Implementation authority is essential. Developing a plan without such 
authority will be frustrating and the plan will collect dust, once 
completed. This authority must be tempered, however, with a desire to 
resolve disagreements such that a near consensus can be reached. The 
legitimate i nterests of all parties must be recognized . 

- The sponsori ng agencies must be persistent and focussed on the primary 
goal of the pl an. Persistence keeps the process moving when there are 

forces opposing its direction, and focus permits compromise while 
preserving the essential goal. 

- Fortuitous changes occurred in port management that facilitated the 
process of plan development. 

- The participation of the U.S. Maritime Administration (MARAD) was 
beneficial and provides important benefits to all regional port 

planning projects. MARAD funding of such studies should be 
reinstituted. 

- The Seaport Pl an can be implemented and the basic precepts of the plan 

have been rea ffirmed in recent actions. 



( 
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I. INTROQUCTION 

The Sea~ort Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area is the result of 1 cooperative 
effort sponsored by the Mttropo11tan Transportation Coan1ss1on CMTC> and the 
San fr1nchco Bay Conservation and Development Conni ssion CBCDC>. The Pl an 
Ttsponds to state 11w rtquir1ng 1 aaritime element to MTC's Regional Transpor-
1at1on Plan and to BCDC's original Bay Plan policy that called for 1 regional 
1>0rt dfftlopment 191an. HTC and . 8COC set forth the fol lowing goals for the 
Seaport Pl an: · 

D £nsure t11e1:0nt1nuation of the San Francisco Bay Port system as . a aajor 
world ,ort and contributor to the economic vitality of the San 
1ranc1sco BAJ Rtg1on. 

D Maintain or 1111>rove the tnv1rormenta1 quality of San Francisco Bay and 
its environs. 

o PTov1de for -the eff1chnt use of finite physical and fiscal resources 
consumed tn developing and operating marine terminals. 

o t>rov1de for integrated and improved surface transportation f&c111t1es 
•etween San franc1sco Bay Ports and terminals and other regional 
transportation systems. 

To ass1st 1n devel"l)ing the Seaport Plan. MTC and BCOC created the Seaport 
Planning Adv1sory Comnittee CSPAt). The Connittee consists of represen­
tatives from various local. state and federal agencies. from the six Bay Area 
J>OTts. and from environmental and development interest groups. It aet over a 
i»er1od of several years and oversaw the preparation of extensive techni ca 1 
studies wh1ch ire suanar1zed in the Final Technical Report for the planning 
J>TDje£t. This Plan is the result of extensive deliberations by the Conwn1ttee . 
. 
l'tle Sea1>0rt Plan focuses on 11&r1ne terminals. and aore specifically on marine 
te1"111nals where the transfer of cargo is the primary activity of the business 
entity operating on 'the shore. Bay Area aar1ne ter11inal facilities that serve 
• anufactuTing act1vity were not analyzed. At present , all aarine terminal 
fac111t1es of concern to th1s Plan are located with1n or near six Bay Area 
i>orts: Ben1c1a. Oakland, Redvood City. Richmond, San Francisco, and Encinal 
7ent1nals 1n A111teda; and tlte C1ty of Vallejo. The Plan also addresses the 
~eed for ,rtvately 811med crude oil ter11inals. due to the large volume of crude 
oil shipped tnto tht Bly Arta. It does not. however, address the d1velop111nt 
of the Ports of Stadtton and Sacratnto. which are beJOnd the jurhd1ct1on of 
Jmth MTC nd BCDC. 

On Ortobwr 27. 1982. MTC adopted rtvh1ons to ·th•· Regiona1 Transportation Plan 
including a •rtt1w el1Mnt based on th1s Plan. Most important of the 
,o11ci1s in U.1 artti• 11 ... nt b Po11cy 5.1 wh1ch states that the Seaport 
Plan •st.aH tutde «TC 1n its d1chtons on s11port development and related 
l)r~sa1s ....,... "tra111POrtation and land use developaent. • MTC also cert1f1ed 
tt.e enwlTDmiintal impact report for the Seaport Plan on th1s date . On 
Declllber ~. 1'82. ICIC adopted tht Seaport Plan as part of the Bay Plan. This 
was accaapltshed b~ adopting sumary po11c1ts which tncorporated the Staport 
Plan 1nto the lay Plan by rtftrtnce, by adopting the findings, po11c1es, 
Ttcomendat1ons and aps section of the Seaport Plan, and by aaldng other 
r•v1stons to 'tba t9lrt and lllPS of the Bay Plan and Special Area Plan No. 1. 



As a result of . public hearings and discussions held by both c0111111ssions, 
changes were made to the original reconnendation of the Seaport Planning 
Advisory Committee. These changes were incorporated in the Plan on which the 
two COlllllissions acted and have been included in this docU11ent. The changes 
were also endorsed by the Collnittee. 

Under the policies of this Seaport Plan, BCOC and MTC, with the assistance of 
the Seaport Planning Advisory Coanittee, •ust periodically update the Seaport 
Plan to reflect new information obtained since the last major review. In 
1988, revisions were drafted by the Seaport Planning Advisory Connittee and 
referred to both cormiissions for review and adoption. After public hearings, 
both cormi1ss1ons adopted the proposed revisions and they have been incorpo­
rated into this document. 

BAY AREA PORTS 

There are sh publicly-used ports in the San Francisco Bay Area (see Figure 
1). Each of these ports was developed to provide a needed service. 

Mith the advent of the gold rush in 1850, the city of San Francisco rapidly 
developed. becoming the only major port on the Hest Coast. Virtually all of 
the other Bay Area ports were started by an operator offering service to and 
from San Francisco. San Francisco continued as the inajor Bay Area port until 
consolidation of cargo into containers revolutionized shipping in the 1960s. 
It is still the major break bulk port in the region and provides container 
handling facilities at two terminals. 

Olk.land established a separate port authority in the 1920s, but 1t developed 
slowly until the advent of containerization. Good rai 1 connections and the 
large amount of available land contributed to Oakland's rapid development of 
container terminals and emergence as the major Bay Area port. 

Alameda shares the Oak.land Estuary with Olk.land, and port activity began by 
offering service to San Francisco. Encinal Terminals in Alameda was formed in 
1924. and was a major steel importing point. 

After Sante Fe Railroad established its transcontinental rail terminus in 
Richmond, aany industries began to locate there. By 1940, the petroleum 
industry had become the largest contributor to Bay Area waterborne cargo, and 
the bulk. of the shipments 1K>ved through Richmond. The Port of Richmond has 
container handling capability. 

In the South Bay, Redwood City's harbor began as a lumber port serving San 
Francisco in the •id-1800s. It has remained a relatively small port handling 
specialized COllllOdities such as scrap and limestone . In the North Bay, 
Benicia was the site of a military arsenal from the 1850s to 1964 and also the 
center of considerable sh1pbu11ding. After the arsenal closed, the Port of 
Benicia was established and has become a center for auto 111Ports. 

figure 2 provides a chronology of major events affecting Nest Coast port 
development. Development of ground transportation, particularly rail, has had 
a major h1pact on port develo1>11ent. For example, the location of the trans­
conti nenta 1 ra11 terminus 1n Oakland stimulated harbor development. Also. the 
development of ra11 links to the east from the Pacific Northwest caused the 
lumber trade to shift from San Francisco to Puget Sound. Neither of the world 
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wars seems to have had a long-term tnajor 1mpact on port development even 
though the federal government did take over the ports during World Har II . 
S1nce Norld Warn. the emergence of Japan as a major United States trading 
partner bas st111Ulated considerable port development on the Hest Coast. 

mAHSHIP lINES 

_The 'SteamsMi>. lines are the users of the region's port fac11it1es. These 
ocean -carriers of many nations compete for the cargo .aving through the Bay 
Area to and frOll l)01nts all over the world. Their desire for efficient marine 
ter111nals creates the demand for new facilities the ports 1DUst provide. This 
demand. of course. also creates competition among the Bay Area and West Coast 

-ports for their business. The steamship · industry is currently experiencing a 
l)tr1od of change tncluding rationalization of services which uy affect the 
demanlS for new marine terminal facilities. 

ISSUES 

Of t~ 11any tssues ~erta1ning to the development of the port system in the Bay 
Area. the following are the l'IOSt relevant to the concerns of MTC and BCDC and 
~ave been addressed by this Plan: 

o What 1s the ~rojected growth in waterborne cargo for the San Francisco 
Bay Area and what factors wi 11 affect this growth? How can the need 
for new f~c i l1t1es be assessed? 

o Mhat 1s the capacity of existing Bay Area terminals and what factors 
can be expected to affect marine terminal capacity? 

o How many new marine terminals will be required to serve the projected 
cargo? 

o Nhere ~an the new ur1ne terminals be developed with minimum adverse 
env1roninental impacts? How much shoreline must be reserved? 

o Hhat improvewaents are necessary to the channels. roads. and rails? 

o Mhat are the environmental impacts and costs of the new fac111t1es? 
can the adverse environmental impacts ·be 11inimized or mitigated? If 
so. what methods exist to mitigate these impacts? What methods exist 
-to reduce the overall cost of port system development in the Bay Area? 
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II. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

RESPQNSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS 

Improvements to the channels, 11arine tenninals or ground transportation facil­
ities are the responsibility of: 

o the. Corps of Engineers and the ports or private sector in the case 
of the channels; 

o the ports or private sector for the inarine terminals; 
o the cities, counties and/or Caltrans for the roadways and highways; 

and 
o the railroads and/or ports for rail facilities. 

The development decisions of these entities are influenced by state and 
federal laws requiring that projects be reviewed at various stages by a number 
of agenc1es. Among these agenc1es are: 

Federal 

State 

Regional 

Local 

Environmental Protect1on Agency, U.S. F1sh and H11d­
life Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Coast 
Guard, Army Corps of Engineers, Office of Coastal Zone 
Management, Maritime Administration, Department of 
Transportation and others; 

Department of Fish & Game, California Transportation 
Commission, and others; 

Regional Hater Quality Control Board, Air Quality 
Management District, Association of Bay Area Govern­
ments, MTC, BCDC, and others; and 

City or county governments. 

The purpose of this Plan is to provide HTC with policies for reviewing draft 
environmental assessments and funding applications, and to provide BCDC with 
policies for reviewing applications for a permit, draft environmental assess­
ments, and federal actions affecting the Bay. In addition, the Plan calls for 
city and county governments to institute 1 and use protections for the port 
areas and for the ports to cooperate through their voluntary organization, the 
Golden Gate Ports Association CGGPA), or through other agreements among 
themselves. The primary responsibility for implementing the policies of the 
Seaport Plan is therefore a shared responsibility of HTC, BCDC, local 
governments, and the ports. 

AGENCV BACKGROUND 

MTC 1s the Regional Transportation Planning Agency CRTPA) for the Bay Area . 
It 1s responsible for comprehensive transportation planning and financial pro­
gra11111ing. The Metropolitan Transportation Colllnission Act of 1970, which 
created HTC, provides that: 

Any application to the federal or state government for any grant of money, 
whether an outright or inatchi ng grant, by any county, city and county, 
city, or transportation district within the region shall, if it contains a 
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transpo.,.tation e1e11ent.. first be submitted to the Commission for 
review as to its compat1bi11ty with the regional transportation plan. 
The Conntssion shall approve and forward only those applications that 
are compatible with the plan. 

The Act also Tequ1Ted MTC 'to study harbor accessibility 1n the region and 
Ttport to the l4191slature. In subsequent legislation CAB 69 and AB 402, 
Government Code 65080). 111 ITPAs 1n California were required to prepare: - · 

••• a Teg1onal transpoTtat1on plan and a regional transportation 
111proveaent program directed at the achievement of a coordinated and 
t>alanced revionaJ transportation system. including. ·but not limited 
to. ass trans1)ortat1on. ttighway. railroad. u.ritime. and aviation 
fac11ittes and services. 

MTC also receives tnv1ronmenta1 documents for review and connent if the 
project 1nc1udes a transportation element. 

BCDC 1s the state agency des1gnated to 111nage the waters of San Francisco Bay 
and the development of 1ts shoreline. The Legislature created BCDC in 1965 
and charged 1t with preparing a comprehensive plan for the Bay. In 1969, 
through the McAteer-Petr1s Act. the Legislature expressly recogn1zed the San 
Francisco Bay Plan l)repued by BCOC and gave BCDC the authority to implement 
the Plan. Under the McAteer-Petr1s Act. approval must be obtained from BCDC 
for all f1111ng and dredging 1n the Bay and for all development. including 
changes 1n uses. within ·100 feet of the shoreline. In addition, BCDC's Bay 
Plan 1s an integral part of the federally approved coastal zone management 
program for San Francisco Bay. and BCDC is the agency responsible for adminis­
tration of that program. 

One of the .ajar objectlves of BCDC is to ensure that all filling of the Bay 
1s li111ted to the six high-priority, water-oriented uses identified in the 

. McAteer-Petrh Act-one of which 1s ports. In order to provide sufficient 
shoreline s1tes to acc0111nOdate these h1gh-pr1or1ty uses with the minimum fill 
necessary. the Bay Plan provides that shoreline sites espech lly well-suited 
for these ~rior1ty uses be Ttserved for such uses. In the case of ports, BCDC 
has designated numerous sites aTound the Bay f01r port priority use. 

Although a proposed fill may be for a priority use and is proposed to be 
located w, thin a designated priority use area. the BCDC law stil 1 reciui res 
that the fi 11 proposed be •the •i n1mum fi 11 necessary. 11 Together w1th other 
sections of the McAteer-Petr1s Act. this 11eans two tests •ust be 11et: Cl) the 
total Bay fill fOT' &11 port •evelopment tn the region 11ust be the 111nimum 
1lecessary; and C2> each l>TO~~ct must be designed and constructed so that 1t 
avo1 ds unnecessary f111. The former issue 15 answered by th1 s Pl an; the 
latter 1~sue can usually be addressed in a permit proceeding. 

PROJICT BEVIEH tmmlMTION 

To avoid 1>0tent1a11y conf11ct11'11 c01111ents on a 111r1time development project, a 
procedure for coordination ~et-.en MTC and BCOC will be required. Four points 
exht where MTC and/or BCDC would be uk.ed to tOlllllent or take action on a 
project perta1n1na to the .port system in the Bay Area: 
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o rey1ew of draft environmental documents - both HTC and BCDC receive 
such documents through federal _and state clearinghouses: 1t is very 
11 k.e ly this w111 be the f1 rst opportunity to coanent on any proposed 
inaritime project. 

o rey1ew of aopl 1 cations for federal or state funding - HTC receives 
funding applications for review 1f they contain a transportation com­
ponent and BCOC reviews such applications when the proposed project 
would affect the Bay or 1ts shoreline; such applications uy include 
street and highway projects. rail assistance. and federal or state 
grants for economic development; a not1ce of intent to apply for 
fund1 ng may precede review of environmenta 1 documents: MTC wi 11 only 
approve a funding application if the environmental assess11ent has been 
certified. 

o review of federal actions affecting the coastal zone - BCOC must 
determine whether federal actions affecting the coastal zone are 
consistent with its federally approved unagement program; such actions 
include. but are not limited to. funding Cas described above), 
surplusing or leasing of federal land. and Corps of Engineers permits. 

o review of aoplications for a BCDC permit - projects having an effect on 
the Bay or 1ts shoreline 11ust obtain • BCDC permit: BCDC w111 only 
accept an application for a permit 1f an environmental assessment has 
been certified; while HTC has no reS1)0ns1bility 1n BCDC's permit 
process. HTC may be reviewing the same project at the same time under 
its responsibilities. 

-8-



JII. FINDINGS. PQLICIES AND RECQMMENDATIQNS 

The po11c1es and rec~endations are intended to achieve the goals set forth 
"for the Seaport Plan. and to reflect MTC's and BCDC's shared purpose to 
enhance economic activity wh11 e protecting the environment, mak. i ng effi c1 ent 
use of all Tesources. and coordinating development. Maritime development must 
also be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan. the McAteer-Petri s 
Act and the San Francisco Bay Plan. 

FINDINGS 

forecasts of Haterborne Cargo 

1. ftgure 3 provides a graphic representation of the forecasts for all 
COllDOdities except petroleum and liquid bulk petroleum products . 
Tables 1 and 2 show the baseline, high and low forecasts of wate r­
borne cargo for the Bay Area. The baseline cargo forecast is 
considered to be the llOSt likely projection while the high and low 
variations represent J)ossi bl e alternative levels of trade. These 
forecasts do not include the 110vement of cargo through the ports of 
Sacramento and Stockt on. 

b. The basel ine forecast indicates that waterborne dry cargo for the San 
Francisco Bay Area will 110re than double by t he year 2000 . Contain­
erized cargo 110vements, automobiles, iron and steel scrap, and grain 
exports are all expected to increase. with containerized cargo 
Tepresenting the 11ajority of the growth. In fact , containerized 
cargo is forecast to increase to four times i t s present volume by the 
year 2010. 

c. Nh11e detalled "forecasts suggest increased 110vements of liqu id 
cargoes. such as petroleum, these are 110stl1 handled at proprietary 
terminals <such as Chevron USA ' s long Wharf at Richmond) that are 
outside the purview of this Plan. 

d. A basi c precept of the Seaport Plan 1s that, in order not to lim1t 
economic activity, improvements should be made to the Bay Area port 
system to handle forecast waterborne cargo. However. the ports of 
the Bay Area compete with each other and with other West Coast ports 
for cargo and the ocean carriers that tru.sport th1 s cargo . Th i s 
C011Petttion 1s generally in the pub11t inteTest because it helps keep 
shi ppi ng costs down, uy generate new shipping business for the Bay 
Area. and keeps the ports sensitive to changes in shipping technology 
and the needs of sh1ppers. Nevertheless. sue ~ competition may have 
undesirable side effects in the fonn of investment 1n facilities that 
go unused or little used, which in tllrn aay result in unnecessary 
expend1tures of publ 1 c funds and unnecessary Bay fi 11. Therefore, 
another precept of the Seaport Plan is that proposed marine terminal 
development should be 110re closely J1aked to projected regional need 
for new facilities based upon reasonable . forecasts of waterborne 
c&rgo. 
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1 lmEAK BULK 
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Domestic Breakbulk 
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Table 1 

SAN FRANCISCO IAY AREA CARGO FORECAST 

IASElIME FORECAST 

(1,000 1 1 of .. tric tonnes) 

I 
I FORECAST 

1978 1--------------------------~ 
I 

1985 I 1990 2000 2020 
I I 
I 4,295 
I 3,292 
I 1,003 

5,033 
4,086 

967 

I 1,113 
I 6,657 
I 1. 116 

14,334 
12,844 
, ,490 

32,567 
29,888 
2,679 

I 
406 
397 

9 

1,260 
173 
21 
~ 

648 
62 

309 

295 
287 

8 

1 ,465 
333 

3 
49 

802 
15 

263 
0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

291 
281 

10 

I 1,136 
I 321 
I 6 
I 59 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

444 

28 
277 

1 

498 
480 

18 

, ,290 
337 

10 
87 

438 
26 

391 

1,146 
, ,083 

63 

2,217 
454 

23 
193 
693 

40 
811 

2,115 2,680 I 3,676 5,058 1,410 
514 120 I 114 219 418 

1 36 I 81 n2 164 
523 s25 I . 621 795 914 
2ss 365 I 605 696 607 
835 612 I 641 586 508 

1 644 I 962 I 1 ,554 2,590 4, 799 I 
I t I I 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - l - - - - - _,_ - - - - - 1- - - - - - 1- - - - - - - _, 

DRY CARGO 
TOT AL. llASW N£ 

t I I I I I 
I 1.136 I 9,493 I 12.s16 I 21 . 1so I 43,340 I 
I I I I I I __________________ _... __________________ ._ _____________________________ , 

UQUID IUUC I 31,312 I 31 ,953 I 37,600 I 44 ,560 47,485 I 
------------------------~--~~~ ....... ----~~-------~--~~~~-' 

J Includes the aajori t y of RO/WO cargo.s; ll>IRO cargoes other than thost included i n the 
container forecast are included i n the other cargo categories . For exuiple, aut0111obile 
IO/RO cargo b included in the Mo-bulk forecast. 

2 Includes salt. 

SOURCE: San Francisco Jay Arta Cargo forecast, prepar9d by Manalytics, Inc. and The WEFA Group, 
April 1988. 
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Table 2 
SAN nANCISCO IAY AIU. CAIGO F'OllECAST 

Ml liH MllJ LOW 'Ol£CAST S 

(] 111111' I If Mi cl' iMlftel l 
I I mll~SI 

1911 I I I 
I JB5 I Jlill I ZllllQ mzc 

llJ Ill 8111C.m 

CDrT Aim 1 4,!95 5,053 .... 16.~ •• s.eo 
Fo,..1111 Clfttah11r J,292 4,086 l,H7 1',734 U,167 
ia.tstlc Clftta1~r 1,003 •1 1, 127 1,520 2,713 

•ENC IUUC - !95 m I07 1, 116 
,.,..1111 ·~lk 197 n1 n1 419 1, 121 
._1t1c 1,...kb.llk • • 10 11 15 

IB-«JLJ( 1,llO 1,•5 1,148 1,J16 2,297 
Autos - Imports 173 133 124 )M '70 

- lqoorts 11 J ' 10 14 
- ._stic • ., 

'° 19 Z02 
Iron I StMl-l11PO•ll .. I02 ... '47 711 

- Other 12 15 n 27 42 
....,.prlnt-l11Po•t1 )09 263 no 398 "° - Other 0 

OlY IUlK 2,n5 2,UO 3 , 711 5.152 7,656 
'rain - [lportl 514 120 176 ,... 433 

- Other 1 36 12 114 169 
Iron I StHl Sc ra;. 523 525 128 .,, 

~ 
Cokt 151 365 611 710 '21 
Sue•• 135 172 .. , .. '30 
Other 1uu2 ""' 962 1,S67 2,635 4,'50 

TOTAL IASCLJll[ oav CARGO I 1,736 I 9,493 I 14,636 I 23 ,229 I 46,479 

I I I I I 
LIQUID IUlK I 11.112 I 11,953 I 37 ,976 I 45,451 I 49 , 148 

1..11!! Bl! t~S T 

CONTAINER 1 
I 

4,295 5,053 7 ,695 14,047 I 31,427 
fortil" Ce11teiner 3,292 4,086 6 ,590 12,S87 I 21 .... 2 
0-1tic Ce11telner 1,003 967 1, 105 1,460 I 2.se5 

I 
lltAK IULK 406 195 Ill - I 1, 106 
foreir lr11kbu1k >97 n1 278 470 I 1,045 
0-ltit lrtakbulk 9 I 10 11 ., 

11£o-IUlK 1,260 1.•s 1, 119 1,265 2, 141 
Autos - l11Po•ll 173 . m 312 uo .,. 

- Eaporu 21 , 6 10 23 
- ia.tstic • ., II 15 111 

I lrlft I St.otl-lmport1 .. I02 G9 GO 169 

I ~· 12 15 za 26 H 
I .... prit1t-h11port1 )09 163 175 Sil 713 
I - Otlltr 1 D 1 

I 
I DRY IULK z ,n5 2.uo J,654 1,001 7,301 

I 6raln - hport1 114 120 173 173 .. 
I - Otlltr 1 J6 11 110 158 

I lrlfl & Steel Scrap 123 IH 115 I m 112 
I Colit Ill 115 119 I 112 116 
I ..... IH 172 135 I 175 ... 
I OU.Or 1uu2 ... 162 1,1&1 I z.112 4,n7 

I I 
I TOTAi. MSlLI• DRY CM&O 1,136 1,493 12 ,716 I 20,IOl 41,915 

I I 
I UQUJ o IUIJ( J1,J12 Jl,'53 37,US I C ,168 45.122 
I 

1 lt1clude1 tllt -.Jori t)' of IO/llO cal'ps . 
Z h1cl•1 salt . 

...-CE : 1111 fcam.l1u lair: lea• cam fart,1•t, p...,.1'911 .,, ...,._lrtlc1, Inc . Tiit V(fA '•oup , 
a,rll, 1111 
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e. The 'forecasts wi 11 have to be revised from time to time. Three years 
of w1terborne c1rgo stat1st1cs ire considered the •in1l1um necessary 
to show evidence of long-term variations from the forecasts. because 
a review of past data shows that economic events. such as recess1ons, 
tend to have an effect for two years but. by the th1 rd year. growth 
rates have returned to the long-term trends. 

Har1ne Terw1nals 

.f. TheTe &Te two bas1c ways of accOlllllOdat1ng future waterborne cargo-­
construct1ng new tenn1nals and increasing terminal productivity . 

. g. Measuring the demand for new ter111nals as a number of 111rine · term1na1 
berths 1s a practical means of assess1ng the need for new construc­
t1on. The demand for new terminals was computed by subtracting the 
estimates of existing aarine tenninal capac1ty from the forecasts and 
d1v1ding the remainder by an average capacity per berth Cin 11etr1c 
tonnes /berth> for each type of term1na1 . For container termi na 1 s , 
average capac1 ty figures were adjusted for projected changes in the 
chaTacter of containerized cargo and possible increases in 
pToduct1v1ty. The various factors used to der ive the demand for new 
terminals will have to be updated from time to time. 

h. To accOllllOdate the forecast increase 1n dry cargo. new aarine term-
1na1 s w111 be required. The demand for new container terminals w11 1 
be the greatest by far; however, there will also be a smaller but 
significant demand for newspr1nt and dry-bulk terminals. Some of 
the 1 ncreased demand for container hand 1 i ng capacity may be 
acconwnodated by combination terminals (container/ break bulk) . 
Development of new break bulk berths should not be necessary. Non­
container terminals having potential for redevelopment to other 
marine ter11ina1 uses were evaluated by the technical analysis and 
have been designated for development by this Plan. Other terminals 
are assumed to remain 1n their current use; however, 1f redevelopment 
1s i>roposed. 1t 1s assumed to occur w1th 111n1mum adverse impacts . 
Expansion of dry- and liqu1d-bulk handling capacity may be requ1red. 

1. There 111ay be a demand for new crude oil tanker berths by the end of 
the century. These berths would probably be prov1ded at existing 
privately-owned terminal fac11it1es; demand may exist for new or 
expanded petroleum product tenninals. 

j. Deve 1 opment of & ~entra 1 Bay supertanker teni1na1 does not appear 
l ikely at this time for these reasons: the 011 compan1es have 
exi>Ttssed 11ttle interest due to the high cost; aany environmental 
questions Te1111n unanswered; and the San Francisco Bar Channel would 
need to be deepened to accomnodate supertankers . 

k. ICDC 1>91'111ts for 11ar1ne t1n11nal construction 11Ust be 1ssued several 
,years before the tenrtnal 1s needed. Therefore, information on lead 
ttae ts as 1aportant as the forecasts tn detenn1n1ng whether a new 
teT111na1 is needed and when a perm1t should be issued. The lead time 
pertinent to thh plan includes not only the construction time, but 
&lso the t111tt tt takes for the new term1nal to reach capac1ty Csee 
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F1gure 4 for a graphic presentation of the h1portance of these two 
t1•e spans>. For a 111.jor container terminal project, · the typ1cal 
lead ti11e from an application for a BCDC peniit unt11 the term1nal 
reaches capacity appears to be: 

Established operator t1ansfers to..., 
ter11inal requiring 111.jOT 
reconstruction 

New single operator terminal 
New Multi-user terminal 

Typical 
Lead 11111! Cyears>l 

' 4-112 

6-1/2 
7-1/2 

Relatively simple container terminal projects may have a shorter lead 
time. If construction or land acquisition 1s complex, lead time 
could be longer. The average of the above lead times is six years. 
In order to provide predictability, this average for container term­
inals can be considered the appropriate lead t1111e for issuing a BCDC 
perm1t. No specific data has been developed ~ other types of 
terminals, but the anti cil)ated construction period can be used as a 
reasonable lead time. Also i11portant is the £11 TeYiew period wh1ch 
precedes the above lead t1me Csee Figure 4). The EI~ review time, by 
law, cannot exceed one year. This review •ust be complete, and the 
EIR certified, prior to filing a BCDC permit application. As soon as 
the EIR is certified and local approvals obtained, the BCDC 
application can be filed and the lead time begin. 

1. The demand for new inari ne terminals creates a demand for shore 11 ne 
sites that can accommodate 11arine term1nal development. To select 
suitable shoreline s1tes, an extensive screening process was under­
taken for the MTC/BCDC port planning project Csee text beginning on 
page 89 of Final Technical Report for details). The selected 
shoreline sites were classified as Mar-term, lozw-term, active or 
1111 i tary. 

m. Marine terminal development at the active and near-term sites would 
result in the minimum potential adverse env1nmmental, land use, and 
ground transportation impacts when compared with the long-term sites 
and sites studied but not included in this Plan. The amount of Bay 
fill will vary &110ng tfte acttve ~ near-tenn sites, and some 
active and near-term s1tes aay -nquire cons1derl'b1y 110re Bay fi 11 
than others. However, reasonabl• deve 1 opment of any of these sites 
would result in roughly comparable environmental, land use, and 
ground transportation 111P&Cts to the r•~ion. furtheTllOre, 1f actual 
demand Mets projections, deve1.-ent of the •t1•e and near-term 
s1 tes w111 •et the deRnd w1th tf\e 1111'11 .. a1111at1ve Bay fi 11. 
These sites Pc>uld accc Git• the -.ru1 fur ..., tenni na 1 s through 
at 1 tast the .JUT 2010 &ad ~ lJ aeyond. 

1 Of this time, ~roc~ss1ng of a BCDC 'eTll1t app11cat1on ran be no longer than 
90 days due to Testr1,tiJ:ms of California 1...,. 
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n. The amounts of fill used for the technical studies in developing this 
Plan are estimates only, and the actual amounts of fill required for 
any marine terminal development can only be determined at the time a 
permit is issued. 

o. Other development sites are class,fied as long-term due to the 
greater potential for adverse impacts, including greater amounts of 
Bay f111. Development of the long-term sites plus the near-term 
sites should acconnodate the demand for tenninal capacity beyond 2010 
but not through 2020. If the potential adverse environmental 
111pacts, including Bay fill, can be Teduced by project design to 
levels equa 1 to or below those of the near-term sites. a long-term 
s1te could be considered for reclassification as a near-term site. 

p. The selected •11itary sites, 1f and when no longer needed by the 
a11itary, could provide a reserve capacity for acconmodating demand . 
Marine terminal development at these sites 1s expected to have less 
adverse 1l1pacts than at the long-term sites and these impacts are 
expected to be equal to or less than those of the near-term site$. 

q. The sites included in this Plan appear to be adequate to meet the 
projected long-range demand for inar1ne termina l development. There 
is, however, considerable competition for these sites from uses not 
necessarily needing a waterfront location, and this could lead to the 
sites being preempted for uses otheT than marine terminals. If this 
occurs and actual demand for marine teT'llinals meets projections, the 
result wi 11 be addi tiona 1 pressure to f111 the Bay to create new 
sites for marine terminals and higher costs for their development, or 
possible loss of Bay Area shipping activity to other Hest Coast 
ports. To protect these sites, this Plan designates shoreline areas 
for port use. These areas, called •port priority use areas.• include 
the marine terminal sites as well as additional land areas for 
directly-related ancillary activities. Protection of these port 
pri or1ty use areas 1s a shared respons i b111ty of MTC, BCDC, 1oca1 
governments and the ports. In fact, these areas cannot be fully 
protected without the cooperation of local governments and the ports. 

r. Port priority use areas include w1thin their premises 111arine 
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, aovernment offices related to the 
port activity, chandlers and aarine services. Other uses. especially 
public access and public and c011111erc1a1 T.ecreational development, are 
permissible uses provided they do not significantly 1mpair the 
efficient utilization of the port area. 

s. The regional economic benefit of ·aar1ne t•rminal activity 1s provided 
for by reserving sufficient sites ttiat 11>uld be developed to accOlllllO­
date the forecast cargo mfflllents. ,._ver. the economic advantage 
(jobs and income>. 1f any. to the Teg1on of one site over another 
s1te was not considered in 5elect1n; ~ sites because: 

this type of data can be develDped only when the details of a 
proposed terminal are «Down; 
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provided the terminal 1s 1n productive use. the location of a 
mar1ne tera1na1 has 11ttle effect on its economic advantage to 
the Bay reg1on; and 

1t 1s difficult to objectively weigh economic advantage against 
adverse environmental impacts on a site-specific basis. 

t. If all near-tera and long-tenn development s1tes are used. the 
following 111Pacts could be experienced by 2020 <these impacts are 
based on planning assumptions, and the associated adverse effects on 
the physical env1ronment probably can be reduced by careful design): 

nearly 1000 acres of new marine tenninal develoP111ent~this would 
double the uount of shoreside land and more than double the 
length of shoreline which h devoted to the urine terminal 
fac111 ti es: 

over 300 acres of potential Bay fill, of which approximately 150 
acres is associated with the long-term development sites; 

approximately 4.0 million cubic yards of in1t1a1 channel 
dredg1ng from the main ship channels to the sites--all of th1 s 
dredging is associated with the long-term development s1tes 
<this does not include the dredging quantities for the 
ma1nta1ned ship channels); and 

displacement of industrial activities on the shoreline. 

Some sites are currently occupied by industrial activities; however, 
only those s1tes where 1t is reasonably liKely the involved 1ndustry 
can be displaced are included 1n this Plan. 

11. At today's cost C198B dollars) of about $40 m111ion to develop a 
single container terminal berth, the long-range 1nvestment 1n new 
marine terminal facilities could exceed $1 billion. 

v. If SOIDe ports 1n the regional system do not have the funds necessary 
to complete facilities needed by the region. a regional agency may be 
required to finance or develop them. · Otherwise, there w111 be tre­
mendous l)ressure to al low the ports w1th the strongest f1 nances to 
provide all of the regional facilities. even though this might result 
1n pressures to fill the Bay unnecessarily. 

w. Cons1der1ng the substantial impact and cost of new marine terminals, 
the following actions (all of which provide additional terminal 
capacity without the need for new terminals) become important: 

deepen1 ng the channels to the ports of Oak.1 and. R1 chmond and 
Benicia. or 1ncreas1ng terainal back.land area where 1t constrains 
upac1ty; and 

1ncTeas1ng the capacity of urine terminals through operator­
induced improvements that do not involve new berths or land area. 
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These actions can increase the productivity of 11arine term1nals as 1t 
was measured for this Plan--inarine terminal capacity per berth. Hhile 
channel deepening would, of course, incur a cost. it appears to be 
substantially less costly than the investment in new marine term­
inals. Furthennore, increasing tenainal productivity can likely 
provide capacity with the •inimum adverse environmental impacts . 

. x. _ Channel deepening and land -use policies ·which .would peniit backland 
•. expansion on existing dry land are currently the responsibility of 

federal and local government, respectively. Other productivity 
increases are a function of terminal operator practices. Thus, 1f 
the productivity of ter11inals is to be increased and the pressure for 
new ter11inals to be reduced, both government and the ter11inal opera­
tors 1tUst share the responsibility. 

y. Project-by-project m1ti gation will probably be necessary to achieve 
the goal of 1111ntaining or improving environmental quality. Further­
more, attaining this goal will depend in large part on the mitigation 
policies developed by the concerned agencies. 

Deepwater Channels 

z. Some improvements to the deepwater channel system in the Bay Area 
will be required to economically accOlllTIOdate the vessels of the 
future. 

aa. The San Francisco Bar Channel limits the size of vessels that can 
enter San Francisco Bay; therefore, deepening the interior channels 
to handle vessels that cannot transit the Bar Channel is generally 
unnecessary. Using Corps of Engineers' design criteria, at present, 
this places a practical limit on the depth of the interior channels 
of 50 feet or less at mean lower low water. Since no planning is 
underway to deepen the Bar Channel, it is unlikely it will be 
deepened before the end of this century. 

bb. Generally, the most significant economic benefits of channel deepen­
ing are derived from the movement of containerized cargoes and crude 
petroleum 1n larger vessels. 

cc. Channels leading to some portions of the Port of San Francisco are 
naturally deep and do not require any significant dredging, although 
the areas 1n which container terainals are being developed will 
11kely require channel and berth deepening to acconnodate 11ajor 
conta1nersh1p activity. At present, the Oakland Inner Harbor Channel 
east of the Alameda Tubes is at its maximum depth of 35 feet because 
1t 1s constrained by these tunnels. 

dd. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1s now the on 1 y entity that can 
undertake a federally authorized channel deepening project, and wi 11 
undertake such a project only 1f: Cl> the deepening 1s physically 
possible; (2) navigation and transportation operational benefits 
exceed capital and maintenance costs of the deepening; and (3) the 
deepening is environmentally acceptable. If, however, the channels 
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listed below are deepened to the depths indicated. the following 
dredging 111Dunts and costs (1988 dollars> could be involved: 

New IoitiAl Dndgiog 
Depth Quantity Cost Range 
illl CuYd COQO> scooo>* 

Oltland Ch&nnels 42 7,000 $30-72 1111. 
Rict.ond Channel 38 1,500 5.3-15 1111. 
John ~- Baldwin 
P~ect 45 8.ooo 28-80 mil. 

... 
1988 dollars; •11 •• million 

Actual ~reject depths may vary from those shown in the table . This 
table ts not intended to suggest that such deepening should be under­
taken; 1t 1s only intended to indicate the possible effects of 
increased Bay Area port activity. These data were prepared for this 
Plan by ~sJ•g Corps of Engineers methods. 

ee. _ £nv1TonmentA1 impacts associated with deepening a channel are ·largely 
dependent on the spec1fi cs of the deepening project, and would be 
addTessed by the Corps during its detailed investigations. Severa l 
general areas of Loncern with regard to channel deepening are: 

the 1mpacts of aquatic and land disposal of dredge material; 
slower t1~al veloc1t1es and other hydrologic effects; 
increased sedimentation; and 
salinity 1ntrus1on. 

In add1 ti on to -the impacts of any spec1f1 c deepening project, the 
cumulative effett of aany deepening projects aay be s1gn1ficant, but 
is u yet unk.novn. 

Ground Transportat1on 

ff. t11thout impTOYements, certain key port access routes would become 
more mn;ened--7th Street 1 n Oak.1 and and I-580 CThe John T. Knox 
freeway) in Richmond. Army Street and 3rd Street in San Francisco 
~d Har1ti111 Street tn Oak.land could approach their capacity. 

gg. Jn the neaT futuTe, ~ort activity will not aggravate freeway conges­
t1 on st nee the contr1 but1 on of port tra ff 1 c 1s genera 11 y sina 11 as 
~011Parld w1'th regiona 1 .traff1 c 110vements. Therefore, congestion on 
the fr.eways 1s not. by itself. a significant reason to question the 
adv1s&b1Uw of further aar1ne ter111na1 development at the existing 
lay Area 1)0rts. In the 110re distant future, however, growth of port­
related "truck. traffic will probably increase congestion on I-80 north 
of the Ias t Bay approach to the Bay Bridge and on I-580. A 1 a rge 
portion of this truck. traff1 c 1s associated w1 th the inovement of 
LC>ntainers 'to and from the three major ra11yards 1n the East Bay. 
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hh. In the near future, the 1nvesb1ent in ground transportation facili­
ties ·necessary to alleviate traffic problems associated with the port 
development foreseen by this Plan 1s estimated to exceed $15 m1111on, 
exclusive of the John T. Knox -Freeway. Port-related projects must 
compete with other proposed projects for local or reg1onw1de 
transportation funds. Such funds are becoming increasingly scarce. 

\1. The sites recormiended for .ar1ne terminal · ~evelopment represent those 
. sites .which can be developed w1th the •1ni11um 1nliestment 1n new 
.ground transportation facilities when land use policy and the 
environment are considered. 

jj. Ra11 service, and transcontinental n11 service in particular, is 
critical to the BaOvement of waterborne cargo through the Bay Area. 

kk. The region's existing 11ajor ra11yards 11ay experience dramatic increa­
ses in the 110vement of waterborne cargo in the future. Energy and 
technology considerations could shift cargo from trucks to the 
ra11s, further increasing the demand for rail services. In addition, 
the region's highways and streets could be impacted by increased rail 
usage since all containerized cargo is trucked to or from one of the 
major rail-yards. The rail and highway impact of a shift to ra11 may 
be somewhat mitigated by the development of railcar loading/unloading 
facilities at container terminals. 

11. Severa 1 types of act1 ons may improve the efficiency of ·the ground 

PQLICIES 

transportation system: 

the development of railcar loading/unloading facilities at 
container terminals; 

the transportation of cargo to and from marine terminals during 
the night, 1f increased termi na 1 operating costs are offset by 
reduced congestion costs; and 

where port access roads are congested, the relocation of 
container freight stations to off-terminal sites where conges­
tion is minimal. 

provision of dedicated and separated roadways for drayage 
between marine terminals and rail yards. 

In addition to satisfying -the goals· set forth in Chapter I, the policies are 
intended: 

o to tncourage cooperation among the Bay Area ports with regard to 
their development; 

o to foster cooperation between the ports and their parent cities; 

o to provide increased predictability to the ports with regard to BCOC 
permits; 
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o to steeT poTt development to those sites with t he least potent ial for 
adverse environmental impacts while still providing for reasonable 
tena1na1 development; 

o to decTease the pressures for Bay fill resulting from actions by the 
ports and their parent cities; 

o to 1)Tov1de a regional context for evaluat i ng ·· the environmental 
- -impacts of 1ndiv1dual port projects: and 

o . to J)rov1de a clear st atement of the actions t hat w111 be tak.en by 
8CDC and HTC in implementing this Plan. 

The Ftnal Technical Report for the MTC/BCOC port planning project. 1n addition 
to the final Technical Report for the 1988 Seaport Plan update. should be used 
to provide further guidance in applying the policies: where there are differ­
ences in t he text or maps between either the ori gi na l F1na1 Techni ca 1 Report 
or the Fi nal Report for the 1988 Update and this Plan, the Seaport Plan takes 
precedence. 

Marine Terminal Policies 

1. Ma~or marine terminal developments are conversions of non-container 
marine t erminals to container 1narine terminals. significant major 
additions to capacity of any marine terminal or port priority use 
area. or development s involving more than a small amount of Bay 
fill . The need for a major development shal l be demonstrated in one 
of the following ways : 

The development of new container termina l berths shall be con­
sistent with the baseline demand estimates in Table 3 using a 
lead time of six years measured from the f iling of a BCDC permit 
application . Demand estimates for the years not shown on Table 
3 ~ ha11 be computed by straight-line interpolation. 

The need for development of other types of 1narine terminal 
berths shall be demonstrated by the project proponent . using the 
cargo forecasts. the demand estimates i n Table 3, and other 
evidence as necessary. Lead time for such terminals shall be 
the time for project construction. 

tlajor marine terminal development shall occur at those sites classi­
fied as near-ter11 and active by this Plan Csee Maps 1 to 8 at the end 
of this chapter). Except IS provided in Policy 6, the near-term 
sites and those active. non-container tenn1nals that can be converted 
to container terminals shall not be compared wi t h one another . 

2. MinOT aar1ne tenifoa1 developinents are projects other than aajor 
developments. Minor developments. such as rehabilitations of exist­
ing facilities. shall not be subjected to a det ermination of need nor 
be confined to the active or near-term sites. because of the small 
increases 1n capacity and small uounts of Bay fill involved. Hhen 
the Plan 1s revised. the added capacity from minor developments shall 
t>e counted 1n est1111t1ng the Bay Area demand for nev 111rine terminals. 
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Table 3 

DEMAND FOR NEH MARINE TERMINALS THROUGH 2020 

<number of berths) 1, 3 

Terminal (Pure 
and Combo) erc~ected DemAod fer Additico11 IerminAl~ 
Egucut Le:r'.el Exhtiog2 illQ moo ~ ZQZQ 

CONTAINER4 
Baseline 24 (2) 12 26 44 
High 2 16 30 44 
Low 12 26 42 

BREAK BULK 
Baseline 14 (13) (11) (7) (1) 
High ( 14) (12) (7) 0 
Low ( 14) ( 11) (7) ( 1) 

NEO-BULK 
Baseline 15 (9) (8) (5) (2) 
High (9) (9) (6) (3) 
Low ( 10) (6) (4) 

DRY BULK 
Baseline 5 (2) ( 1) 1 3 
High (2) 0 1 3 
Low 1 3 

LIQUID BULKS 

2 

3 
4 

5 

Baseline 5 3 4 6 
High 3 5 7 
Low 3 4 6 

Parentheses indicate a surplus of terminal cargo h.andling capacity stated 
as an equivalent number of berths. The figures shown are cumulative; for 
example, using the baseline container forecast, the 26 new berths required 
by 2010 include the 12 required by 2000. Although the estimates are 
stated as a number of berths, they assume each berth is accompanied by the 
appropriate amount of backland and equipment. 
Includes currently active, publicly-utilized tenn1nals plus those 
terminals being modified or under construction and terminals to be 
constructed that have .a BCOC permit. Proprietary sugar terminal at 
Crockett, scrap steel terminals at Oakland and Richmond, Leslie Salt 
facility at Redwood City, and petroleum ter11inals are not included above. 
Estimates of the number of existing berths are approxi111te (e.g., a 
container vessel generally requires up to 1000 feet of wharf; therefore, 
2100 feet of wharf could be viewed as 2 berths). 
Estimates 111y overstate demand; see text 1n Chapter IV. . 
Includes the demand for new roll-on/roll-off CRO/RO> teniinals other than 
for automobiles. No new LASH facilities are forecast. 
Demand estimates are for terminals to handle all liquid bulk. except for 
crude oil, petroleum products and molasses handled at proprietary 
terminals. 
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3. Bay fill authoTized for development of any marine terminal must be 
the minimum necessary to achieve an adequate terminal at the site and 
9Ust min1m1ze hanaful effects . to the Bay Area, as provided in Section 
66605Cc> and Cd) of the McAteer-Petris Act. 

•· Except as ~rov1ded 1n Policy 19, the long-term development sites and 
s1tes not designated 1n this Plan shall be considered for development 
only after a11 the near-term sites have been permitted for use and 
,those act1ve • .fton-container ter11inals that can be converted to 
-container tera1nals have been developed for container use. 

5. The 1>0rt ~r1or1ty use areas 1dent1fied in the Maps section of this 
Plan shall be protected for 111rine terminals and ·directly-related 
uct11ary att1v1t1es (see def1n1t1on in Finding r.). H1th1n these 
areas. the shoreline lands classified as active, near-term, and 
1ong-tera by th1s Plan shall be restricted to marine terminal use . 
Interim uses shall be per111ssible but 11ust be readily displaceable 

·tfhen the area 1s needed for 11ar1 ne terminals or directly-related 
ancillary act1v1t1es. local governments and the ports should protect 
these areas. using land use controls 1f necessary; otherwise, there 
may be unnecessary pressures for Bay fill and other adverse environ­
mental impacts. In determining whether the amount of Bay fill is the 
a1n111Um necessary for a proposed marine termi na 1 development, BCDC 
shall consider any actions of the responsible local government and 
l)Ort. that 11ay have reduced the amount of existing dry land ava 11ab1 e 
for such development. 

The ;>ort pr,or1ty use neas identified in the Maps section of this 
Plan which are also designated for water-re1ated industry priority 
uses 1n the San Francisco Bay Plan shall be protected for mar1ne 
terminals and directly-related anci 11 ary activities or for water­
Tel ated industry uses as defined in the Bay Plan. There shall be no 
pr1or1ty g1 ven between port and water-related 1 ndustry uses w1 th1 n 
areas ~esfgnated for both uses. 

6. To avoid unnecessary Bay fill and other adverse environmental 
effetts . and to encourage prompt construction and full use of author­
ized facilities; 

The Bay Area ports are encouraged to cooperate through GGPA or 
by other agreements ainong themselves to avoid facilities being 
l)roposed that duplicate needed capacity. If, however, two or 
.,,.-e •PP 11 cat1 ons for urine termi na 1 s of the same type Ci . e. , 
container terminal compared to container terminal, auto terminal 
tOllP•red to auto ter111nal, etc.) are being considered at the 
saae time. and the need for all of them cannot be demonstrated, 
only those projects with the least adverse environmental effect 
on the Bay and that are needed shall be authorized. 

~11 pen111ts for 11lrine teni1nals shall contain a schedule that 
•stablishes <a> a date prior to the COlllll,ncement of construction 
t>y whtch the project sponsor must demonstrate the ab111ty to 
finance the project; and Cb) a reasonable ti•etable for project 
~onstruct1on. 1nclud1ng spec1fic •11estones. Fa11ure to comply 
with such schedules shall be grounds for termination of the 
authorization; nevertheless. the schedules may be amended for 
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good cause. If the author1zat1on h teni1nated. the capacity 
ass 1 gned to the term1na1 w111 be subtracted from the reg1 on' s 
capac1 ty; however. 1f Bay f111 has been placed. the capacity 
sha 11 not be subtracted unt11 BCDC takes 1ega1 act1 on to see 
that any f111 is removed. 

Nhenever existing -trnninals rema1n unused or little used for a 
signif1cat ..-nod of ti•e fo11ow1ng adoption of this . Plan and 
. .wheneveT BCOC. · i11 consul tat1on with MTC. has deter•i ned that 
this 11'd1cates 1 T•evaluation of the cargo forecasts and 
region's capacity 1s necessary, no major new tenninal develop-
1tent of the same type shall be considered until the Seaport Plan 
.has been promptly Tev1ewed and, 1 f necessary, -revised in a 
timely manner to reflect the results of the reevaluation. 

7. When and if the federa 1 ~overn111ent dec1 des that part or a 11 of a 
111ilitary installation ident1fied in this Plan is not needed for 
active 1111litary use. the federal government shall make such lands 
available for urine terminal development and directly-related 
ancillary activities as soon as possible. subject to such reasonable 
conditions as the feder4l government deems necessary to protect 
national secUT1ty. Witt.in these lands. the military sites 1dent1f1ed 
in this Plan sfla11 be Testricted to marine terminal use, if and when 
the site is 1t0t needed for active 111litary use. Once the federal 
.government wakes a 111i11tary site available, the site shall be 
included among the near-term s1tes unless the conditions under which 
1t has been made available make it unreasonable to do so. 

8. Marine terminal development at sites that are adjacent or near to 
environmentally sensitive areas shall be designed to protect those 
areas from any significant adverse effects of marine terminal 
construction and operation. 

9. To use existing terminals fully and to lessen the cost and adverse 
en vi ronmenta 1 effects &s.sDciated with development to meet the growth 
of waterborne J:i&rgoes: 

channels that otherwise would limit the productivity of marine 
terminals should be deepened when economically feasible and 
environmentally acceptable; 

local governments S'talld adopt and implement land use policies 
that f.Arilitate t~l development -on existing dry land; 

.ports and terainal operators should -acquire property that 
penni ts necessuy te1'111na1 'deve 1 opment on exhti ng dry 1 and; and 

ttn1in&l C!iferstDTS ~ld, where econom1ca11y feasible, increase 
ter111•1 ~ivtQ. 

ports and "l•T111na1 _,erators should rehab111tate or 110dernize 
existing mnu111eT" wniinals and convert those active, non­
conta1neT ter111nals that can be converted to container use 
befor• dlwelopillg .,.. container terminals. 
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Deepwater Cbannels Pol1c1es 

10. Deepening or w1dening of San Francisco Bay Channels. including the 
San Francisco Bar Channel. should proceed only 1f economically justi­
fied or if needed for national defense. and 1f such deepening or 
widening confonns to State and national environmental law and po11-
c1es. The interior channels of San Francisco Bay should only be 
deepened as consistent w1th the depth of the .San Francisco Bar 
Channel. 

11. Dredging l>TOjects shall be performed consistent with BCOC ' s Bay ~lan 
polictes on dr1dging and dredge 111terial disposal. 

Ground Transportation Policies 

12. local. state and federal govern11ents should not take actions, such as 
land use decisions. public works projects or rail abandonments. that 
would 111pede access to the 111rine terminal sites identified in the 
Seaport Plan. funding for a transportation project shall be approved 
or endorsed only tf the proposed development the project 1s intended 
to serve is consistent with the policies of the Seaport Plan. 

13. The lay Area 1>0rts. l ocal governments and urine terminal operators 
should take steps to uk.e the best possible use of existing ground 
transportation ~acilities. and shall employ •easures to m1t1gate any 

. significant adverse environmental effects of increased traffic from 
existing and proposed urine terminal fac111t1es. If 111t1gat1on of 
tTaffic l>rob1ems at marine terminal facilities is being considered as 
l)art of the environmental review process. the local government or 
port whichever flas · the pri ncipa 1 respons i b111ty for carrying out or 
approving the J>TOject shall mak.e a realistic estimate of the avail­
able resources to fund such mitigation and the likelihood that such 
•asures can be 11111> 1 emented. 

14. local and ng1ona1 transportation planning and funding priorities 
shall fac111tate the efficient 110vement of goods by rail and truck to 
&nd from ttie Bay Area ports. 

15. Ground tTanspol"tation 1mpl"ovements needed to serve a proposed marine 
tenninal development shall be included in transportation funding 
i>r1oriths only 1f suth improvements and the development they serve 
•re consistent with the policies of the Seaport Plan. Ground 
transportation t111>rovetnents needed to ·, serve an existing urine 
tennnal shall t>e included in transportation funding priorities only 
if such improvements are consistent with the Seaport Plan policies . . 

16. lf funcftng agenc1es Tequ1re a choice among or ranking of urine 
tena1na1-related . ground transportation projects. highest priority 
shAll be 11van to pTojects: 

.that best use •x1st1ng port and transportation facilities: and 

that best enhance the movement of Bay Area waterborne cargo. 

-25-



Plan Revision Policies 

17. The Seaport Plan forecasts and ter111inal capacity shall be reviewed 
and the Plan should be possibly revised when one or more of the 
following occurs: 

five years has elapsed since the last major review; 

three consecutive years of waterborne ·cargo stathti cs 1ndi cate 
the forecasts do not represent current trends, or other evidence 
points to emerging trends or unforeseen major world events which 
were not considered; 

the sites in the near-tenn develop11ent e&tegory have all been 
pennitted for use and all those active, non-container tenninals 
that can be converted to container tenninals have been converted 
(in practice, the review would occur 1n advance of using or 
converting all of these sites>; 

there 1s a proposa 1 to delete a near-term or active site from 
this Plan; or 

a urine terminal at a site included in this Plan has been 
unused or little used for a significant period of time. 

The Seaport Plan forecasts and terminal capacity should be reviewed 
annually if 1 nformati on is ava 11ab1 e to determ1 ne whether emerging 
trends or unforeseen major world events indicate that the cargo 
forecasts and terminal capacity need revisions. ~hen necessary, the 
Seaport Planning Advisory Conmittee should be convened to advise the 
conrnissions whether it is advisable to undertake a revision of the 
Seaport Plan's forecasts or terminal capacity estimates. BCDC, MTC 
and Bay Area ports should cooperate to provide a yearly, detailed 
forecast and terminal capacity update that is useful and available to 
the ports and the two conrnissions. 

18. A revision to the Seaport Plan undertaken pursuant to Policy 17 shall 
include, but not be limited to: 

a review of the forecasts; 

an update of the capacity esti11ates to reflect aajor and 11i nor 
urine terminal develop111ents authorized since the last revision 
to this Plan; 

a review of all factors used to derive the esti111ates of demand 
for new 111arine tenninals in Table 3; 

an update to the estiutes of demand for new marine terminals in 
Table 3 to reflect any changes to the forecasts or capacity 
estimates; 

a review of the land requirements of urine tenninals for port­
related and ancillary activities to determine MC>re specifically 
how much area is needed for port support facilities and how near 
these areas should be to the marine terminal they support; 

an assessment of the regionwide environmental impacts of the 
revision; and 
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an assessment of the extent to which the actions of Policy 9 have 
been pursued. 

If thh Plan 1s to be Tev1sed because all the near-term sites have been 
perwttted for use and all those active. non-container tenninals that can 
be converted to container tenii na ls have been converted. the rev 1s1 on 
shall also include an assess•ent of alternatives to the use of the 
long-term sites including a review of the availability of other sites 
whtch would involve less adverse -environmental effects-including less 
Bay filUng. 

19. A 1Tth1on to the appropriate section of the Seaport Plan shall be 
considered t f: 

there 1s Teason to believe marine terminal development at a 
long-term site or site not designated by this Plan can be 
accomplished with environmental i11Pacts equal to or less than those 
of the near-term sites or those active. non-container terminals that 
can be converted to container use: or 

deepening the San Francisco Bar Channel 1s found to be econom-
1cal ly feasible and environmentally acceptable by the U.S. Army 
Corps of £ng1neers the United States Environmental Protect1on 
Agency. the Ca l ifornia Coastal Conrnission. and the California 
Regional Nater Quality Control Board. 

20. The des1gnat1ons of 11aTine tenninal sites in this plan are subject to 
Tevtew and/or rev1sion by the Conmissions in the future based on 
1nfonaat1on. such as economic. physical. environmental and other factors, 
&bout the suitability of the sites for those designations. 

21. Revisions 11ay be necessary for other reasons: such revisions sha 11 not 
Tequtre a reevaluation of this Plan as provided in Policy 18 unless MTC 
or BCDC first determines that a reevaluation is required. 

RECXM1ENDATIOllS 

In addition to the 1>011c1es. thh -plan provides the following reconmendat1ons to 
MTC. BCDC. and other concerned agencies: 

0 

0 

0 

The ports should tOOTdinate their development of urine terminals to 
&Yotd dup11cat1on which could result tn some ten1tnals being unused or 
ltttle used. Such coordination should take place by strengthening their 
extsttn~ associations or by other agreements among the ports. 

MTC and BCOC ~hould develop procedures for coordinating the review of 
port-Ttlated projects . These procedures should be consistent with the 
f1Dd1ngs and i>e>ltcies of the Seaport Plan. and should be reviewed by the 
Seaport PJanning Advisory Collllittee prior to t11ple11entation by MTC and 
amc. 
Local vcvern1tents wh1th have not given land use control to port 
authortttes should actively protect areas designated for port priority 
uses and urine ten1inal sites by developing special zoning for port 
factHties wh1ch restrict these areas to port-related uses and limited 
tnteT1• uses beCAUse: 1} 8CDC does not have fu l l control over uses more 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

than 100-feet in land from the Bay, 2) there 1s no regiona 1 port 
management in the Bay Area to assist in reserving port priority use 
areas and urine terminal sites, 3) there 1s pressure to use these 
areas for non-port purposes, and 4) the loss of port priority use 
areas and aarine tenninal sites could result either in f111 in the 
Bay at less suitable locations to 11eet the demand for port facilities 
tn the future or loss of trade that otherwise •ight contribute to the 
regional economy. 

The Seaport Planning Advisory Connittee should be aade a pennanent 
advisory connittee to HTC and BCOC, but should 11eet only to review 
forecast and capacity changes . as necessary and at the ca 11 of HTC or 
BCOC. 

Mitigation policy tn the region should be · coordinated among the 
responsible federal, state and local agencies. 

A statement indicating the constraint the San Francisco Bar Channel 
places on the interior channels of the Bay should replace the channel 
depths currently shown in the Bay Plan. The statement should also 
indicate that any deepening must undergo an extensive investigation. 
At present, the Corps of Engineers has this responsibility. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should be authorized to undertake 
studies as necessary to determine the long-term environmental effects 
.of further channel deepening and spoils disposal 1n the San Francisco 
Bay Area. Such studies should consider the channels as a system. 

A central Bay supertanker terminal should not be developed unless the 
San Francisco Bar Channel is deepened to acconrnodate supertankers and 
unless environmental concerns can be resolved. A detailed study 
should be undertaken to determine the des i rab111ty of a supertanker 
termi na 1. 

Bay Area waterborne cargo statistics should be compiled annually and 
uniformly by a single agency. The Corps of Engineers should be 
authorized to develop a reporting procedure that distinguishes 
containerized cargo from other cargoes. Whenever the forecasts are 
revised, both the container forecast and the container terminal capa­
city estimates should be prepared in uni ts that best reflect demand 
for container terminal facilities. (It was discovered that short ton 
11easures may not accurately represent the demand for container term-
1na1 capacity; see pages 39 to 42 of the Final Technical Report for 
an explanation.) 

For purposes of revisions to the Seaport Plan, such revisions should, 
as appropriate, use a technical approach similar to the approach used 
1n the 1n1tia1 Seaport Plan development. 

Maps 1 to 8 display the location of the near-term · development sites, the 
long-term development sites, the act1ve terminal sites, the •11itary sites, 
and the port priority use areas. Table 4 provides a listing of the site names 
and a key to their location on the ups. The result of these designations is 
to treate port priority use areas that are composed of: 

o locations most suitable for development or expansion--near-term 
development sites and active terminals; 
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o long-terwi development sites; 
o directly-related ancillary activities; and 
o •111tary lands 

In add1t1on to the sHes shown on the maps. two sites were eva 1 uated but 
eliminated from cons1deratton for marine terminal developnent at this t1me. 
The two sites are the North Hart>or site at the Port of Olkland (the water area 
north of the East Bay approach to the Bay Bridge>. and the !a1r Island s1te 1n 
Redwood C1 ty (the Port of Redwood City refers to th1 s site as 1ts deepwater 
slough property; 1t 1s on the west s1de of Redwood Creek>. Since these sites 
are w1tb1n port jurisdictions, the foll..,,ng is noted: 

Oakland North Harbor Area. The Oakland North Harbor has not ·been included 
on the Seaport Plan 111ps as a port priority use area because need for it 
has not been substantiated and it has been found to be less desirable for 
port deve 1 op11ent than other sites based on envi ronmenta 1 • 1 and use. and 
access considerations. In addition. other uses having public benefits, 
such as conservation and recreation. have been proposed for this s1te. 
future studies wi11 be necessary to determine the use of this area. 

Deenvater Slough. The Port of Redwood City's Dee11water Slough Property 
<Bair Island site) has not been included on the Seaport Plan maps as a 
port priority use area because need for it has not been substantiated and 
1t has been found to be less desirable for port development than other 
sites based on environmental. land use. and access considerations. In 
.addition, other uses having public benefits. such as conservation and 
rec-reat1on, have been proposed for this site. Future studies will be 
necessary to determine the use of this area. 

The port p-riority use a-reas and marine terminal designat ions where some change 
was made by the last major -review of this Plan and to the old boundaries in 
the San Francisco Bay Plan are described below: 

Richmond <See Map 1, Bay Plan Hap 3) 

1. Richmond Tena1nal 11 at Point Richmond--this fon1eTly active terminal 
was de 1 eted from the Seaport Pl an <see Map 1 • Bay Pl an Map 3) . The 
1>0rt pr1or1 t y use area extended from the Bay north to Brickyard Cove 
Road and from the westerly boundary of the 8"1cky~ Cove Marina west 
to South Garrard Boulevard. · 

2. R,chlK>nd ShipyaTd 13 at Point Potrero--this nO¥ includes a two-berth , 
active and a two-beTth near-tera aTlne terminal {see Hip 1, Bay Plan 
Map 3). The 1>0-rt ~rior1ty use ara was modifi•d at t'tle request of 
the Port of Richmond to delete a small portion of land at the western 
end of the former shipyard site . 

. 3. Santa Fe Channel <Northwest>-'this ~1te was fOTmT1y designated as a 
two-berth, near-ter11 urtne tetw1•al 1n the Sai>0-rt Plan. Because 
one of the berths 1 s 1"'tstntly an act1 ve terma 1, the s 1 te was 
Tedestgnated as a one-berth active, non-containeT urine terminal, 
which can be converted to conta1ntT use. and a oae-berth, near-term 
111rine tera1nal suitable fOT ronta1"9T use. 

•· Area south of Rich110nd Tenn1na1 13 at the Ford Pen1nsula--a portion 
of this s1te has been deleted u 4 near-term urine terminal berth 
and fTOll po-rt priority use, 1eav1ng a one-berth. near-term marine 
terainal site suitable for container use. 
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5. Richmond Terminal 12 at the Ford Peninsula--this active marine 
termi na 1 was designated as a one-berth. near-term ur1 ne termi na 1. 
It has been redes1gnated as a one-berth. non-container. active marine 
term1nal site that can be converted to conta1ner use. 

6. Area northwest of R1ch.and Terminal 12 at the Ford Pen1nsu1a--this 
area within the existing port priority use area has been designated 
as a one-berth, near-term marine terminal suitable for container use. 

7. Area ianedhtely east of R1chmond Tenainals 12 and 3-th1s area has 
largely been deleted from port priority use designation, leaving a 
potential 87-acre, four-berth urine terminal suitable for container 
use along the Harbor Channel Csee Map 1, Bay Plan Map 3). 

8. Santa Fe Channel CHest> ~ a one-berth. near-term, non-container 
urine tenni na 1 site has been added to this existing port priority 
use area at the Un1tank facility CSee Map 1, Bay Plan Map 3). 

9. Area west of Canal Boulevard -- th1s 16.5 acre area, which is 
currently being used for port purposes. has been des 1 gnated as part 
of the port prior1ty use area. 

Alameda 

Former Todd Shipyard site in Alameda--this privately-owned property 
was designated in the original Seaport Plan for port pr1ority use and 
1ncorrectly as a potential 11arine terminal under 11111tary control. 
In 1984, BCDC deleted the 11i11tary/mar1ne term1nal des1gnat1on from 
the site, but retained the port priority use designation Csee Map 2, 
Bay Plan Map 4). 

Oakland 

Schnitzer Steel site--this active, dry bulk marine terminal was 
designated as a two-berth, near-term marine terminal 1n the original 
Seaport Plan. The Seaport Plan now des1gnates the site as an active, 
two-berth, non-container 1nar1ne terminal that could be converted to 
conta1ner use <see Hap 2, Bay Plan Hap 4). 

Selby. Contra Costa County--this entire area is designated for both 
water-related industry and port priority use Csee Map 5. Bay Plan 
Map 15). 

The Seaport Plan formerly designated only a portion of the site as 
available for port use. The Seaport Plan now shows the entire site 
as available for both water-related industry and port uses. 

Ben1c1a 

Benicia Waterfront and Port of Beni c1 a C see Maps 6 and 7. Bay Pl an 
Map 16). Parts of this area are designated for both port and water­
related industry priority use. The water-related industry priority 
use areas are unchanged by this Plan. Hest of the Benicia Bridge, 

-30-



the original Seaport Plan designated the area with active, near-term, 
.-ct long-ten1 container urine terminals. The Plan now designates 
the area as an active, "on-container urine terminal that could be 
converted ~o three C011tainer berths, and one long-term mar1ne 
terminal suitable for two container berths. 

Redwood C1ty 

1. lllarf 4 (see Map 3, Bay Plan Map 8). This area 1s no longer a near­
term s1te. but 1s now designated as an active one-berth, nonconta1ner 
•rine twnl1nal site. 

2. Leslie Salt <see Map 3, Bay Plan Map·&>. ·The Leslie Salt Terminal, 
an act1ve salt loading and shipping facility, has been redesignated 
from a near-tera, one-berth urine terminal, to an active one-berth, 
non- container urine ter11inal site. 

3. ldeal Cement s1te in Redwood City CMap 3, Bay Plan Map 8). This site 
was for11erly used for handling cement, but is no longer using ships 
to transport products. It retains 1ts designation as a one-berth, 
near-tenn. non-container marine terminal. 

San franc1sco <see Map 4. Bay Plan Map 10) 

1. Pier 80 Csee Map 4, Bay Plan Map 10). This area contains two active 
marine terminal designations totalling four berths suitable for 
container use. The Seaport Pl an has added a one-berth, near-term 
aar1 ne tenni na 1 des i gnat1on at the southwest corner of the pi er, 
which would be suitable for container use 1f sufficient back.land to 
the north of Pier 80 is available. 

2. Area north of Pier 80--th1s area is currently inactive and was 
fonnerly designated as a one-berth, near term inar1ne term1nal 
suitable for container use (includes the former Nestern Pacific Ferry 
Slip). The Seaport Plan enlarged the designated 'site to include the 
waterfront adjacent to the Pacific Gas and Electric Company's p 1 ant 
and desivstes the area as a two-berth, near-term urine terminal 
that would be suitable for container use if sufficient back.land to 
the west 1~ ava 11ab1 e. 

3 . 'Pier 70--th,s active. neo-bulk terminal was originally designated as 
one-berth. ~cthe ur1ne terminal and a one-berth, near-term marine 
ten11na1 t• the Seaport Pl an. The Pl an now des 1 gna tes it as a 
'two-berth. active urine terminal that can be converted to container 
use <see "211> 4. Bay Plan Map 10) . 

4. P1ers 52-64-thh 1nacthe tenn1na1 site was formerly designated in 
the Seaport Pl an as a two-berth. near-term marine termi na 1 su1tab1 e 
fOT coataner use. Thh designation should be retained. However, 
tx>th tt and the associated port prior1ty use designat1on should be 
deleted w1thout hav1ng to undertake a full update of the Seaport Plan 
when botti of the following occur: (1) all of the former Nestern 
Pacif1c ~roperty at Nara Nater Cove 1s transferred from the Santa Fe 
,.cif1~ Realty Corporation to the Port; and (2 ) the Port and the City 
develop a strategy, to be reviewed and approved by or on behalf of 
the BCDC. "to ensure that port priority use areas are reserved for 
~t pur.poses consistent with the Seaport Plan, and the 
na&-1>0rt-otmed areas needed for 111arine terminal uses at the Piers 70 
"to 80 area are available to the Port. 
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There are various ways such a strategy could achieve these 
objectives. such as: Cl> coan1t11ent to acquire key parcels; (2) 
adoption and h1plementation of a Port Conm1 ssion policy to 1 imit 
devel~t w1thin ~ort t>oun~aries to that consistent with the 
Seaport Plan; (3) ~doption and implementation of the Port Conmission 
and City Planning Comrhs1on procedures to coordinate decisions to 
ensure that development in areas outside port boundaries but within 
the Seaport Plan's 1J0rt 'riori ty use areas 1s cons 1stent with the 

, . ·Seaport Plan~ NllJ/or , .. , changes in current City 1 and use contro 1 s 
.to -.sure 1ha1 'future Jleftlopment and uses with1 n port priority use 
areas are fully caasi~tent with the port policies of the San 
Francisco Bay Plan • . Sn franchco Waterfront ·Special Area Plan. and 
the SeapoT't Plan. · the 1'01"t priority use area between Third Street 
and Illinois Street fra11 Mission Rock Street to Mariposa Street 
should be deleted. provided. however. that the deletion should not 
become effective unless and until BCDC approves the strategy. 

The following areas should remain designated for port priority use 
under all circumstances: (1) an approximately 6.5, but not less 
than 6, acre area adjacent to Piers 48 and 50 to support existing 
and future marine termi na1 and anci 11 ary port uses at those p1 ers; 
(2) the inned1ate shoreHne at site 44A bayward of China Basin 
Street currently used or Cevelopable for port-related purposes. such 
as ship repair and coamert,al fishing, or public access; and (3) an 
area along China Basin Street to acco111110date vehicular and rail 
traffic necessary for conttnued port-related activities at Piers 48 
and 50 along the northern .aterfront Csee Map 4, Bay Plan Map 10). 

Vallejo 

Vallejo Haterfront--th1s site is presently designated in the Bay 
Plan for port and water-related industrial priority uses. The 
Seaport Plan now also designates the area as a five-berth, near-term 
urine terminal that 1s suitable for container use. Hater-related 
industrial uses 11ay still be developed at the site Csee Map 5, Bay 
Plan Map 15). 

Pacheco Creek 

Pacheco Creek site in tontra Costa County--this site 1s presently 
designated in the Bay Plan for port and water-related industrial 
priority Mses. The Slil;>ort Plan now shows this dual designation and 
tt\rt 1t 1s available for port uses. The site has not been 
desigmrted for 111rine U1'81nal development at this ti11e Csee Hap 7. 
Bay Plan Hap 17). 

Colli nsy111 e 

Co111..,1le s11a !B SDlano County--this site 1s presently 
designated 112 'the - ~- for port and water-related 1ndustr1al 
'r1or1ty as.s. The Sllli>OT"t Plan now shows this dual designation and 
that 1t ts aw.111.ble for port uses. Th~ site has not been 
des,gnated for aaTine t1T'll1nal development 1t th1s time Csee Hap 8, 
lay Plan Map 19). 
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Table 4 

SITE NAMES AND KEY TO THEIR LOCATION 

Th1s table 11sts the sites by name and provides a key to their location on the 
aaps~us1ng the site numbers employed during the technical studies. 

BICHHONp 

1t1r-Term Development 

29A/D Richmond Shipyard 13 
30ACN> Unitank fac111ty 
31ACN) Santa Fe Channel-Northwest 
33ACS> Richmond Ten11nal 13-South 
33ACJIH) ~orthwest of Richmond 

Tenatna1 12 

J)AlliND/ALAMEDA 

!ear-Term Development 

50C/51A Carnation/Kaiser Yard 
52AC£) Western Pacific Mole-East 
53C Ship Repair Area 
55DCH) Encinal Terminals. Berth 5 

long-Term Development 

64A Bay Bridge Site 

M111tary 

.-9A. 498 Oakland Anny Terminal 
518, 51C Maval Sup~ly Center 
578 Naval Pac1f1c Overseas Depot 
SBA, 588. SBC. 580, 59A & 60A 

Alameda Naval A1r Station 

llEIKXD tITY 

ltar-Tent Deyelppment 

l2f Ideal C111ent 
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Active 

25B Richmond Terminal 14 
29A/D Richmond Shipyard 13 
298 Richmond Terminals 15, 6 & 7 
29C ARCO Tanker Dock 
30A Unocal Tanker Dock 
31ACN> Santa Fe Channel - Northwest 
328 Texaco Hharf 
32C Parr Bulk Coamodity Hharf 
320 Time Oil Hharf 
33A Richmond Terminal 13 
33ACN> Richmond Terminal 12 

Active 

49C Berth 10 
490 Sea Land Terminal, Berths 20 &21 
49E Outer Harbor Public Container 

Terminal . Berths 22 & 23 
SOA Maersk Terminal. Berth 24 
SOB Oakland Transbay Container Terminal 

Berth 25 & 26 
SOD Matson Terminal. Berths 32. 33 & 34 
SOE. SOF Seventh St. Public Container 

Terminal, Berths 35-38. 40 
528, 52C American President Lines 

Terminal, Berths 60, 61, 62 & 63 
520 Schnitzer Steel 
52£/F Howard Container Terminal, Berths 

67, 68, Ii 69 
530 Ninth Avenue Terminal, Berths 82, 

83 & 84 
SSDCE) Encinal Tenn1nals, Berths l to 4 
SSDCH> Encinal Ttnn1nals, Berth S 

Act1ve 

62A Les11e Salt Terminal 
62C Wharf 5 
620 Wharf 3 
62DCH> Wharf 4 
62E Hharves 1 and 2 



Table 4 CCont1nued) 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Near-Tenn Deyelooment 

44A P1ers 52 to 64 
46A(H) P1er 80 
460 HP Ferry S11p 
47BCN) P1er -94 North 

M111 tary 

48A to 48E Hunters Point 

(ARQUINEZ STRAITS 

Near-Term Development and Hater-Related 
Industry 

120/E Selby 

BENICIA 

Active 

14A Port of Benicia 

SUISUN BAY 

Military 

7A, 78 & 7C Concord Naval Heapons 
Station (Port Chicago) 

VALLEJO 

Near-Tenn Development and Hater-Related 
Industry 

21A Vallejo Haterfront 

PACHECO CREEK 

Port and Hater-Related Indurtry 

Pacheco Creek Site 

COLLINSVILLE 

fort and Hater-Related Industry 

Collinsville Site 
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Acttye 

GA~· 
ea fl1ss1tJn Rock. Term1na1 • Pi er so 
EA Pi.,- 7D 
46A • .a • ~C Army Street Term1na1 
~~ lsla1s Creek Channel 
47A P1 ers ID & 92 
471 P1er94 
47C Pier 96 

t1111 tau 

22A. 228. 23A & 24A Hare Island 
Naval Shi~yard 

Long-Term Development 

67 Ben1c1a Haterfront 
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IV. FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

HARINE TERMINALS 

Development requ1rements for marine terminals are stated as the reg1onw1de 
demand for new terminals. No attempt is made to be project or port spec1fic. 
Table 3 displays the estimates of demand for new marine terminals through the 
year 2020. The estimated number of new berths is in addition to those 
currently in operation. These estimates are a function of the three forecast 
levels. the capacity of ex1st1ng · aari ne terminals. and various assumptions 
with regard to future actions by government and the marine terminal 
operators. Specifically, the estimates in this table assume: 

o the bactland area Ci.e.9 the storage and processing area that consti­
tutes the terminal) of existing marine terminals will not increase; 

o tontafoer tenn1nal productivHyl 1ncreases by l'f. per year in the 
baseline and low forecasts due to operator induced improvements; and 

o annual container terminal productivity increases of 1.251 are assumed 
1n the high forecast. 

Nh1le certain channels may be deepened or container handling productivity may 
increase at specific terminals prior to 1990. such changes in the assumptions 
&re not expected to significantly alter the 1990 estimates of demand. As a 
result. the estimates for these two years are believed to be the best estimates 
of short-range demand for new dry cargo terminals. In the more distant future, 
it is reasonable to expect that many of the channels may be deepened or that 
productivity may increase at a rate higher than assumed for the estimates in 
Table 3. Therefore. the estimates in Table 3 probably overstate the demand. 

The demand for a tentnl Bay supertanker terminal was not assessed in detail . 
. The findings in the previous thapter outline the conc lusions with regard to 

this topic. 

OiANNELS 

tnthout adequate deepwater channels, marine terminal facilities cannot func­
tion eff1ct ently. The economi c feasi b11 ity of deepening Bay Area shipping 
channels was analyzed. and relied heavily on the results of completed and 
ongoing work. by the Corps of Engineers. This analysis was not intended to 
substitJJte for the detailed analyses done by the Corps in its General Investi­
gations of 1ndiv1duaJ deepening projects. 

Major deepwater channels investigated within the Bay are: 

o Suisun !ay Channel 
o Pinole Shoal Channel 
o R1ch.md Inner Harbor Channel 
D Southampton Shoal Channel and Long Hharf Turning Basin 

1 For th1s plan9 i>roductivity is defined as marine terminal capacity per 
berth. 
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o Oakland Outer Harbor Channel 
o Oakland Inner Harbor Channel (west of the Alameda Tubes) 
o Oak.land Bar Channel <Entrance Channel) 
o Redwood City Channel 
o San Bruno Shoal Channel 

The channel along the San Francisco waterfront (largely a natural channel) was 
. not investigated since any required deepening involves insignificant costs 
relative to . the channels noted above. See Figure 5 for location of these 
channels. 

Analysis concluded that channel deepening up to 45 feet is economically feas-
1ble for the following channels: Oak.land Outer Harbor. -Oak.land Inner Harbor 
(west of the Alameda Tubes). Oakland Bar <Entrance Channel). Richmond Inner 
Harbor. Southampton Shoal. and Pinole Shoal. This does not imply that these 
channels should be deepened to 45 feet i111ned1ately. The most cost-effective 
depth for any specific channel would be determined by the Corps depending on 
the prevailing operating and market conditions at the time of the evaluation. 
In addition. the westerly portion of the Suisun Bay Channel <west of Pt. 
Edith) serves refinery operations, and has been authorized by the federal 
government for deepening to 45 feet. Comparisons were not developed for the 
deepening costs and benefits for San Bruno Shoal. Redwood City. and Suisun Bay 
Channels because of the difficulty of quantifying benefits. 

GRQUND TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

Just as deepwater channels are crucial. the availability of adequate ground 
transportation facilities is vital to the efficient functioning of marine ter­
minals. The ground transportation analysis focused on highway and street 
improvements. since MTC has responsibility in their funding. Rail access 
requirements were also addressed, but rail improvements are largely a private 
sector res pons i bi 1 ity. Specific ground transportation improvements are only 
1dentified to 1990. 

The evaluation of needed improvements was based partly on traffic studies and 
partly on interviews with representatives from the ports. marine terminal 
operators. trucking companies. shippers. railroads. and Caltrans. The poten­
tial improvements were reviewed with the affected cities to help refine the 
proposals and to evaluate possible land use changes in the port area which 
might alter the proposals. 
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Figure 5 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY DEEPWATER CHANNELS 

OAKLAND OUTER HARBOR CHANNEL 
--~OAKLAND INNER HARBOR CHANNEL 
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Table 5 displays the ground transportation projects which address some reg­
ional interest 1n mar1ne · terminal accessibility. Each of the projects was 
assigned a priority by the Seaport Planning Advisory Convnittee using the 
following criteria: 

Most Desirable -

Desirable 

More Desirable -

projects that mitigate the growth of port-related 
traffic; or projects where congestion materially 
reduces access 1 b11 i ty to a port and. from a reg 1 ona l 
perspective. signiffcantly impedes the flow of goods. 
projects that may improve traffic flow but are not 
necessary to alleviate congestion; or projects where 
congestion 111ter1ally reduces accessibility to a port 
but. from a regional perspective. does not signifi­
cantly impede the flow of goods. 

project falling between the criteria outlined above. 

The time frame--short or 11edium--is an expression of the urgency of a proj­
ect. A short-range designation indicates funding should be developed for a 
project or that action should be taken within the next five years. A medium­
range designation indicates funding should be developed or action occur beyond 
the next five year period. 
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Table 5 

TRANSPORTATION ACTIONS OF REGIONAL CONCERN 
Seaport 

Lead Time Comm1 ttee 
Arn Project Agency fn.m.e 1 Pr1orHy2 

San 1. Mon,tDr land use development and traffic City of s M 
Francisco grCMttll 1n area surrounding Piers 94/96; S.F. 

undertake study as necessary. 
2. I111>rove geometrics of rail access to Port of s H 

Piers 94/96. S.F. 

Oakland/ 1. Study traffic on Seventh St .• Maritime Port & Study H 
Alameda St •• and Southern Pacific Rd. to develop City of Results 

solutions to ~rejected conges tion caused Oakland Under 
by Bay Area port growth . Evaluation 

2. Impro1e intersect1on at Harrison & 7th City of c 
Sts . Oakland 

3. Constr~ct segments of Patton Hay & C1ty of UC 
Atlantic Ave. extension, Alameda , that Alameda 
voul~ serve fncinal Terminals . 

4. Ma1nta1n truCk route designation for City of c 
Buena Vista Avenue. Alameda 

s. Prov1de right lane Cover Hest Grand) & toll Cal trans s 
booth for tnicks at Say Br1 dge Toll Plaza. 

Richmond 1. Develop ra11 capaMlity at Richmond Port of s 
Terminals 2 ~~d 3. Richmond 

2. I111prove ra11 access at Meeker Ave. Railroads/ UC 
Cal trans 

3. Improve Harbour Hay. City of c 
Richmond 

4. ConstT11ct John T. Knox Freeway. Cal trans UC 
5. Prov1de tempo~T.Y solution for westbound, Caltrans/ UC 

1eft-tllrn1ng port traffic at I-580 (John T. City of 
Knox freeway) & Harbour Way . Richmond 

Redwood 1. Improve Seaport Blvd. Port & UC 
City C1ty of 

Redwood 
City 

Ben1c,a none 

Reg,onw1de 1. CcJDrdtnate development of ground trans- MTC Annual 
portation system with proposed port Review 
deve-ment. 

2. £nc01n2ge port operators, trucking com- MTC s 
pan1es. aarine terminal operators, and 
ra,lraads to participate 1n MTC's COlllllute 
AlteT"natives Program. 

3 . Deve~ & distribute Bay Area port access MTC s .,,,s. ~nd study freeway signing to ports. 

1 S - short Tinge; 14 - medium range; UC - under construction; C - completed 
2 l - desirable; M - more desirable; H - 110st desirable 
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San Francisco 
Bay <Bay) 

San Francisco 
Bay Area 

Shoreline Sites 

Marine Terminal 

GLOSSARY 

For this plan. San Francisco Bay is defined as the four 
interconnected bays of South San Francisco Bay, Central 
San Francisco Bay. San Pablo Bay, and Suisun Bay; all 
areas subject to tidal action from the south end of 
South San Francisco Bay to the Golden Gate to the 
eastern end of Suisun Bay (Grizzly Bay and Honker 
Bay). In practice. the ea.stern boundary of the study 
area 1s defined to 1nc1 ude the Contra Cos ta County 
shoreline to the Antioch Bridge and the Solano County 
shoreline to the extent of the BCDC jurisdiction near 
Collinsville. 

The City and County of San Francisco and the Counties 
of Alameda. Contra Costa. Marin, Napa, San Mateo. Santa 
Clara. Solano and Sonoma. 

Shoreline lands or uplands bordering the Bay . 

Any public. private. proprietary 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 1s processed (e.g .• crude oil refinery) are 
not included in this plan. For purposes of this plan, 
a marine terminal 1ncludes 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; 1t does not 
include employee parking. 

Marine Terminal Berth A marine terminal berth includes a wharf and other 
marine terminal facilities necessary to support a 
single ship berth. 

Port Priority Use 
Areas 

Regional Transpor­
tation System 

Haterborne 
Cargo 

Port priority use areas include within their premises 
marine terminals and directly-related anci 11 ary acti v­
i ti es 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 public access and public commer­
cial recreational development, are permissible uses 
provided they do not significantly impair the efficient 
utilization of the port area. 

The network of railroads. highways. pipelines. airways, 
and waterways and related facilities and services, and 
terminal areas. public or private. serving the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

Receipts and shipments of foreign and domestic water­
borne cargoes. 
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Mar,ne Terminal 
Capatity 

tapac,ty Est1mates 
or Region's CApaci ty 

Produtt1 vi ty 

Cargo forecast 

Demand Estimates 

Wear-Term Sites 

Long-Tena Sites 

The maximum practical capability of a marine terminal to 
handle cargo--measured 1n metric tonnes per year. 

The estimated cumulative capacity of the Bay Area's then 
existing marine terminals. Table 3 of the 1988 Seaport 
Plan Revision future Demand for Marine Cargo Terminal 
Teport displays the estimate of capacity used . in this 
Plan. 

for this plan, productivity is def ined as the per berth 
capacity of marine terminals. 

The projected flow of waterborne cargo through Bay Area 
ports <measured 1n •etr1c tonnes) . 

The projected need for future marine termi na 1 develop­
aent (measured as a number of bert hs) . 

Those shoreline sites considered to be the best for 
marine terminal development. 

Those shoreline sites that cou ld be considered for 
development after the near-term si tes have been used. 

Active TeT'll1na1 Sites Existing 11ar1ne terminal facilities that are expected 

Military Sites 

to remain active for the foreseeable future. 

Shoreline sites within military installations that have 
potential for marine terminal use. if and when the 
mi litary no longer needs them. 

• lNSTIIlJIIONS /LEGISLATION 

Bay Area Ports 

As~ot1ati on of Bay 
Area Governments 
<ABAG) 

Ca11foTnia 
Departaent of 
'Transportation 
(CAltTAns) 

Golden Gate Ports 
Association CGGPA) 

Maritime 
Adminbtration 
CMarAd) 

Encinal Terminals and the ports of Benicia. Oakland, 
Redwood City. Richmond, and San Francisco. 

Created in January 1961 as a Bay Area regional land-use 
planning agency; primary function is to provide a frame­
work for dea 11 ng with regional problems on a coopera­
tive and coordinated basis. Not a governmental body; 
fonna 1 organization provided by contractua 1 agreement 
between •ember cities and counties. 

Created 1n July 1973 by the state Legislature as an 
agency Tesponsible for the statewide coordination of 
11Ulti-modal comprehensive transportation planning and 
development. 

See •t1orthern Ca 11 forn1a Ports and Terminals Bureau ." 

A f edera 1 agency, within the Department of Trans por­
tati on, responsible for promoting the U.S. merchant 
marine and the development of U.S. ports and marine 
tenninal facilities . 
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INSTITUTIQNS/LEGISLATIQN Ccont.) 

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Colllnission CMTC) 

Northern California 
Ports and Terminals 

. Bureau CNORCAL> 

San Francisco 
Bay Conservation 
and Development 
Commission CBCDC> 

U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers 

McAteer-Petris 
Act (1965) <Sections 
66600-66658, Title 
7.2, California 
Government Code) 

REGIONAL PLANS 

Regional 
Transportation 
Plan CRTP) 

San Francisco 
Bay Plan 

Created by the State Legislature to provide multi­
modal, comprehensive regional transportation planning 
and financial programming for the nine county San 
Francisco Bay Area. Has responsibilities for reviewing 
any applications for federal or state funds, if such 
application has a transportation element. 

Created 1 n 1952 for rate mak. i ng purposes; renamed as 
Golden Gate Ports Association to advocate the views of 
the Bay Area and Delta port industry with respect to 
regional port planning. Membership includes the ports 
of Redwood City, Oak.land, San Francisco, Richmond, 
Stockton, and Sacramento. 

Created by the State Legislature in 1965; has responsi­
bilities for regulating the use of the Bay shoreline, 
and has the power to grant or deny permits for a 11 
Bay filling and dredging. 

A Federal agency under the Department of Defense respon­
sible for maintaining the navigable waters of the 
United States. 

Created BCDC and set cri ter1a for eva 1 uati ng proposed 
Bay f111 and dredging projects. Used in conjunction 
with the BCDC San Francisco Bay Plan to evaluate all 
permit applications for Bay port development and re­
lated fill or dredging. 

First adopted by the Metropol 1 tan Transportation Com­
mission in June 1973, to guide development of a safe, 
efficient and environmentally responsive regional 
transportation system at a reasonable cost for the 
movement of people and goods. Revisions are incorpor­
ated annua 11 y. 

Adopted 1n 1969, by BCDC as a plan to guide future uses 
of San Francisco Bay and its shore 1 i ne area. Used in 
conjunction with the McAteer-Petris Act to evaluate all 
permi t app 1 i cations for Bay port dev e 1 opmen t and 
related fill or dredging. 

COHHOOIIY CATEGQRIES/HEANS OF CARRIAGE 

Break Bulk cargo 

Con ta 1 ner1 zed 
cargo 

cargo handled in individually packaged units. 

General cargo packed in standard size weather-tight 
boxes. cargo remains 1n container from origin to 
destination. 
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toMMQOITY CATEGORIES/MEANS OF CARRIAGE Ccont.) 

Neo-Bulk Cargo 

Dry Bulk. Cargo 

Dry cargo 

L1qu1d Bulk Cargo 

~o11-on1Roll-off 
(RO/RO> 

Ughter Aboard 
Ship CLASH) 

Cargoes generally sh1pped 1n large quant1t1es and 
hav1ng some character1st1cs of bulk commodities. 
Nee-bulk cargoes 1n the Bay Area are generally autos, 
steel products, and newspr1nt. 

Cargoes loaded or unloaded 1n conveyor belts, spouts or 
scoops, and not placed 1nd1v1dually; flowable cargoes; 
r1ce, gra1n, var1ous ores. etc.; stored loose. 

- All break bulk, conta1ner1zed. nee-bulk., and dry bulk 
cargoes. 

l1qu1d cargoes, such a petroleum or vegetable 011, that 
are sh1pped 1n tanks rather than small 1nd1v1dual units. 

A method of ocean transport which permits wheeled vehic­
cles (e .g .• autos. trucks, fork.lifts) to drive on and 
off the vessel under their own power. 

A method of ocean transport which uses lighters Ci. e. , 
barges> capable of carrying smaller standard sized 
containers, general cargo or bulk. cargo. LASH barges 
are taken aboard ship or discharged by shipboard cranes . 
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J. INTRODUCTION 

The Sta1>0rt Plan for the San Franc1sco Bay Area is the result of a cooperative 
effort sponsored by the Mttropo11tan Transportat1on Colln1 ss1on CMTC> and the 
San franchco Bay Conservat1on and Development Comn1 ssion CBCOC>. The Plan 
Ttsponds to state l~w requ1r1ng a maritime element to MTC's Regional Transpor­
~at1on Plan and to BCOC's or1g1na1 Bay Plan policy that calltd for a regional 
.port d ... lopment •1an. MTC and . 8CDC set forth the following goals for the 
Seaport P1 an: 

o £nsure 'ttl9~t1nuat1on of the San rranc1sco Bay Port system as . a 111jor 
world port and contributor to the economic v1ta11ty of the San 
fr1nctsco B&J Rtg1on. 

D Ma1nta1n or 1111>rove the environmental quality of San Francisco Bay and 
its tnvtrons. 

o Prov, de for -the ef"c,ent use of finite physical and fiscal resources 
consumed tn developing and operating marine terminals. 

o l>rov,de for integrated and 1mproved surface transportation facilities 
between San Francisco Bay Ports and terminals and other regional 
transportation systems. 

To ass1s1: ,n developing the Seaport Plan. MTC and BCOC created the Seaport 
Planning Advtsory Coaln1ttee <SP~>. The Conn1ttee consists of represen­
~at1ves frOll various local. state and federal agencies, from the six Bay Area 
i>orts. and from environmental and development 1nterest groups. It •et over a 
l>fTiod of several years and oversaw the preparation of extensive technical 
studies wh1ch are sumarized in the F1na1 Technical Report for the planning 
l)TDje,t. Thts PJan is the result of extensive deliberations by the C011111ittee . . 
'lt\e Seal)Ort l»lan foC\Jses on .. r1ne tt1"11inals. and more specifically on 111rine 
teT11inals where the transfer of cargo is the pri111ry act1vity of the business 
entity operattng on'the shore. Bay Area .. rine t1r11inal facilities that serve 
• anufutuTtng act1v1ty were not analyzed. At prennt, all .. rine teniinal 
.,acnities of concern to this Plan are located within or near sh Bay Area 
i>orts: len1cta. Gakland, Redwood City, Rtchmond, San Francisco, and Encinal 
ierll1nals 1n A1Uttda; and ~e City of Vallejo. The Plan also addresses the 
~eed for prtvattly 81fned cTUdt otl ttT'll1nals. due to the large volume of crude 
011 shipped into the Bay Area. It dots not, however, address the d1velop11ent 
of the Ports of Staton and SacnMnto. which art be,ond the jurhdiction of 
.both HTC nd ICDC. 

1)n Octobwr 27. 1182. MTC adopted rtvh1ons to ·thi· Reg1ona1 Transportat1on Plan 
1nc1ud1nv a •rtt1w el .. nt based on thh Plan. Most important of the 
to11ctes 1n tlat -.rttt .. el ... nt 1J Policy 5.1 whtch states that the Seaport 
Plan •lha11 111tde «TC 1n 1ts dtchions on seaport development and related 
,.,"'°sals 191" tra._,rtatton and land use d1velop111nt. • MTC also cert1f1ed 
tf\e en•l,...utal tmpact report for the Seaport Plan on this date. On 
lllclllber '2, 1H2. EiC adopted tht Seaport Plan as part of the lay Plan. This 
was atto11Pltshed b.J adopttng sumary poltcies wh1ch tncorporated the Staport 
Plan 1nto the lay Plan l>y reference, by adopt1ng the f1ndings, po11c1es, 
Ttcomendations and aps s•ction of the Seaport Plan, and by 111k1ng other 
r•vtstons to tta. ttlrt and maps of the lay Plan and Special Area Plan No. 1. 



As a result of . public hearings and dhcuss1ons held by both c0111111ss1ons. 
changes were 1nade to the original recoanendation of the Seaport Planning 
Advisory Committee. These changes were incorporated in the Plan on which the 
two c0111111ss1ons acted and have been included in thh docueent. The changes 
were also endorsed by the Collnittee. 

Under the policies of this Seaport Plan, BCOC and HTC, with the assistance of 
the Seaport Planning Advisory Coanittee, •ust periodically update the Seaport 
Plan to reflect new infonnat1on obtained since the last ujor review. In 
1988, revisions were drafted by the Seaport Planning Advisory Coanittee and 
referred to both C011111issions for review and adoption. After public hearings, 
both cOllllli ssions adopted the proposed revisions and they have been incorpo­
rated into this docu•ent. 

BAY AREA PQRTS 

There are sh publicly-used ports in the San Francisco Bay Area Csee Figure 
1). Each of these ports was developed to provide a needed service. 

With the advent of the gold rush 1n 1850, the city of San Franc1sco rapidly 
developed, becoming the only major port on the Kest Coast. Virtually all of 
the other Bay Area ports were started by an operator offering service to and 
from San Francisco. San Francisco continued as the major Bay Area port until 
consolidation of cargo into containers revolutionized shipping in the 1960s. 
It is still the major break. bulk. port 1n the region and provides container 
handling facilities at two terminals. 

O&k.land established a separate port authority in the 1920s, but it developed 
slowly until the advent of containerization. Good ra11 connections and the 
large amount of available land contributed to Oak.land's rapid development of 
container terminals and emergence as the major Bay Area port. 

Alameda shares the Oak.land Estuary with O&k.land, and port activity began by 
offering service to San Francisco. Encinal Terminals 1n Alameda was formed in 
1924, and was a major steel importing point. 

After Sante Fe Railroad established its transcontinental rail terminus in 
Richmond, aany industries began to locate there. By 1940, the petroleum 
industry had become the largest contributor to Bay Area waterborne cargo, and 
the bulk. of the shipments 90ved through Richmond. The Port of Richmond has 
container handling capability. 

In the South Bay, Redwood City's harbor began as a lumber port serving San 
Francisco 1n the •id-1800s. It has remained a relatively s111all port handling 
specialized c011110dities such as scrap and 1111tstone. In the North Bay, 
Benicia was the site of a •ilitary arsenal from the 1850s to 1964 and also the 
center of considerable shipbuilding. After the arsenal closed, the Port of 
Benicia was established and has betOlle a center for auto 111Ports. 

Figure 2 provides a chronology of ujor events affecting Ntst Coast port 
development. Dtvelopllltnt of ground transportation, particularly rail, has had 
1 ujor i11P&tt on port development. For example, the locatton of the trans­
continental rail ter11inus in Olk.land stimulated harbor development. Also, the 
development of ra11 links to the east from the Paci-fie Northwest caused the 
lumber trade to shift from San Francisco to Puget Sound. Neither of the world 
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18'0 

1&60 

Figure 2 

WEST COAST PORT DEVELOPMENT 
CHRONOLOGY 

GOLD DISCOVD.ED IN CALJFO'-MIA 
COtm.Ol OF ~T OF SAN F'MHOSCO 'ASSED TO OTY; MIUTMY AASCMAl ESTADUSHEO AT BENICIA 
FIMY mv1a TO POP.T OF SAM FMNOSCO ~ KNIOA. ALAMEDA. OAKLAND STMTED 

COtmOl OF POAT OF SAN F'MHOSCO 'ASSED BACK TO STA TE 
GOLD NISH DEGIHS TO EDD 

1'.ANSCONTINEMTAL M COMPl.£TID; OAKLAND DECOMO TD.MINUS OF TMMSCOHTIMENTAL RR 
aNTRAL PACIFIC DEVELOPS LOHG WHAAf AT OAKLAND 

OIL OISCOVEMO IN SOU'TMPN CA.UFO'-NIA 

1880 OVEJ. 2'1z Ml. Of SEAWAU AMO I.AHO nu COHSTNICTEO AT SAM F'MMCISCO 

OAKLAND EST\JA'-Y OPENED TO DEIP SEA vnsw 
ALAMEDA ANO DENICIA BECOME SHIPDUILDING aMTt'-5 
Mil UHKS DEniEEM SEATTLE. TACOMA. '°"TV.HD AND THE WT COMPLETED 
WMOEJ. TMDE MOVES TO PACIFIC NO'-THWDT snMUL.ATIHG PO'-T DEVELOPMENT 
Fl'-ST ~DGING "'-OJECT COMPUTED IN LOS ANGELES HA'-DOR 

1900 -,.-----.&.. SANTA FI SELECTS '-ICHMOHD AS TP.ANSCONTINOOAL M TPMINAL 

1920 

0TY OF OAKLAND GAINS COMT'-Ol OF ITS WATUnONT 

Vil I 
PANAMA CANAL OPENED: LOMG BEACH HA'-DOP. COMMISSION FO'-MEO 

ENCINAL ~IMALS FO'-MED 
OAKLAND VOTW AUTHONZEO INDEPENDENT PO'-T COMMISSION; LOMG &EACH HA'-DOR DECOMO DEEPWATER PORT 

DAY D'-IDGE AHD GOLDEN GATE D'-IDGE COMPLETED; POP.T OF mwooo OTY STMTS OPD.AT10N 
OIL DISCOVEP.EO IH LOMG DEACH HA"°°'- AJ.EA 

1940 Pfl"-OLEUM DECOMO L.UGEST COHDJDllTO'-TO WA~E COMMP.CE IH DAY A'-EA "'°' II . 

~ KGINS Wl1M WAN 
U. S. KCOMD Hn ~m. OF OIL 
SIN.ATE FACT FINDING COMMITTEE '-!COMMENDS REGIOHAL COO'-DIHATIOH OF ~TS 

FMST 5HOADIDE CONTAIHP a.AME INSTALLED AT ENON.AL lO.MINALS 
1960 llU ~NG~ GA.TE AU1HOMY DEFEATED 

IEHICIA AAS£MAL Q.OSED: POAT OF KNIOA ~ 

19&0 

NCHM0ND ACQUl'-ES SH1'YAID AND 'AM TDMIMALS TO a.EAT£ '°'-T; OAKLAND'S 7TH ST. CONTAIMP TD.MIHAL OPENED 
POAT OF SAN ~OKO ~ IACI( TO OTY 
FMST CONTAINP. lO.MINAL OP£NED AT '°'-T OF LOMG &EACH ; ADVENT OF MINl·LANDD'-IDGE 

~ WnH PEOPLES REPUDLIC OF CHINA BEGINS 
WUTERN MIL'-01.DS DEGIN CONSOLIDATING 
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wars seems to have had a long-term major 1mpact on port development even 
though the federal government did tak.e over the ports during World Har II. 
S1nce World Har II, the emergence of Japan as a major United States trading 
partner bas sti11Ulated considerable port development on the Hest Coast. 

mAMSHIP l.INES 

_"The -steamsh1p . lines are the users of the region's port facilities. These 
ocean-carriers of aany nations compete for the cargo .:>ving through the Bay 
Area to and frOll points all over the world. Their desire for efficient marine 
ter11irials creates the demand for new facilities the ports IDUSt provide. Th1s 
demand. of course. also creates competition ainong the Bay Area and Hest Coast 

-ports for the1r business. The steamship · industry is currently experiencing a 
period of change including rationalization of services which aay affect the 
demarui for new aar1ne ter11inal facilities . 

JSSUES 

Of the .any issues perta1n1ng to the development of the port system in the Bay 
Area, the following are the llOSt relevant to the concerns of MTC and BCDC and 
~ave been addressed by this Plan: 

o What 1s the projected growth 1n waterborne cargo for the San Francisco 
Bay Area and what factors wi 11 affect this growth? How can the need 
for ne~ faci1ities be assessed? 

o Mhat 1s the capac1ty of ex1sti ng Bay Area termi na 1 s and what factors 
can be expected to affect marine terminal capacity? 

o How mny new mar foe termi na 1 s w111 be required to serve the projected 
cargo? 

o Nhere ~an the new Mr1ne terminals be developed with 111n1mum adverse 
environmental 1111>acts? How much shoreline must be reserved? 

o Nhat 1mprov1111nts are necessary to the channels, roads, and ra1ls? 

o Mhat are the env1romnental impacts and costs of the new faci11t1es? 
Can the adverse environmental 1mpacts ·be 111n1m1zed or 111t1gated? If 
so. what methods txht to 111t1gate these impacts? Hhat 11ethods exist 
'to reduce the overall cost of port system development 1n the Bay Area? 

-s-



II. PLAN IMPLEHENIAIIQN 

RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATIONS 

Improvements to the channels • .arine terminals or ground transportation facil­
ities are the responsibility of: 

o the Corps of Engineers and the ports or private sector 1n the case 
of the channels; 

o the ports or private sector for the ina.rine terminals; 
o the cities. counties and/or Caltrans for the roadways and highways; 

and 
o the ra11roads and/or ports for rail faci11ties. 

The development decisions of these entities are influenced by state and 
federal laws requiring that projects be reviewed at various stages by a number 
of agencies. Among these agencies are: 

Federal 

State 

Regional 

Local 

En vi ronmenta 1 Protection Agency. U.S. Fish and H11 d-
1 i fe Service. National Marine Fisheries Service. Coast 
Guard. Army Corps of Engineers. Office of Coastal Zone 
Management. Maritime Administration, Department of 
Transportation and others; 

Department of Fish & Game. California Transportation 
Comnission, and others; 

Regional Hater Quality Control Board. Air Quality 
Management D1str1 ct. Assoc1ati on of Bay Area Govern­
ments. MIC. BCDC, and others; and 

City or county governments. 

The purpose of this Plan is to provide MIC with policies for reviewing draft 
environmental assessments and funding applications, and to provide BCDC with 
policies for reviewing applications for a permit, draft environmental assess­
•ents. and federal actions affecting the Bay. In addition, the Plan calls for 
city and county governments to institute land use protections for the port 
areas and for the ports to cooperate through their voluntary organization, the 
Golden Gate Ports Association CGGPA), or through other agreements among 
themselves. The primary responsibility for implementing the policies of the 
Seaport Plan is therefore a shared responsibility of MIC, BCOC. local 
govern•ents, and the ports. 

AGENCV 8A(XGRQUNP 

MTC 1s the Regional Transportation Planning Agency CRIPA) for the Bay Area. 
It 1s responsible for cocnprehensive transportation planning and financial pro­
gra.ning. The Metropolitan Transportation Colllnission Act of 1970, which 
created MIC. provides that: 

Any application to the federal or state government for any grant of 110ney. 
whether an outright or matching grant. by any county. city and county. 
city. or transportation district within the region shall, if it contains a 
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transportation eltt1ent~ first be submitted to the Comn1ss1on for 
review as to its compatibi11ty w1th the reg1onal transportat1on plan. 
The Commission shall approve and forward only those applicat1ons that 
are compatible "1th the plan. 

The Act also T~u1Ted MTC 'to study harbor accessi b11 i ty 1 n the reg1 on and 
Ttport to the Legislature. In subsequent legislation CAB 69 and AB 402. 
Government Code 65080>. all ITPAs tn California were required to prepare: · · 

•.. a Teg1ona1 transpoT'trt1on plan and a regional transportation 
1aprov111ent program directed at the achievement of a coordinated and 
l>alanced reg1ona1 transportation system, including. ·but not 11m1ted 
to. •ss transportatton. tl1ghway, railroad, 111.r1t111e, and avht1on 
fac111ties and services. 

MTC also Tttt1ves tnv1ronaenta1 documents for review and connent 1f the 
project includes a transportation element. 

BCDC ts the state agency designated to manage the waters of San Francisco Bay 
and the development of its shoreline. The Legislature created BCDC in 1965 
and charged 1t w1th preparing a comprehensive plan for the Bay. In 1969, 
through the McAteer-Petr1s Act. the Legislature expressly recognized the San 
Francisco Bay Plan ~repared by BCDC and gave BCDC the author1ty to implement 
the Plan. Under the McAteer-Petr1s Act, approval 11ust be obtained from BCOC 
for all fnltng and dredging tn the Bay and for all development, 1ncluding 
changes 1n uses, w1tMn ·100 feet of the shoreline. In addit1on. BCDC's Bay 
Plan 1s an 'ntegral part of the federally approv,ed coastal zone management 
~rogram for San Francisco Bay, and BCOC is the agency responsible for adminis­
tration of that program. 

One of the .a~or object,ves of BCOC is to ensure that all filling of the Bay 
is limited to the sh h1gh-pr1or1ty, water-oriented uses ident1f1ed in the 

• McAteer-Petrh Act-one of which 1s ports. In order to provide sufficient 
shoreline sites to acc0111110date these high-priority uses with the minimum fill 
necessary, the Bay Plan provides that shoreline sites especia 1 ly we11-su1 ted 
f'or these ~T1or1ty uses be reserved for such uses. In the case of ports. BCDC 
bas designated numerous sites STound the Bay fO/r port priority use. 

Although a l>TOPOSed f111 111y be for a priority use and 1s proposed to be 
located w1th1n a designated f)r1ority use area, the BCDC law st111 requires 
'that the f111 proposed be •the •i n1mum f111 necessary." Together with other 
secttons of the McAteer-Pttr1s Act, this 111ans two tests •ust be met: (1) the 
'total Bay ftll fOT &11 port llevelopment in the region 11ust be the minimum 
~ecessary; and C2> each Jrojvct 11Ust be designed and constructed so that it 
avoids unnecessaTy fill. The fonier issue ts answered by this Plan; the 
latter i~sue can J1Sually bt addressed in a permit proceeding. 

PROJECT BEVI EM tmmlMIUll 

4To avo,d l)Ottntia11y confltrt11111 tCJmltnts on a 111.ritime development project. a 
i>roc1dure for coordination ~ttieen MTC and BCDC w111 be required. Four points 
ext st where MTC and/or BCDC waul d be asked to COlllllent or tak.e action on a 
1>rojett 1>ertatntna to the ~rt system in the Bay Area: 
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o rey1ew of draft environmental documents - both MTC and BCDC receive 
such documents through federal _and state cl ear1 nghouses; 1t 1 s very 
11k.ely this w111 be the first opportunity to coanent on any proposed 
inar1t1me project. 

o rey1ew of apol 1 cations for federal or state funding - MTC rece1 ves 
funding applications for review 1f they contain a transportation com­
ponent and BCDC reviews such applications vhen the proposed project 
would affect the Bay or 1ts shoreline; such applications uy include 
street and highway projects. rail assistance. and federal or state 
grants for economic development: a not1ce of intent to apply for 
funding uy precede review of envi Tormenta 1 documents: MTC wi 11 on 1 y 
approve a funding application 1f the envtronmentat assessunt has been 
certified. 

o rey1ew of federal actions affecting the coastal zone - BCDC must 
determine whether federal actions affecting the coastal zone are 
consistent with its federally approved unagement program; such actions 
include. but are not limited to. funding (as described above>. 
surplusing or teasing of federal land . and Corps of Engineers permits. 

o review of applications for a BCDC permit - projects having an effect on 
the Bay or its shoreline 11ust obtain a BCDC permit; BCDC will only 
accept an application for a permit if an environment& 1 assessment has 
been certified; while MTC has no reS1)0nsibi11ty in BCDC's permit 
process. HTC maY be reviewing the same project at the same ti11e under 
its responsibilities. 
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III . FINDINGS. PQLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The po11ctes and recomendat1ons are intended to achieve the goals set forth 
for the Seaport Plan, and to reflect MTC's and BCDC's shared purpose to 
enhance economic act1v1ty vhi 1 e protecting the environment. mak. i ng efficient 
use of all Ttsources, and coordinating develoP11ent. Maritime development must 
also be consistent vi th the Regional TranspoTtation Plan, the McAteer-Petri s 
Act and the San Francisco Bay Plan. 

f lllPI"GS 

Forecasts of Haterbornt Cargo 

a. ftgure 3 provides 1 graphic representation of the forecasts for al 1 
COllDOdities except petroleum and liquid bulk petroleum products. 
Tables 1 and 2 show the baseline, high and low forecasts of water­
borne cargo for the Bay Area. The baseline cargo forecast is 
considered to be the most likely projection while the high and low 
variations represent i>ossible alternative levels of trade . These 
forecasts do not include the 1nOvement of cargo through the ports of 
Sacramento and Stockton. 

b. The baseline forecast indicates that waterborne dry cargo for the San 
Francisco Bay Area w111 11ere than double by the year 2000. Contain­
erized cargo 11evements, automobiles, iron and steel scrap, and grain 
exports are all expected to increase. with containerized cargo 
Tepresenting the majority of the growth. In fact. containerized 
cargo 1s forecast to increase to four times its present volume by the 
year 2010. 

c. Nh11e deta11ed forecasts suggest increased 1nOvements of liQuid 
cargoes, such as petroleum, these are 1nOstly handled at proprietary 
tenninals <such as Chevron USA's Long Hharf at Richmond> that are 
outside the purview of this Plan. 

d. A bu1c PTecept of the Seaport Plan 1s that. 1n order not to limit 
econom1 c activity. improvements should be made to the Bay Area port 
system to handle forecast waterborne cargo. However, the ports of 
the Bay ATea compete v1th each other and with other West Coast ports 
for cargo and the ocean carriers that trMisport this cargo. This 
C011Pet1t1on 1s generally 1n the pub11c 1nteTtst because it helps keep 
shipping costs down, uy generate new shipping business for the Bay 
Area, and keeps the ports sensitive to changes in shipping technology 
and the needs of sh1ppers. Nevertheless. sue~ competition may have 
undesirable side •ffects 1n the form of investment 1n facilities that 
go unused or little used, which 1n tAJrn lily result 1n unnecessary 
expenditures of pub11c funds and UnMtessary Bay fill. Therefore, 
another precept of the Seaport Plan 1s that proposed marine tenn1na1 
development should be 110rt closely J1aked to projected regional need 
for new fac111ties based upon reasonable . forecasts of waterborne 
cargo. 
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Table 1 

SAH FRANCISCO BAY AREA CARGO FORECAST 

IASELINE FORECAST 

(1,000 1 1 of .. tri c tonnes) 

I I 
I I FORECAST 
I 1978 I 
I I 
I I liB~ liiQ zggg Z12~Q 

I I I 
I CONTAINER1 I •.295 I 5,033 7,773 14 ,334 32,567 
I foreivn Container I 3,292 I 4,086 6,657 12 ,844 29,888 
I DOt1tstic Cont.iner I 1,003 I 967 , • 116 1,490 2,679 
I I I 
1 DEAK BULK 406 1 295 291 498 , , 146 

foreign 8rtakbu1k 397 287 281 480 1,083 
Domest;c Breakbu1k 9 8 10 18 63 

MEO-BULK 1,260 1 ,465 1,136 1,290 2,217 
Autos - Imports 173 333 321 337 454 

- Exports 21 3 6 10 23 
- 0..stic: .46 49 59 87 193 

Iron & Steel-Imports 648 802 444 438 693 
-Other 62 15 28 26 40 

IMwsprlnt - Imports 309 263 277 391 811 
- Other 0 

~y IULK 2,775 2,680 3,676 5,058 7,410 
&rain - Exports 514 120 174 279 418 

- Other 1 36 81 112 164 
Iron & Steel Scrap 523 525 . 621 795 914 
Petrolt1• Coke 258 365 605 696 607 

t Sugar 835 672 641 586 508 

I Otti.r •lk2 644 962 1,554 2,590 4,799 
I 
I - - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - l - - - - - -1- - - - - - 1- - - _ - _ 1- - - - - - - -1 
I I I I I I I 
I DRY CARGO I 1.736 I 9.493 t 12.116 I 21,1ao I 43,340 I 
I TOTAL. MSWNE I I I I I I 
I I 
I LIQUID IUUC I 31.312 I 31,953 I 37,600 I 44,560 47,485 I 
J I 

1 Jftcludes tN llljorlty of IO/llO c•T'9"Si IOI.a carvoes other than those inc1uded in the 
contaiMr forecast are included in the other c:arvo categories. For exlllf)lt, autoinobilt 
ltO/RO carp b inc:1tlded in tM oe~lk fof'tc:ast . 

2 Inc1&1des sa1t. 

SOURCE: $an Francisco lay Art• Carao fgrtcast, pt'tpaf'9d by Manalytic1, Inc. and Tht WEFA Group, 
Apri l 1988. _,,_ 



hi1t 2 
W FIANCISCO llAY AIL& CAa&O FOlltCAST 

MISH ,_, UJol 'OltCASTS 

() IDl ' I If •&t!Si UN\ail 
I I 1511EC6SI 

1171 I I I 
I 1•5 I !l!lll I ZDllQ IDZQ 

11111! BlllEC6SI 

CDlfTAillP1 •,195 1,053 .... 16 , ZS.C • • MO ,.,..1., c ... tainer 1,292 ••• l,U7 1•.7>' 12,167 
._,tic c ... ui11er 1,003 tl7 1, 127 1,120 2.m 

IUNC IULK - lt5 m I07 1,116 
,.,.. ... l...utlu1 k M7 ft7 ft3 .., 1, 121 
._,tic lrullllu1k ' I 10 11 '5 

E-IULJ( '·"° '·· 1,1'8 1,J16 2.297 
Autes - Z..Orts 173 133 U• ,,.. '70 

- '-'°"' 11 , 6 10 I• 
- ._ltic .. .. IO " I02 

J,., & Swe1-J.,orts ... IOZ ... 617 711 
- Otlltr tz 15 n 27 '2 

...,.,,i11t-J .. ort1 I09 163 no - a.ea 
- Otlltr ' 0 

DltY IULK 2.ns 2,MO 3, 711 5, 152 7,6W 
'•al11 - hports 514 120 '" 214 '33 

- Otllt• 1 J6 12 11• 169 
Jf'Oll I StM1 Scrap 123 125 121 111 t'6 
Co kt na >65 111 710 621 

I "'•·· 135 172 6'7 ... IJO 
I Otlltr a..1k2 ... 162 1,~7 2,635 •.'50 
I 
I TOTll IASELIN[ DltY WGO I l,7l6 I • .•93 I 1•,636 I 23,229 I '6,09 
I I I I I I 
I LIQUID IULK I 31 ,312 I 31 ,153 I 37,976 1 •s.•s1 

I '' · '" I 

L.111! [llHC6ST 

COllTAINU1 •,HS 5,053 
I 

7,695 1' ,047 I 31 .•21 
'••tiPI C011ttl11er 3,H2 •.016 6 ,590 12,'87 21 .... 2 
0-stlc C011ttl11tr 1,003 '67 1, 105 '·"° 2,'85 

lltAll IULK - lt5 211 ... 1, 106 
'ortlf" lrtakllvH "' "' 271 '70 1,0C5 
0-stlc lrtakDMlk • I 10 11 61 

llED-IULK 1,HO 1,'65 1, 111 1,265 2.1•1 
Autos - 1.,ortl 173 . w 112 130 .,. 

• l1ports 21 s 6 10 23 
- ._ttlc • .. II 15 "' l"" I SLM1·Z..0•tl ... I02 Gt GO 619 

~· 6Z 15 n M ,. 
.... ,r111t-l.,ort1 I09 113 175 Jl3 713 

• Ottler 1 0 1 1 

Dl't IULK 2.m I.MO ..... 1.001 7,>01 
lroi11 - lapert1 11' 120 173 173 '°' • Otl\tr 1 16 11 110 111 
'""I IU.1 krop m us 111 m 112 
c.llt .. - ... 611 116 ..... DI 672 6H 675 ... °""' .,1kz ... -.z 1,151 1,112 •.n1 

TOTAL Mini• Dl'f CM80 1,716 '·'" 12,716 ZO,I01 ",175 

UOUtO IUll ,,,,,, S1.lll n.m '3,161 • • 122 

1 l11C1•s tN -.J•ritr sf 11)/IO ""'°'' · 
I l11el•1 aalt . 

l:UtCI: llD Et1Ki1s1 111 Ami S:.m f.lw11s . ,,....,.. _,, "'1111rtlcs, r11c . TN wrr• ''"'P· 
... 11. 1 .. 
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e. The forecasts will have to be revised from t1me to t1111e. Three years 
of w1terborne cargo stat1st1 cs are cons1dered the •1 n1l1um necessary 
to show ev1dence of long-ter11 variations from the forecasts, because 
a review of past data shows that econom1c events, such as recessions, 
tend to have an effect for two years but, by the th1 rd yeu, growth 
rates have returned to the long-term trends. 

Har1ne Ierw1nals 

.f. There are two t>as1c ways of acc0111110dating future waterborne cargo-­
constructing new tenninals and increasing terminal productivity. 

g. Measur1ng the demand for new tere1nals as a number of aarine ·terminal 
berths is a practical 11eans of assessing the need for new construc­
tion. The demand for new teni1nals was computed by subtracting the 
est1aates of ex1st1ng marine ter111nal capacity from the forecasts and 
d1 vi ding the rema 1 nder by an average capac1 ty per berth C 1 n 11etr1 c 
tonnes /berth> for each type of tenni na 1. For container term1na1 s, 
average capac1 ty f1 gures were adjusted for projected changes 1 n the 
chaTacter of containerized cargo and possible increases 1n 
productivity. The various factors used to derive the demand for new 
terminals will have to be updated from time to time. 

h. To accommodate the forecast 1ncrease in dry cargo, new marine term­
inal s will be required. The demand for new container tenninals will 
be the greatest by far; however, there will also be a smaller but 
s1 gni fi cant de111and for newsprint and dry-bulk. terminals. Some of 
the increased demand for container handling capacity may be 
accorrmodated by combination terminals (container/ break. bulk). 
Development of new break bulk berths should not be necessary. Non­
conta1ner terminals having potential for redevelopment to other 
urine ter111nal uses were evaluated by the technical analysis and 
have been designated for development by th1s Plan. Other terminals 
are assumed to remain 1n their current use: however, 1f redevelopment 
is l)roposed. 1t 1s assumed to occur with m1n1mum adverse impacts. 
Ixpans1on of dry- and liquid-bulk handling capacity may be required. 

1. There may be a demand for new crude 011 tanker berths by the end of 
the century. These berths would probably be provided at existing 
1)r1vately-owned terminal · fac111t1es; demand may exist for new or 
expanded petroleum product ter1t1nals. 

j. Development of a central Bay supertank.er teni1na1 does not appear 
likely at th1s t111e for these reasons: the 011 COlllP&n1es have 
expTtssed little interest due to the high cost: aany env1ron11ental 
questions re .. 1n unanswered; and the San Francisco Bar Channel would 
need to be deepened to accOlllOdate supertankers . 

k. ICDC l)emts foT ar1ne t1T111na1 construction •st be hsued several 
,,ears before the teTll1na1 h needed. Therefore, information on lead 
ttu 1s as i11Portant as the forecasts 1n detennin1ng whether a new 
ter111nal is needed and when a penn1t should be issued. The lead time 
,ert1nent to thh plan includes not only the construction time, but 
&lso the time it takes for the new terminal to reach capacity Csee 
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Figure 4 for a graphic presentation of the i11pOrtance of these two 
ti•e spans). For a aajor container terminal project. the typ1ca1 
lead thae from an app11 cation for a 8CDC per111t until the term1na1 
reaches capacity appears to be: 

Established operator tvansfers to..., 
terminal requiring aajOT' 
reconstruction 

New single operator terminal 
New Multi-user terminal 

Typical 
Lead 1111! Cyears>l 

"4-112 

6-1/2 
7-1/2 

Relatively simple container terminal projects may have a shorter lead 
time. If construction or land acquisition 1s complex. lead time 
could be longer. The average of the above lead ti•es 1s six years. 
In order to provide predictability. this average for container term­
inals can be considered the appropriate lead t1111e for issuing a BCOC 
perm1t. No specific data has .bHn developed for other types of 
terminals. but the antici~ated constTuction period can be used as a 
reasonable lead time. Also i11portant is the £11 ~iew period wh1ch 
precedes the above lead time (see Figure 4). T~e £IR review time. by 
law. cannot exceed one year. This review must be complete. and the 
EIR certified. prior to filing a BCOC permit application. As soon as 
the EIR 1s certified and local approvals obtained. the BCDC 
application can be filed and the lead time begin. 

1. The demand for new urine terminals creates a dniand for shoreline 
sites that can acc0111T10date 11arine terminal development. To select 
su1tabl e shoreline sites. an extensive screening process was under­
taken for the MTC/BCOC port planning project Csee text beginning on 
page 89 of Final Technical Report for details). The selected 
shore 11 ne sites were classified a.s 1Ma r-term, 1 oqg-term. active or 
1111 i tary. 

m. Marine terminal development at the active and near-term sites would 
result 1n the minimum potential adverse environmental, land use. and 
ground transportation iinpacts when compared with the long-term sites 
and sites studied but not tncluded tn this PlAn. The amount of Bay 
fill will vary ll90ng the acttve 9ftd near-term sites, and some 
active and near-tenn s1tes uy nquire cons1derat1y .,re Bay f111 
than others. However, reasonabl• development of any of these sites 
would result in roughly COlll)arable environmental, land use, and 
ground transportation 111Pf.'lS to the r•gion. f~rthermore, 1f actual 
dein&nd Mets project1ons, dev11.-nt of the •t1•e and near-term 
sites wi 11 •et the ..._nd w1th tM '911'11 .. n.1at1ve . Bay fi 11. 
These sttes st.ould acw ""*• the ._nd for w tenni na 1 s through 
at ltart the '94T 2010 ad ~1, aeyond. 

1 Of this time, ~rocess,ng of • llCDC l)tTm11 a;>p11cation ~n be no longer than 
90 days due to Testr1,t'Ums of t&11forn1a 1..,. 
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n. The amounts of fill used for the technical studies in developing th1s 
Plan are estiinates only, and the actual amounts of fill required for 
any marine ter~inal development can only be determined at the time a 
permit is issued. 

o. Other development sites are class,fitd as long-term due to the 
greater potential for adverse impacts, including greater amounts of 
Bay fi 11 . Development of the long-term sites plus the near-term 
sites should acc011DOdate the de111nd for tenn1nal capacity beyond 2010 
but not through 2020. If the potential adverse env1ronmental 
1mpacts. 1ncluding Bay fill, can l>e Teduced by project design to 
levels equal to or below those of tM near-term s1tes. a long-term 
site could be considered for reclassification as a near-term site. 

p. The se 1 ected •11 i tary sites. 1 f and when no 1 anger needed by the 
•i 1' tary. could provide a reserve capacity for acconnodati ng demand. 
Marine terminal development at these sttes 1s expected to have less 
adverse 111pacts than at the long-term sites and these 1mpacts are 
expected to be equal to or less than those of the near-term site$. 

q. The sites included in this Plan appear to be adequate to meet the 
projected long-range demand for mr1ne terminal development. There 
h. however. considerable competition for these s1tes from uses not 
necessarily needing a waterfront location. and this could lead to the 

. sites being preempted for uses otheT than inarine terminals. If th1s 
occurs and actual demand for marine ttT11inals meets projections. the 
result w111 be addi tiona 1 pressure to f111 the Bay to create new 
sites for marine terminals and higher costs for their development, or 
possible loss of Bay Area shipping activity to other West Coast 
ports. To protect these sites. this Plan designates shoreline areas 
for port use. These areas. called •port priority use areas,• include 
the marine terminal sites as well as additional land areas for 
directly-related ancillary activities . Protection of these port 
priority use areas 1s a shared responsibility of MTC, BCOC, local 
governments and the ports. In fact. these areas cannot be fully 
protected without the cooperation of local governments and the ports. 

r. Port priority use areas include w1th1n their premises urine 
terminals and directly-related ancillary activities such as container 
freight stations. transit sheds and other temporary storage. ship 
repairing, support transportation uses 1ncluding trucking and 
railroad yards. freight forwarders. 9overnment offices related to the 
port activity. chandlers and urine sen1ces. Other uses. especially 
public access and public and coanerc1a1 T•creational development, are 
permissible uses provided they do not significantly impair the 
efficient ut111zation of the port area. 

s. The regional tcon\llll1c benefit of ·aar1ne 't•rminal activity 1s provided 
for by reserving sufficient sites tflat zmuld be developed to accOlmlO­
date the forecast cargo mH11tnts. ,._ver. the economic advantage 
(jobs and 1ncome>. tf an1. to the Teg,on of one site over another 
site was not considered in 5elect1ng &nmn; sites because: 

this typt of data can be dev•lDped only when the details of a 
proposed tl'rlllinal are tnown: 
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provided the tenninal 1s in productive use, the locat1on of a 
arine terainal has little effect on its econom1c advantage to 
the Bay Tegton; and 

1t ts dtfficult to objectively weigh economic advantage aga1nst 
adverse environmental tapacts on a site-spec1f1c basts . 

t. If all near-tera and long-tenn development s1tes are used, the 
fol lowtng tmpacts could be experienced by 2020 Cthese t11pacts are 
based on planning assumpttons, and the associated adverse effects on 
the phystcal environment probably can be reduced by careful design>: 

nearly 1000 acres of new 11ar1ne tenn1na1 developl!ent--th1s would 
double the uiount of shores1de land and 90re than double the 
length of shoreline which ts devoted to the urine terminal 
'factltt1es: 

over 300 acres of potential Bay fill, of which approximately 150 
acres ts associated with the long-term development sites; 

approx111ately 4 . 0 1111111on cubic yards of 1n1t1al channel 
dredging from the main ship channels to the s1tes--a11 of this 
dredging 1s associated with the long-term development sites 
(this does not include the dredging quantities for the 
aainta1ned shtp channels>; and 

displacement of 1ndustr1al activities on the shoreline. 

Some ~1tes are currently occupied by industrial activities: however. 
only those sites where 1t ts reasonably likely the involved industry 
can be displaced are included in this Plan. 

u. At today's cost (1988 dollars> of about $40 111111on to develop a 
single cont&1ner terminal berth, the long-range investment in new 
marine tenntnal faciltttes could exceed $1 billion. 

v. If some ports 1n the regional system do not have the funds necessary 
to complete facilities needed by the region, a regional agency may be 
required to finance or develop them. · Otherwise, there will be tre­
mendous l)Tessure to al low the ports with the strongest finances to 
provide all of the regional facilities, even though this might result 
tn pressures to fill the Bay unnecessarily. 

w. Cons1der1ng the substantial impact and cost of new mar1ne tena1nals, 
the foll°"ing acttons <all of which prov1de add1tional terminal 
capac1ty without the need for new terminals> become 1mportant: 

deepen, ng the channels to the ports of Olk land, Richmond and 
len1c1a, or tncreastng ter111na1 backland area where 1t constra1ns 
upac1ty: and 

1ncreas1 ng the capac1 ty of 111r1 ne ten11 na ls through opera tor­
induce~ i11PTOv .. ents that do not involve new berths or land area. 
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These actions can increase the productivity of aarine term1nals as 1t 
was measured for th1s Plan--inar1ne tenninal capacity per berth. Hh11e 
channel deepening would. of course, 1ncur a cost, it appears to be 
substantially less costly than the invest111ent in new marine term­
inals. Furthennore. increasing ter11inal productivity can 11kely 
provide capacity with the •ini•um adverse environmental impacts. 

_x. _ Channel deepening and land -use policies ·which .would per111t back.land 
.. . expansion on txhting dry land are currently the. responsibility of 

federal and local govern•ent. respectively. Other productivity 
increases are a function of ter11inal operator practices. Thus. if 
the productivity of ter11inals is to be increased and the pressure for 
new terminals to be reduced, both government and the tenn1nal opera­
tors 11Ust share the responsibility. 

y. Project-by-project mitigation w111 probably be necessary to achieve 
the goal of 1111nta1n1ng or improving environmental quality. Further-
110re. attaining this goal w111 depend in large part on the mitigation 
policies developed by the concerned agencies. 

Deeowater Channels 

z. Some improvements to the deepwa ter channe 1 system in the Bay Area 
will be required to economically acconmodate the vessels of the 
future. 

aa. The San Francisco Bar Channel limits the size of vessels that can 
enter San Francisco Bay; therefore, deepening the interior channels 
to handle vessels that cannot transit the Bar Channel 1s generally 
unnecessary. Using Corps of Engineers' design criteria, at present, 
this places a practical limit on the depth of the interior channels 
of 50 feet or less at inean lower low water. Since no planning 1s 
underway to deepen the Bar Channel. it is unlikely it will be 
deepened before the end of this century. 

bb. Generally. the most significant economic benefits of channel deepen­
ing are derived from the movement of containerized cargoes and crude 
petroleum in larger vessels. 

cc. Channels hading to some portions of the Port of San Francisco are 
naturally dtep and do not require any significant dredging, although 
the areas in which container ttr11inals are being developed will 
likely require channel and berth deepening to acconnodate 111jor 
containership activity. At present. the Olk.land Inner Harbor Channel 
east of the Alameda Tubes is at its aaxilftUm depth of 35 feet because 
1t is constrained by these tunnels. 

dd. The U.S. Army Corps of Engheers h now the on 1 y entity that can 
undertake a ftdtrally authorized channel deepening project. and will 
undertake such a project only 1f: Cl> the deepening 1s physically 
possible; (2) navigation and transportation operational benefits 
exceed capital and aaintenance costs of the deepening; and C3> the 
deepening is tnviron11entally acceptable. If. however. the channels 
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listed below are deepened to the depths 1ndicated, the fo11ow1ng 
dredging 111Dunts and costs C1988 dollars> could be 1nvolved: 

New IoUhl Dredging 
Dtpth Quantity Cost Range 
.illl CuYd COOO> $(000>* 

Olkland ~nnels 42 7,000 $30-72 1111. 
R1chllond Channel 38 1,500 5. 3-15 1111 • 
John f'. Baldwin 

P"°'ect 45 8,000 28-80 1111. 

• 1988 dollars; •11. • a111ion 

Actual ~TOject depths may vary from those shown 1n the table. This 
table ts not intended to suggest that such deepening should be under­
taken; 1t 1s only intended to indicate the possible effects of 
increased Bay Area port act1v1ty. These data were prepared for this 
Plan by ~sJag Corps of Engineers methods. 

ee. . Env1Tonmenu1 1mp1tts associated with deepening a channel are ·largely 
dependent on the spec1f1cs of the deepening project. and would be 
addTessed by the Corps during 1ts detailed 1nvestigat1ons. Several 
general areas of £oncern w1th regard to channel deepening are: 

the impacts of aquatic and land disposal of dredge material; 
slower t1~al velocities and other hydrologic effects; 
increased sedimentation; and 
salinity 1ntrus1on. 

In add1t1on to -the 111pacts of any spec1f1c deepening project. the 
cumulative effect of aany deepening projects aay be significant. but 
1 s as yet unknovn. 

Ground TransDortat1on 

ff. t11thout improvements, cirtain key port access routes would become 
moTe conguted-7th Street 1n Oakland and I-580 <The John T. Knox 
Freeway) 1n Richmond. Army Street and 3rd Street in San Francisco 
ADd HaT1t1 .. Street 1n Oakland could approach their capac1ty. 

gg. Jn the neaT future. port activity will not aggravate freeway conges­
"tton stnce ~he contr1bution of port traffic 1s generally small as 
~011Partd wtth f'tg1ona1 .traffic mvements. Therefore, congestion on 
the fr~ 1s not. by itself, a significant reason to question the 
adv1s&b11iW of further •r1nt t1r11inal development at the tx1st1ng 
lay Area 1)0rts. In the 11e>re distant future. however. growth of port­
related 'truck traffic w111 probably increase congestion on I-80 north 
of the East Bay approach to the Bay Bridge and on 1-580. A large 
portion of "this truck traff1 c 1s associated w1 th the 110vement of 
£Onta1neTS 'to and from the three major railyards in the East Bay. 
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hh. In the near future. the invest11ent in ground transportation facili­
ties necessary to alleviate traffic problems associated with the port 
development foreseen by this Plan is estimated to exceed $15 million, 
exclusive of the John T. Knox ·Freeway. Port-related projects must 
compete with other proposed projects for local or regionwide 
transportation funds. Such funds are becoming increasingly scarce. 

11. The sites rec011111ended for 11arine terminal ·development represent those 
. sites .which can be developed vith the •inimum in~estment in new 
.ground transportation facilities when land use policy and the 
environment are considered. 

jj. Ra11 service. and transcontinental ra11 service 1n particular. 1s 
cr1t1cal to the 1K>vement of waterborne cargo through the Bay Area. 

kk. The region's existing 11ajor ra11yards 11ay experience dramatic increa­
ses 1 n the inovement of vaterborne cargo 1 n the future. Energy and 
technology considerations could shift cargo from trucks to the 
rails. further increasing the demand for rail services. In addition, 
the region's highways and streets could be impacted by increased rail 
usage since all containerized cargo is trucked to or from one of the 
major rail-yards. The rail and highway impact of a shift to rail may 
be somewhat mitigated by the development of railcar loading/unloading 
facilities at container terminals. 

11. Several types of actions may improve the efficiency of ·the ground 

eoLJCIES 

transportation system: 

the development of rai lcar loading/unloading facilities at 
container terminals; 

the transportation of cargo to and from marine terminals during 
the night, 1f increased terminal operating costs are offset by 
reduced congestion costs; and 

vhere port access roads are congested. the relocation of 
container freight stations to off-terminal sites where conges­
tion is minimal. 

provision of dedicated and separated roadways for drayage 
between marine terminals and rail yards. 

Jn addition to satisfying -the goals ·set forth in Chapter I. the policies are 
intended: 

o to encourage cooperation &1K>ng the Bay Area ports w1 th regard to 
their development; 

o to foster cooperation between the ports and their parent cities; 

o to provide increased predictability to the ports with regard to BCDC 
pennits; 
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o to steer port development to those sites with the least potential for 
&dvene environmental 1111pacts while still providing for reasonable 
ter111na1 development; 

o to decrease the pressures for Bay fill resulting from actions by the 
ports and their parent c1t1es; 

o to prov, de a Teg1ona1 context for evaluating .. the environmental 
- · tmpacts of 1nd1v1dual port projects; and 

o . to 1)rov,de • tlear statement of the actions that w111 be taken by 
8CDC &nd MTC ,n implementing this Plan. 

The Ftna1 Technical Report for the MTC/BCOC port planning project. 1n addition 
to the final Technical Report for the 1988 Seaport Plan update. should be used 
to provide further guidance in applying the policies; where there are differ­
ences 1n the text or maps between either the original Final Technical Report 
or the final Report for the 1988 Update and this Plan, the Seaport Plan takes 
precedence. 

Marine Terminal Policies 

1. Major marine term1na1 developments are conversions of non-container 
urine terminals to container 1111rine terminals. significant 111ajor 
add1 t1 ons to capac1 ty of any 1111 ri ne termi na 1 or port pri or1ty use 
area. or deve 1 opments 1 nvolvi ng more than a sma 11 amount of Bay 
fill. The need for a major development shall be demonstrated in one 
of the following ways: 

The deve 1 opment of new conta 1 ner term1na1 berths sha 11 be con­
s 1stent with the baseline demand estimates 1n Table 3 using a 
lead time of six years measured from the f111ng of a BCOC permit 
application. Demand estimates for the years not shown on Table 
3 shaJJ be computed by straight-line interpolation. 

The need for deve 1 opment of other types of u.r1 ne term1na1 
berths shall be demonstrated by the project proponent, using the 
cargo forecasts, the demand estimates 1n Table 3, and other 
evidence as necessary. Lead time for such terminals shall be 
the time for project construction. 

tcajoT marine tenn,na1 development shall occur at those sites classi­
fied as near-t1n1 and active by this Plan <see Maps 1 to 8 at the end 
of this chapter). Except as provided 1n Po11cy 6, the near-term 
sites and those act,ve. non-container terminals that can be converted 
to container terminals shall not be COllPared with one another. 

2. MinOT •r,ne ttni,na1 develop•nts are projects other than 111jor 
develop1tents. Minor developments. such as rehabilitations of exist­
ing fac111ttes. shall not be subjected to a determination of need nor 
t>e confined to the active or near-term sttes, because of the smal 1 
increases 1n capacity and saall uounts of Bay fill involved. Hhen 
the Plan 1s revised. the added capacity from ainor developments shall 
t>e counted in est1111t1ng the Bay Arta demand for new 11arine terminals. 
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Table 3 

DEMAND FOR NEH MARINE TERMINALS THROUGH 2020 

(number of berths) 1. 3 

Term1nal <Pure 
and Combo) ergj1ct1d DllDADd fgr Additjgo&l IIIllliDAh . 
Egucut L1nl EKhtiog2 .lliQ moo mli2 ~ 

CONTAINER4 
Baseline 24 (2) 12 26 44 
H1gh 2 16 30 44 
Low 12 26 42 

BREAK BULK 
Base11ne 14 (13) (11) (7) (1) 
H1gh (14) (12) (7) 0 
Low ( 14) ( 11) (7) (1) 

NEO-BULK 
Baseline 15 (9) (8) (5) (2) 
High (9) (9) (6) (3) 
Low (10) (6) (4) 

DRY BULK 
Basel 1 ne 5 (2) (1) 1 3 
High (2) 0 1 3 
Low 1 3 

LIQUID BULKS 

2 

3 
4 

5 

Baseline 5 1 3 4 6 
High 1 3 5 7 
Low 1 3 4 6 

Parentheses ind1cate a surplus of terminal cargo t\and11ng capacity stated 
as an equivalent number of berths. The figures shown are cumulative; for 
example. us1ng the base11ne conta1ner forecast, the 26 new berths required 
by 2010 include the 12 requ1red by 2000. Although the est1mates are 
stated as a number of berths. they assume each berth is accompan1ed by the 
appropriate ainount of backland and equipment. 
Includes currently active, pub11cly-ut111zed ttr11ina1s plus those 
tenn1nals be1ng 110dified or under construction and terminals to be 
constructed that have .a BCDC per111t. Proprietary sugar ter111na1 at 
Crockett, scrap steel ter111nals at Oakland and Richmond, Leslie Salt 
facility at Redvood City, and petroleum ter11inals art not included above. 
Estimates of the number of existing berths art approxiaate (1.g., a 
container vessel generally requires up to 1000 feet of wharf; therefore, 
2100 feet of wharf could be viewed as 2 berths). . 
Estimates aay overstate demand; see text in Chapter IV. . 
Includes the demand for new roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) ter11inals other than 
for automobiles. No new LASH fac11it1es are forecast. 
Demand estimates are for terminals to handle all liquid bulk except for 
crude oil, petroleum products and llOl&sses handled at proprietary 
terminals. 
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3. Bay fill authorized for development of any urine terminal must be 
the minimum necessary to achieve an adequate terminal at the site and 
9Ust minimize har11ful effects . to the Bay Area. as provided 1n Section 
66605Cc> and Cd) of the McAteer-Petris Act. 

•- Except as ,rov1ded in Po11cy 19, the long-term development s1tes and 
sttes not designated 1n this Plan shall be considered for development 
only after all the near-term sites ·have been · peni1tted for use and 
,tftose acttve, .non-container ttr11inals that can be converted to 
-container tera1nals have been developed for container use. 

5. Ttte pert 1)110T1ty use areas 1dentif1ed 1n the Maps section of this 
Plan shall be protected for 11ar1ne teni1nals and ·directly-related 
uct11ary activities <see definition tn Finding r.). Hithin these 
areas, the shoreline lands classified as active. near-term. and 
long-term by th1s Plan shall be restricted to urine ter11inal use. 
Interim uses shalJ be penihsible but must be readily d1splaceable 
'vhen the area 1s needed for marine terminals or directly-related 
anctllary activities. Local governments and the ports should protect 
the~e areas. ~1ng land use controls tf necessary; otherwise. there 
.. Y be unnecessary ~ressures for Bay fill and other adverse environ­
mental 1111>acts. In determining whether the amount of Bay fill is the 
•tnt1111m necessary for a proposed urine terminal development. BCDC 
shall consider any actions of the responsible local government and 
l)Ort. that uy have reduced the amount of ex1sting :dry land available 
for such development. 

The i>ort 1)T1cr1ty use areas identified in the Maps section of this 
Plan which are also designated for water-re~ated industry priority 
uses 1n the San Francisco Say Plan shall be protected for marine 
tel'91nals and d1Tectly-related ancillary activities or for water­
related industry uses as defined in the Bay Plan. There shall be no 
i>rlor1ty given between port and water-related industry uses within 
areas ~esignated for both uses. 

6. To avoid unnecessary Bay fill and other adverse environmental 
effetts. and to encourage prompt construction and full use of author­
ized fa.dUties: 

The Bay Area. ports are encouraged to cooperate through GGPA or 
t>y other agreements uong themselves to avoid facilities being 
l)roposed that duplicate needed capacity. If, however, two or 
.ore •PP 11 cat1 ons for •r1ne tenii na 1 s of the same type C 1 • e .• 
container ter11inal compared to container terminal, auto terminal 
t011PaTed to auto ter11inal, etc.> are being considered at the 
same time. and the nttd for all of them cannot be demonstrated. 
only those projects with the least adverse environmental effect 
on the Bay And thAt art nttded shall be authorized. 

~11 ,.n1ts foT 9lT1ne ttra1nals shall contain a schedule that 
•stabltshts <a> a date prior to the coan,ncement of construction 
t>y whtch the project sponsor must dt110nstrate the ab111ty to 
finance the project; and Cb> 1 reasonable tt .. table for project 
~onstruct1on, including specific •11estones. Fa11ure to comply 
wt th such schedules sha 11 be grounds for termination of the 
authorization; nevertheless. the schedules 111ay be amended for 
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good cause. If the authortzatton 1s ttr11tnated, the capacity 
asst gned to the ter•t na 1 wt 11 be subtracted from the region• s 
capacity; however, tf Bay ftll has been placed, the capacity 
shal 1 not be subtracted unt11 BCDC takes legal action to see 
that any fill ts removed. 

Nhenever Hhting -trnntnals remain unused or 11ttle used for a 
signtf1cat "nod Of time following adoption of tMs . Plan and 
. .wheneveT m:oc. · 111 consultation with MTC, has deteni1ned that 
this 11\dicates 1 T•evaluatton of the cargo forecasts and 
region's capacity 1s necessary. no aajor new teniinal develop­
.. nt of the same type shall be considered until the Seaport Plan 
.has been prQ111ptly Tevtewed and, 1f necessary, -revhed . in a 
ttaely aanner to reflect the results of the reevaluation. 

7. Nhen and 1f the federa 1 ~overn11ent decides that part or a 11 of a 
•11itary installation identified in this Plan ts not needed for 
active 111litary use. the federal government shall 111k.e such lands 
available for urine terminal development and directly-related 
ancillary activities as soon as possible, subject to such reasonable 
conditions as the federal government deems necessary to protect 
national secUTity. N1ttl1n these lands, the military sites identified 
1n this Plan sfla11 be 1Ws'tr1cted to 111arine terminal use, 1f and when 
the site h 1'0t needed for active military use. Once the federal 
.government .akes a 11t1itary site available, the site shall be 
included among the near-~rm sites unless the condttions under which 
it has been made available make it unreasonable to do so. 

8. Marine terminal development at sites that are adjacent or near to 
envtronmentally sensitive areas shall be designed to protect those 
areas from any significant adverse effects of aartne terminal 
construction and operation. 

9. To use existing terminals fully and to lessen the cost and adverse 
environmental effects &S.SDciated with development to meet the growth 
of waterborne ~rgoes: 

channels tiat otherwise would 11m1t the productivity of 11ari ne 
terminals should be deepened when economically feasible and 
environmentally acceptable; 

local governments stmuld adopt and 111pl1aent land use policies 
that f~J1tate t~l devtlopment ·on existing dry land; 

.ports and terminal operators should ·acquire property that 
pennt ts necessuy tem na 1 'deve 1 opment on exh tt ng dry 1 and; and 

tera1n&1 a,erstDT's "'9uld, where economically feasible, increase 
ttraiM11"'Qdllct1 v'tV· 

ports and "temnal •erators should rehabilitate or modernize 
txhttng mnuivr •ratnals and convert those active, non­
conta11't"r terminals that can be converted to container use 
befor• .-..,.10~ ...., container terminals. 
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Deepwater Cbannels po11c1es 

10. Deepening or widening of San Francisco Bay Channels. including the 
San franc1sco Bar Channel. should proceed only if economically justi­
fied OT tf nteded for national defense, and if such deepening or 
v1dening conforms to State and national environmental law and pol1-
c1es. The interior channels of San Francisco Bay should only be 
deepened as consistent w1th the depth of the .San Francisco Bar 
Channel. 

11. Dredging l»TOjects shall be perforaed consistent with BCOC's Bay ~lan 
policies OD drtdgtng and dredge 111.terial disposal. 

Ground 1Tanspgrtat1on policies 

12. Local. state and federal governments should not take actions. such as 
1and use decisions, public works projects or rail abandonments, that 
vould 111pede access to the 111.rine terminal sites ident1f1ed in the 
Seaport Plan. funding for a transportation project shall be approved 
or endorsed only 1f the proposed development the project is intended 
to serve is consistent with the policies of the Seaport Plan. 

13. The Bay Area ports, local governments and urine terminal operators 
should take steps to aak.e the best possible use of existing ground 
transportation ~aci11ties. and shall employ 1teasures to mitigate any 

. significant adverse environmental effects of increased traffic from 
•x1sting and proposed marine terminal facilities. If 11itigat1on of 
tTaffic l»roblems at aartne terminal facilities is be1ng considered as 
l)art of the environmenta 1 review process, the loca 1 government or 
port wMchever flas· the principal responsibility for carrying out or 
approving the l)Toject shall mak.e a realistic estimate of the avail­
able resources to fund such •itigation and the 11k.el1hood that such 
•asures un be imp 1 eaented • 

14. local and ng1ona1 tT"ansportat1on plann1ng and funding priorities 
shall facilitate the efficient movement of goods by rail and truck to 
and from the Bay Area ports. 

15. Ground tT'ans~ortat1on improvements needed to serve a proposed marine 
tenn1nal development shall be included in transportation funding 
i>r1orit1·es only 1f such i11Provements and the development they serve •r• consistent with the policies of the Seaport Plan. Ground 
transportation 111PT'Ov ... nts nttded to" serve an existing 111rine 
tenrinal shall t>e included 1n transportation funding priorities only 
if such iaprov .. ents Are consistent w1th the Seaport Plan po1ic1es . . 

16. If fanlHnv agenc1es nquiT'e a choice uong or rank.1ng of urine 
ter111na1-rtlated . ground transportation projects, highest priority 
shall be g1van to projects: 

th&t !>est mse •x1sting poT't and transportation facilities: and 

that best enh&nce the 110veaent of Bay Area waterborne cargo. 
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Plan Rey1s1on Po11c1es 

17. The Seaport Plan forecasts and ter111nal capac1ty shalt be rev1ewed 
and the Plan should be possibly rev1sed when one or more of the 
foltow1ng occurs: 

five years has elapsed since the last major rev1ew; 

- · ... three consecut1ve years of waterborne ·cargo statht1cs 1nd1 cate 
the forecasts do not represent current trends, or other ev1dence 
points to emerging trends or unforeseen aajor world events which 
were not considered; 

the sites in the nea r-ten11 deve 1 op11ent category have 111 been 
pennitted for use and all those active, non-container term1nals 
that can be converted to container tenninats have been converted 
(1n practice, the review would occur in advance of us1ng or 
converting all of these sites>: 

there is a proposa 1 to delete a near-term or active site from 
th1s Plan; or 

a aarine terminal at a site 1ncluded 1n this Plan has been 
unused or little used for a significant period of time. 

The Seaport Plan forecasts and tenni na 1 capacity shout d be reviewed 
annually if information is ava11able to determine whether emerging 
trends or unforeseen major world events indicate that the cargo 
forecasts and terminal capacity need revisions. Hhen necessary, the 
Seaport Planning Advisory Committee should be convened to advise the 
conrn1ss1ons whether 1t 1s advisable to undertake a rev1sion of the 
Seaport Plan's forecasts or terminal capac1ty estimates. BCDC, MTC 
and Bay Area ports should cooperate to provide a yearly, detailed 
forecast and terminal capacity update that is useful and available to 
the ports and the two conrnissions. 

18. A revision to the Seaport Plan undertaken pursuant to Policy 17 shall 
include, but not be limited to: 

a review of the forecasts; 

an update of the capacity estimates to reflect Mjor and 111nor 
aar1ne tenn1na1 developeents authorized since the last rev1s1on 
to th1s Plan; 

a review of all factors used to derive the tst1utes Of demand 
for new marine ter11inals 1n Table 3; 

an update to the esti111tes of d111&nd for new 111rine tenninals in 
Table 3 to reflect any changes to the forecasts or capacity 
est1utes; 

a review of the land requirements of 111r1ne ter111nals for port­
related and anc111ary act1vit1es to determine 1K>re specifically 
how much area is needed for port support facilities and how near 
these areas should be to the marine terminal they support; 

an assessment of the regionw1de environmental impacts of the 
revision; and 
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an assessment of the extent to which the actions of Policy 9 have 
been pursued. 

If thh Plan 1s to be Tev1sed because all the near-term sites have been 
peMlitted for use and all those act1ve. non-container tenn1nals that can 
be converted to container teniinals have been converted. the revision 
shall also 1nc1ude an assess11ent of alternatives to the use of the 
long-tera s1tes 1nclud1ng a review of the availability of other sites 

___ which would involve Jess adverse -environmental effects-1nclud1ng less 
Bay ftlUng . 

19. A TeYhion to the appropriate section of the -seaport Plan shall be 
constdered tf: 

there 1s Ttason to believe marine tenninal development at a 
long-ten11 stte or site not designated by this Plan can be 
accomplished with environmental i11Pacts equal to or less than those 
of the near-term s1tes or those active. non-container terminals that 
can be converted to container use: or 

deepen,ng the San Francisco Bar Channel 1s found to be econom­
tcal ly feas,ble and environmentally acceptable by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Ca11forn1a Coastal Conm1ss1on. and the California 
Regional Nater Quality Control Board. 

20. The designations of MT1ne term1nal s1tes 1n this plan are subject to 
Tevtev and/or revision by the Conmissions in the future based on 
1nformat1on. such as economic, physical, environmental and other factors, 
about the su1tab11ity of the sites for those designations. 

21. Revt s1ons •Y be necessary for other reasons: such revi s 1 ons sha 11 not 
Tequtre a reevaluation of th1s Plan as provided 1n Pol \cy 18 unless MTC 
or BCDC first determines that a reevaluation is required . 

BECDf1ENDATI()ftS 

In add, t,on to the 1>011 c,es. thh l)lan provides the fol lowing reconmendations to 
HTC. BCOC. and other concerned agencies: 

0 

D 

0 

The ports should tOOTd1nate their development of Nrine terminals to 
awotd dup11cat1on which could result in _ SOltt tera1na1 s being unused or 
ltttle used. Such coordination should take place by strengthening thef r 
extsttn~ &ssoc1&ttons or by other agreements &IROng the ports. 

MTC and BCDC ~hould develop procedures for coordinating the review of 
port-related projects. These procedures should be cons 1stent w1 th the 
ftadtngs and f)Olic1es of the Seaport Plan. and should be reviewed by the 
Se•port PJann1ng Advisory Collllittee prior to implementation by MTC and 
ICDC. 

loca1 VoVern1ttnts wh,th have not given land use control to port 
autllorttits should actively protect areas designated for port pr1or1 ty 
a.ses and •rine term1na1 s1tes by developing spec1al zoning for port 
fac1Ht11s wh1ch restrict these areas to port-related uses and 11m1ted 
tnttT1• uses bte&Use: 1) BCDC does not have full control over uses aiore 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

than 100-feet inland from the Bay, 2) there h no regional port 
management in the Bay Area to assist in reserving port priority use 
areas and urine terminal sites, 3) there h pressure to use these 
areas for non-port purposes, and 4) the loss of port priority use 
areas and urine tenninal sites could result either tn f111 in the 
Bay at less suitable locations to 111et the demand for port fac111t1es 
tn the future or loss of trade that otherwise •ight contribute to the 
regional economy. 

The Seaport Planning Advisory Connittee should be mde a pennanent 
advisory conni ttee to HTC and BCOC, but should Met only to review 
forecast and -capac1-ty changes . u necessary and at the call of HTC or 
BCDC. 

Mitigation policy 1n the region should be· coordinated among the 
responsible federal, state and local agencies. 

A statement indicating the constraint the San Francisco Bar Channel 
places on the interior channels of the Bay should replace the channel 
depths currently shown in the Bay Plan. The statement should also 
indicate that any deepening must undergo an extensive investigation. 
At present, the Corps of Engineers has this responsibility. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should be authorized to undertake 
studies as necessary to determine the long-term environmental effects 
·Of further channel deepening and spoils disposal in the San Francisco 
Bay Area. Such studies should consider the channels as a system. 

A central Bay supertanker terminal should not be developed unless the 
San Francisco Bar Channel is deepened to accommodate supertankers and 
unless environmental concerns can be resolved. A detailed study 
shou 1 d be undertaken to determine the des i rab111ty of a supertanker 
terminal . 

Bay Area waterborne cargo statistics should be compiled annually and 
uniformly by a single agency. The Corps of Engineers should be 
authorized to develop a reporting procedure that distinguishes 
containerized cargo from other cargoes. Whenever the forecasts are 
revised, both the container forecast and the container terminal capa­
city estimates should be prepared in units that best reflect demand 
for container tenninal facilities. Cit was discovered that short ton 
.. asures aay not accur1tely represent the demand for container term­
inal capacity: see pages 39 to 42 of the Final Technical Report for 
an explanation.) 

For purposes of revisions to the Seaport Plan, such revisions should, 
as appropriate, use a technical approach similar to the approach used 
1n the initial Seaport Plan development. 

Maps 1 to 8 display the location of the near-tenn · developaent sites. the 
1 ong-term deve 1 opment s Hes. the act he tenn1na1 s 1 tes. the •1 lt ta ry s 1 tes, 
and the port priority use areas. Table 4 provides a listing of the s1te names 
and a key to their location on the ups. The result of these designations is 
to 'reate port priority use areas that are composed of: 

o locations 110st suitable for development or expans1on--near-term 
development sites and active terminals: 
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o long-tena development sites; 
o d1rectly-related ancillary activities; and 
o •ilitary lands 

In addHion to the s1tes shown on the maps, two sites were evaluated but 
e11111nated froai cons1derat1on for marine terminal developnent at this time. 
The two sites are the North Harbor site at the Port of Oakland Cthe water area 
north of the East Bay approach to the Bay Bridge>. and the !a1r Island site in 
Redwood C1ty (the Port of Redwood City refers to this site as 1ts deepwater 
slough property; it is on the west side of Redwood Creek). Since these sites 
are wttbin port jurisd1ct1ons, the fo1Jaw1ng 1s noted: 

Oakland North Harbor A!ea. The Oakland North Harbor has not ·been included 
on the Seaport Plan aaps as a port pr1or1ty use area because need for it 
has not been substantiated and 1t has t.een found to be less desirable for 
1>0rt developl!ent than other sites based on envi ronmenta 1, land use. and 
access considerat1ons. In addition, other uses having public benefits, 
such as conservation and recreation, have been proposed for this site. 
future studies w111 be necessary to determine the use of this area. 

Deepoter Slough. The Port of Redwood City's Dee11water Slough Property 
<Bair Island site) has not been included on the Seaport Plan maps as a 
port prtor1ty use area because need for it has not been substantiated and 
1t has been found to be less desirab1e for port development than other 
sites based on environmental. land use. and access considerations. In 

.add1 ti on. other uses hav1 ng public benefits. such as conservation and 
recreation. have been proposed for thh site. Future studies w111 be 
necessary to detena1ne the use of this area. 

The port pr1ority use areas and marine terminal aesignations where some change 
was made by the last major Tev1ew of this Plan ind to the old boundaries in 
the San Francisco Bay Plan are described below: 

Richmond <See Map 1. Bay Plan Map 3) 

1. Richmond Tena,nal 11 at Point R1chmond--this foT'11eT'ly active terminal 
was deleted fTom the Seaport Plan <see Map 1. Bay Plan Map 3). The 
tK>rt pr1or1ty use area extended frOlll the Bay north to Brickyard Cove 
Road and from the westerly toundary of the S.-icky~ Cove Marina west 
to South Garr1rd Boulevard. · 

2. "chmnd Shipy111S 13 at Point Potrero-th1s "°"includes a two-berth, 
acttve and 1 two-beTth near-ten1 wmtr\e terminal {see Nip 1, Bay Plan 
Map 3). The l>C)rt i>T'i or1 ty use ane WIS .:>dift.d at the request of 
the Port of Rtchmond to delete a small portion of land at the western 
end of the fonaer shipyard site . 

.. 3. Santa Fe Channe1 <Northwest>--tflh $1te WIS fonlT1y designated as a 
two-berth. near-ter11 111rtne teta1aal tn the ~Tt Plan. Because 
one of the berths 1s l""tstntly an acthe te~al. the site was 
Tedestgnated as a one-berth acttve. non-container •rine terminal, 
whtch can be converted to contain.,- use, and a OH-berth, near-term 
.. rtn1 tera1na1 suitable for container use. 

4'. Area south of R1chmond T1r111,,a1 13 at the Ford PeTtinsula--a portion 
of this site has been deleted u A near-term urine terminal berth 
and fTOCI port priority use. 1tav1ng a one-berth. near-term marine 
teTainal site suitable for container use. 
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5. Richmond Terminal 12 at the Ford Peninsula--this active marine 
terminal was designated as a one-berth, near-term urine terminal . 
It has been redesignated as a one-berth, non-container, active mar1ne 
terminal site that can be converted to container use. 

6. Area northwest of Richlk>nd Terminal 12 at the Ford Peninsula--th1s 
area within the existing port priority use area has been designated 
as a one-berth, near-term marine terminal suitable for container use . 

7. Area 1med1ately tut of Richmond Tenainals 12 and 3-th1s area has 
largely been deleted from port priority use designation, leaving a 
potential 87-acre, four-berth aar1ne terminal su1table for container 
use along the Harbor Channel Csee Map 1, Bay Plan Map 3). 

a. Santa Fe Channel <Nest> -- a one-berth, near-term, non-container 
urine tenainal site has been added to this existing port priority 
use area at the Unitank facility (See Map 1, Bay Plan Map 3). 

9. Area west of Canal Boulevard -- this 16.5 acre area, which is 
currently being used for port purposes, has been designated as part 
of the port priority use area. 

Alameda 

Former Todd Shipyard site in Alameda--th1s privately-owned property 
was designated in the original Seaport Plan for port priority use and 
1ncorrectly as a potential 11a.rine terminal under 11i lita.ry control. 
In 1984. BCOC deleted the 11111 tary/mar1 ne term1 nal designa.t1on from 
the s1te, but retained the port priority use designation Csee Map 2, 
Bay Plan Hap 4). 

Oakland 

Schnitzer Steel site--this active, dry bulk marine terminal was 
designated as a two-berth, near-term 1111rine terminal 1n the original 
Seaport Plan. The Seaport Plan now designates the site as an active, 
two-berth, non-container marine terminal that could be converted to 
container use Csee Map 2, Bay Plan Map 4). 

Selby, Contra Costa County--th1s entire area is designated for both 
water-related industry and port priority use <see Map 5, Bay Plan 
Map 15). 

The Seaport Plan fonterly designated only a portion of the site as 
ava 11ab1 e for port use. The Seaport Plan now shows the entire s 1te 
as ava11able for both water-related industry and port uses. 

Benicia 

Benicia waterfront and Port of Benicia Csee Maps 6 and 7, Bay Plan 
Map 16). Parts of thts area are designated for both port and water­
related industry priority use. The water-related industry priority 
use areas are unchanged by this Plan. Nest of the Benicia Bridge, 
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the original Seaport Plan designated the area wi th active. near-term, 
.-ct 1onw-ten1 container aarine terminals. The Plan now designates 
the arta as an active, non-container aarine terminal that could be 
converted ~o three container berths. and one long-term mar1ne 
terminal suitable for two container berths. 

·Redwood C1ty 

1. tt.aTf 4 <see Map 3, Bay Plan Map 8). This area is no longer a near­
tera s1te. but 1s now designated as an active one-berth. noncontainer 
•r1ne twnr1nal s1te. 

2. Les11e S.lt <see Map 3. Bay Plan Map ·B>. ·The LesHe Salt Terminal. 
an actlve salt loading and sh1pp1ng facility, has been redesignated 
from a neaT-ten1. one-berth aarine terminal. to an active one-berth. 
non- conta1ner .. r1ne terminal site. 

3. Ideal Cetnent s1te in Redwood City (Map 3, Bay Plan Map 8). This site 
was fonner ly used for handling cement, but 1s no longer using ships 
to transport products. It retains its designation as a one-berth. 
near-tenn. non-container marine terminal. 

San Francisco Csee Map 4. Bay Plan Map 10) 

1. Pier 80 (1ee Map 4, Bay Plan Map 10). This area contains two active 
marine t11111inal designations totalling four berths suitable for 
cont a her ase. The Seaport Pl an has added a one-berth. near-term 
aari ne terminal designation at the southwest corner of the pier, 
which would be suitable for container use if sufficient backland to 
1he north of Pier 80 1s available. 

2. Area north of Pier 80--this area 1s current ly inactive and was 
formerly designated as a one-berth. near term marine terminal 
suitable for container use (includes the fonner Western Pacific Ferry 
Slip). The S.aport Plan enlarged the designated .site to include the 
waterfront adjacent to the Pacific Gas and Electric Company's plant 
and desigtates the area as a two-berth, near-term urine terminal 
that would be suitable for container use if sufficient back.land to 
the west 1$ available. 

3. 'P1er 70-tMs active, neo-bu1k. tenn1nal was originally designated as 
one-berth. £ct1ve urine terminal and 1 one-berth, near-term marine 
t1T11inal I• the Seaport Plan. The Plan now designates 1t as a 
'two-blTtta. act1ve .. rine tenainal that can be converted to container 
use <see t4lp 4. Bay Plan Map 10>. 

4. l>ttTS 52-~th1s 1nact1ve tenn1nal site was for11erly designated in 
the S1aport Plan as a two-berth. near-term marine terminal suitable 
fOT' conta'her use. This designation should be retained. However, 
Mth tt and tht associated port priority use des1gnat1on should be 
lltlttld w1thout having to undertake a full update of the Seaport Plan 
.._.. bott- of tht following occur: (1) all of the fonaer Western 
Pac1f1c 'ropeTty at Nara Nater Cove 1s transferred from the Santa Fe 
PAc1f1c Realty Corporation to the Port: and <2> the Port and the City 
Mvtlott a strategy. to be r1v1twed and approved by or on beha 1 f of 
the BCDC, "to ensure that port priority use areas are reserved for 
"°'°t pur;oses consistent with the Seaport Plan, and the 
llDl'-l)Ort-C>W\td areas needed for aarine terminal uses at the Piers 70 
'to 80 area are available to the Port. 
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There are various ways such a strategy could ach1eve these 
objecthes. such as: (1) coan1t11ent to acquire key parcels; (2) 
adoption and h1ple111entation of a Port Comm1ssion policy to 11m1t 
devel~t w1thin 1>0rt t>oun~aries to that consistent w1th the 
Seaport Plan: (3) Adoption and implementation of the Port Comm1ss1on 
and City Planning Comrhs1on procedures to coordinate decisions to 
ensure that development in areas outside port boundaries but w1th1n 
the Seaport Plan's l'Ort ,riority use areas 1s consistent with the 

·.·Su.port Plan~ ·.-/or (") changes 1n current C1ty land use· controls 
.to ..uur• ~hat ~uture ..-..1op111ent and uses within port priority use 
are&S are fu11y cc:msiJt•nt with the port policies of the San 
Francisco Bay Plan • . Sn Pranchco Waterfront ·Special Area Plan, and 
the Seaport Plan. · the JOTt priority use area between Third Street 
and Il 11no1s Street frOll Mission Rock Street to Mariposa Street 
should be deleted, provided, however. that the deletton should not 
become effective unless and until BCOC approves the strategy. 

The following areas should remain designated for port priority use 
under all circumstances: Cl) an approximately 6.5, but not less 
than 6. acre area adjacent to Piers 48 and 50 to support ex1sting 
and future mar1ne terminal and anc111ary port uses at those piers; 
(2) the innediate shoreHne at site 44A bayward of China Basin 
Street currently used or ~velopable for port-related purposes, such 
as ship repair and COllllTt,al fishing. or public access: and (3) an 
area along Ch1na Basin Street to acconmodate vehicular and ra11 
traffic necessary for contt nued port-related act1vi t1 es at Piers 48 
and SO along the northern waterfront Csee Map 4, Bay Plan Map 10). 

Yal le1o 

Vallejo Haterfront--th1s site 1s presently designated in the Bay 
Plan for port and water-related industrial priority uses. The 
Seaport Plan now also des1gnates the area as a five-berth. near-term 
marine terminal that 1s Sj,litable for container use. Hater-related 
industrial uses may still be developed at the site Csee Map 5, Bay 
Plan Map 15). 

Pacheco Cnek 

Pacheco Creek site in Contra Costa · County--th1s site 1s presently 
designated in the Bay Plan for port and water-related industrial 
priority uses. The s..;,ort Plan now shows this dual designation and 
thrt 1t 1s ava11ab1• for port uses. The site has not been 
desivmrted for 9lrine "twTwtnal development at th1s ti•e Csee Map 7, 
Bay Plan Map 17). 

Co111nsy11Je 

Co111~11e s1u '• SIDlano County-this site 1s presently 
dtsignt.d 111 iM - "1mt for port and water-related 1ndustrhl 
'r10T1ty as.s. 1"t Jlilport Plan now shows this dual designation and 
th&1 1t ts ..a11ab1e for port uses. The site has not been 
des,vnated for aar1ne ta~nal development at this t1•e <see Map 8, 
lay Plan ~ 19). 
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Table 4 

SITE NAMES ANO KEY TO THEIR LOCATION 

Th1s table lists the sites by name and provides a key to their location on the 
aaps--using the s1te numbers employed during the technical studies. 

BIOH>ND 
1t1r-Ier1 Development 

29A/D 11thmond Ship)'lrd #3 
30ACN> Un1tank Facility 
31ACN> Santa Fe Channel-Northwest 
33ACS> Richmond Ter11inal #3-South 
33ACJIH) Morthwest of Richmond 

Tena1nal 12 

PAWNO/ALAMEPA 

lear-Term Deyelopment 

50C/51A Carnation/Kaiser Yard 
S2AC£) Western Pacific Mole-East 
53C Sh1p Repair Area 
55DCH) Encinal Terminals. Berth 5 

Long-Term peyelooment 

64A Bay Bridge Site 

M111tary 

~9A. 49B Oakland Anny Tenninal 
518, 51C laval Sup~ly Center 
578 laval Pac1f1c Overseas Depot 
SSA, see. sac, sso. S9A & 60A 

A1&11eda Naval A1r Statton 

JEIKXI) tlTY 

llar-T1r11 Dey1lppment 

l2f Ideal C111ent 

Ac the 

258 Richmond Terminal 14 
29A/D Richmond Shipyard 13 
298 Richmond Terminals IS, 6 & 7 
29C ARCO Tanker Dock 
30A Unocal Tanker Dock 
31ACN> Santa Fe Channel - North~est 
328 Texaco Hharf 
32C Parr Bulk Colllnodity Hharf 
320 Time Oil Hharf 
33A Richmond Terminal 13 
33ACN> Richmond Terminal 12 

Active 

49C Berth 10 
490 Sea Land Terminal, Berths 20 &21 
49E Outer Harbor Public Container 

Terminal, Berths 22 & 23 
SOA Maersk Terminal, Berth 24 
SOB Oakland Transbay Container Terminal 

Berth 25 & 26 
SOD Matson Terminal, Berths 32, 33 & 34 
SOE, 50F Seventh St. Public Container 

Terminal, Berths 35-38, 40 
S2B, 52C American President Lines 

Terminal. Berths 60. 61. 62 & 63 
520 Sc~nitzer Steel 
52£/F Howard Container Terminal, Berths 

67, 68. Ii 69 
530 Ninth Avenue Tenninal, Berths 82. 

83 Ii 84 
SSDCE> Encinal Ttnninals, Berths 1 to 4 
SSOCH> Encinal Terminals. Berth 5 

Actjye 
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62A les11e Salt Terminal 
62C Nharf S 
620 Wharf 3 
62DCH) Wharf 4 
62E Wharves 1 and 2 



Table 4 <Continued) 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Near-Tenn Development 

44A Piers 52 to 64 
46ACH) Pier BO 
460 HP Ferry Slip 
47BCN> Pier -94 North 

M111 tary 

4BA to 48E Hunters Point 

CAROUINEZ STRAITS 

Near-Term Development and Hater-Related 
Industry 

12D/E Selby 

BENICIA 

Active 

14A Port of Benicia 

SUISUN BAY 

H11 i tary 

7A, 78 & 7C Concord Naval Weapons 
Station CPort Chicago) 

VALLEJO 

Near-Tenn Development and Hater-Related 
Industry 

21A Vallejo Waterfront 

PACHECO CREEK 

port and Hater-Related Induttyy 

Pacheco Creek Site 

COLLINSVILLE 

Port and Hater-Related Industry 

Collinsv111e Site 
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GA~· 
el ~SS11'1\ Rock. Tenn1na1 • Pi er 50 
45A Piw 7D 
~ ... •~C Ar.y Street Terminal 
~ lsla1s Creek Channel 
47A Pl ers IO & 92 
471 P1er -M 
47C Pier 96 

t4111 tary 

22A. 228. Z3A & 24A Mare Island 
Nava 1 Sh 1~ya rd 

Long-Term Deyelooment 

67 Benicia Haterfront 
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IV. FACILITY IMPBOYEMENTS 

MARINE TERMINALS 

Deve 1 opment Tequ1 rements for 111ar1 ne tenn1na1 s are stated as the reg i onwi de 
demand for new terminals. No attempt is made to be project or port specific. 
Table 3 displays the estimates of demand for new marine terminals through the 
year 2020. The estimated number of new berths is in addition to those 
currently 1n operation. These estimates are a function of the three forecast 
levels. the capacity of ex1st1ng ·urine terminals, and various assumptions 
w1th regard to future actions by government and the marine terminal 
operators. Specifically, the estimates in this table assume: 

o the backland area (i.e .• the storage and processing area that consti­
tutes the terminal) of existing 111rine terminals vill not increase; 

o ~ontafoer tenninal producthHyl increases by l'L per year in the 
baseline and low forecasts due to operator induced improvements; and 

o annual container terminal productivity increases of 1.251 are assumed 
1n the high forecast. 

Mh'le certa'n channels may be deepened or container handling productivity may 
increase at specific terminals prior to 1990. such changes in the assumptions 
Are not expected to significantly alter the 1990 estimates of demand. As a 
result. the estimates for these two years are believed to be the best estimates 
of short-range demand for new dry cargo terminals. In the more distant future. 
1t 1s reasonable to expect that many of the channels may be deepened or that 
product,vity may increase at a rate higher than assumed for the estimates in 
Table 3. Therefore, the estimates in Table 3 probably overstate the demand. 

The demand for• central Bay supertanker term1nal was not assessed in detail . 
• The f1 ndi ngs in the previous chapter outline the cone 1 us ions with regard to 

this topic. 

OiANNELS 

Mithout adequate deepwater channels. marine terminal facilities cannot func­
tion eff1c,ently. The economic feasibility of deepening Bay Area sh1pping 
channels vas analyzed, and relied heavily on the results of completed and 
ongoing work by the Corps of Engineers. This analysis was not intended to 
subst1tJJte for the detailed analyses done by the Corps 1n 1ts General Investi­
gations of 1ruJ1v1duaJ deepening projects. 

Major deepvater channels investigated within the Bay are: 

o Suisun Bay Channel 
o P'nole Shoal Channel 
o 11ch.md Inner HaTbor Channel 
o Southampton Shoal Channel and Long Wharf Turning Basin 

l For t:h1s plan. 1>rt>ductiv1ty is defined as marine terminal capacity per 
l>erth. 
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o Oakland Outer Harbor Channel 
o Oakland Inner Harbor Channel <west of the Alameda Tubes) 
o Oak.land Bar Channel (Entrance .Ch.Annel) 
o Redwood City Channel 
o San Bruno Shoal Channel 

The channel along the San Francisco waterfront (largely a natural channel) was 
. not investigated since any required deepening involves insignificant costs 
T'elative to . the channels noted above. See Figure 5 for location of these 
channels. 

Analysis concluded that channel deepening up to 45 feet is economically feas­
tble for the fo11ow1ng channels: Oak.land Outer Harbor. -Oak.land Inner Harbor 
<west of the Alameda Tubes>. Oak.land Bar <Entrance Channel>. Richmond Inner 
Harbor, Southampton Shoal, and Pinole Shoal. This does not imply that these 
channels should be deepened to 45 feet 111111ed1ately. The most cost-effective 
depth for any specific channel would be determined by the Corps depend1ng on 
the prevailing operating and market conditions at the time of the evaluation. 
In addition, the westerly portion of the Suisun Bay Channel Cwest of Pt. 
Edith) serves refinery operations, and has been authorized by the federal 
government for deepening to 45 feet. Comparisons were not deve 1 oped for the 
deepening costs and benefits for San Bruno Shoal, Redwood City, and Suisun Bay 
Channels because of the difficulty of quantifying benefits. 

GROUND TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

Just as deepwater channels are crucial, the availability of adequate ground 
transportation facilities is vital to the efficient functioning of marine ter­
m1nals. The ground transportation analysis focused on highway and street 
improvements, since HTC has responsibility in their funding. Rail access 
requirements were also addressed, but rail improvements are largely a private 
sector responsi bil 1ty. Spec1fi c ground transportation improvements are only 
identified to 1990. 

The evaluation of needed improvements was based partly on traffic studies and 
partly on 1 nterviews with representatives from the ports. mar1 ne termi na 1 
operators • . trucking companies, shippers, railroads, and Caltrans. The poten­
tial improvements were reviewed with the affec.ted cities to help refine the 
proposals and to evaluate possible land use changes in the port area which 
might alter the proposals. 
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Figure 5 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY DEEPWATER CHANNELS 

OAKLAND OUTER HARBOR CHANNEL 
--~OAKLAND INNER HARBOR CHANNEL 

.->WOOD CfTY C'H:U5:CL 
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Table 5 dhplays the ground transportation projects which address some reg­
ional interest in marine terminal access1b111ty. Each of the projects was 
assigned a priority by the Seaport Planning Advisory Convnittee using the 
following criteria: 

Most Desirable -

More Desirable -

projects that mitigate the growth of port-related 
traffic; or projects where congestion materially 
reduces accessibility to a port and, from a regional 
perspective, s1gniffcantly 1mpedes the flow of goods. 
projects that may 1mprove traffic flow but are not 
necessary to alleviate congestion; or projects where 
congestion 11aterially reduces access1b111ty to a port 
but, from a regional perspective, does not signifi­
cantly 1mpede the flow of goods. 

project falling between the criteria outlined above. 

The time frame--short or 11edi um--1 s an expression of the urgency of a proj­
ect. A short-range designation indicates funding should be developed for a 
project or that action should be taken within the next five years. A medium­
range designation indicates funding should be developed or action occur beyond 
the next five year period. 
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Tabl e 5 

TRANSPORTATION ACTIONS OF REGIONAL CONCERN 

Time 
Seaport 

Lead Comm1ttee 
Ar.n Pro3ect Agency £..r..lm.e.1 Pr1or1ty2 

San 1. Mon,tDT land use development and traffic City of s M 
franchco grovtll 1n area surrounding Piers 94/96; S.F. 

umte'rtake study as necessary. 
2. Improve geometrics cf ra11 access to Port of s H 

Piers 94/96. S.F. 

Oak.land/ 1. Study traffic on Seventh St . • Maritime Port & Study H 
Alameda St •• and Southern Pacific Rd. to develop City of Results 

so1ut1ons to ~rojected congestion caused Oak land Under 
by Bay Area port growth. Evaluation 

2. Improve 1ntersect1on at Harrison & 7th C1ty of c 
Sts. Oakland 

3. Constr~ct segments of Patton Hay & City of UC 
Atlantic Ave. extension, Alameda, that Alameda 
vould serve fncinal Terminals. 

4. Maintain truek route designation for City of c 
Buena Vista Avenue. Alameda 

s. Provide right lane <ewer West Grand> & tol l Cal trans s 
booth for tr~cks at Bay Bridge Toll Plaza. 

Richmond 1 . Develop rail capab,11ty at Richmond Port of s 
Terminals 2 •nd 3. Richmond 

2. I111prove rail access at Meeker Ave . Railroads/ UC 
Cal trans 

3. ImpTove Harbour Hay. City of c 
Richmond 

4. Construct John T. Knox Freeway. Cal trans UC 
s. Provide tempo~T.Y solution for westbound, Cal trans/ UC 

left-tllrning port traffic at I-580 (John T. City of 
Knox freeway) & Harbour Hay. Richmond 

Redwood 1. Improve Seaport Blvd. Port & UC 
City City of 

Redwood 
City 

Ben1c'a none 

Reg,onw1de 1. CoDrdtnate development of ground trans- MTC Annua l 
portat1on system with proposed port Review 
deve1Q>111nt. 

2. £nc~ge port oi>erators. trucking com- MTC s 
pan1ts. aar1ne terminal operators. and 
T&,lnads to paTt1c1pate 1n MTC's Commute 
Alt~tives Program. 

3. Develap & d1str1bute Bay Area port access MTC s 
lllPl. And study freeway signing to ports. 

1 S - short Tange; M - medium range; UC - under construction : C - completed 
2 L - desirable; H - 81Dre desirable; H - 110st desirable 
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San Francisco 
Bay CBay) 

San Francisco 
Bay Area 

Shoreline Sites 

Marine Terminal 

GLOSSARY 

For this plan, San Francisco Bay is defined as the four 
interconnected bays of South San Francisco Bay, Central 
San Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay, and Suisun Bay; all 
areas subject to tidal action from the south end of 
South San Francisco Bay to the Golden Gate to the 
eastern end of Suisun Bay (Grizzly Bay and Honker 
Bay). In practice, the eastern boundary of the study 
area 1s defined to include the Contra Costa County 
shoreline to the Antioch Bridge and the Solano County 
shoreline to the extent of the BCOC jurisdiction near 
Collinsville. 

The City and County of San Francisco and the Counties 
of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, Santa 
Clara, Solano and Sonoma. 

Shoreline lands or uplands bordering the Bay. 

Any public, private, proprietary or military waterfront 
facility utilized for the receipt or shipment of 
waterborne cargo. Marine terminals serving an 
i ndustr1a 1 function where the product transferred over 
the wharf 1s processed Ce.g., crude on refinery> are 
not included in this plan. For purposes of this plan, 
a marine terminal includes the wharf, storage area, 
offices, rail and truck. facilities, container freight 
stations, 1ntermoda1 container transfer facilities, 
areas for maintenance of containers or container­
handling equipment, and other functions necessary to 
the efficient operation of a terminal; 1t does not 
include employee park.ing. 

Marine Terminal Berth A marine terminal berth includes a wharf and other 
11arine terminal facilities necessary to support a 
single ship berth. 

Port Priority Use 
Areas 

Regional Transpor­
tation System 

Waterborne 
Cargo 

Port priority use areas include within their premises 
marine terminals and directly-related anc111ary activ­
ities 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 act1vity, chandlers and marine services. 
Other uses, especially public access and public commer­
cial recreational development, are permissible uses 
provided they do not significantly 1aipa1r the efficient 
utilization of the port area. 

The network of railroads, highways, pipelines, airways, 
and waterways and related facilities and services, and 
tenninal areas, public or private, serving the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

Receipts and shipments of foreign and domestic water­
borne cargoes. 
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Mar,ne Terminal 
Capa,ity 

Capac,ty Est,mates 
or Reg1on•s Capacity 

Cargo Forecast 

DelDand Estimates 

Wear-Term Sites 

1.ong-Ten1 Sites 

The 111a.ximum practical capability of a marine terminal to 
handle cargo--measured in metric tonnes per year. 

The estimated cumulative capacity of the Bay Area's then 
•xisting marine terminals. Table 3 of the 1988 Seaport 
Plan Revision Future Demand for Marine Cargo Terminal 
report displays the estimate of capacity used . in this 
Plan. 

For this plan, productivity is defined as the per berth 
capacity of aar1ne terminals. 

- The projected flow of waterborne cargo through Bay Area 
ports <measured in •etric tonnes>. 

The projected need for future 11a ri ne tenn1na1 deve 1 op­
aent (measured as a number of berths). 

Those shoreline sites considered to be the best for 
marine terminal development. 

Those shoreline sites that could be considered for 
development after the near-term sites have been used. 

Active TeT'll1na1 S1tes £x1sting marine terminal fac111t1es that are expected 
to remain active for the foreseeable future. 

HU 1 tlry S1 tes Shoreline sites within military installations that have 
potential for marine terminal use, if and when the 
military no longer needs them. 

· lNSTlTUTIONS/LEGISLATION 

lay Area Ports 

As1oc,at1on of Bay 
Area Governments 
<ABAG) 

Ca11forn1a 
Departaent of 
Transportation 
(~lb'&ns) 

1iolden Gate Ports 
Association CGGPA> 

MIT1t111e 
Adm1n1strat1on 
CMarAd) 

Enc1na1 Terminals and the ports of Beni ch, Oak 1 and, 
Redwood City. Richmond, and San Francisco. 

Created in January 1961 as a Bay Area regional land-use 
planning agency: primary function is to provide a frame­
work for dealing with regional problems on a coopera­
tive and coordinated bash. Not a governmental body; 
fonna 1 organization provided by contractua 1 agreement 
between member cities and counties. 

CTeated 1n July 1973 by the state Leg1 slature as an 
agency Tespons1ble for the statewide coordination of 
11Ulti-1110dal comprehensive transportation planning and 
development. 

Stt "tiorthern ta11fornia Ports and Terminals Bureau.u 

" federa 1 agency, wi th1 n the Department of Transpor­
tation, responsible for promoting the U.S. merchant 
urine and the development of U.S. ports and marine 
tenn1nal facilities . 
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INSTITUTIQNS/LEGISLATIQN Ccont.) 

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission CMTC> 

Northern California 
Ports and Terminals 

. Bureau CNORCAL> 

San Francisco 
Bay Conservation 
and Development 
Commission CBCDC> 

U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers 

McAteer-Petris 
Act C1965) <Sections 
66600-66658. Title 
7.2. California 
Government Code> 

REGIONAL PLANS 

Regional 
Transportation 
Plan CRTP) 

San Francisco 
Bay Plan 

Created by the State Legislature to provide multi­
modal, comprehensive regional transportation planning 
and financial progra11111ing for the nine county San 
Francisco Bay Area. Has responsibilities for reviewing 
any applications for federal or state funds. 1f such 
application has a transportation element. 

Created in 1952 for rate making purposes; renamed as 
Golden Gate Ports Association to advocate the views of 
the Bay Area and Delta port industry with respect to 
regional port planning. Membership includes the ports 
of Redwood City. Oakland. San Francisco. Richmond, 
Stockton. and Sacramento. 

Created by the State Legislature in 1965; has responsi­
bi11t1es for regulating the use of the Bay shoreline. 
and has the power to grant or deny permits for a 11 
Bay filling and dredging. 

A Federal agency under the Department of Defense respon­
sible for inaintaining the navigable waters of the 
United States. 

Created BCDC and set criteria for evaluating proposed 
Bay fill and dredging projects . Used in conjunction 
with the BCOC San Francisco Bay Plan to eva 1 uate a 11 
permit applications for Bay port development and re­
lated fill or dredging. 

First adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Com­
mission in June 1973. to guide development of a safe. 
efficient and environmentally responsive regional 
transportation system at a reasonable cost for the 
movement of people and goods. Revisions are incorpor­
ated annua 11 y. 

Adopted 1n 1969, by BCDC as a plan to guide future uses 
of San Francisco Bay and its shoreline area. Used in 
conjunction with the McAteer-Petris Act to evaluate all 
permit applications for Bay port development and 
related fill or dredging. 

COtttQOITY CATEGQRIES/MEANS OF CARRIAGE 

Break Bulk Cargo 

Conta1 ner1zed 
Cargo 

Cargo handled 1n individually packaged units. 

General cargo packed in standard size weather-tight 
boxes. Cargo remains 1n container from origin to 
destination. 
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COMHOPITY (;ATEGQRIES/MEANS OF CARRIAGE (cont.) 

,.eo-Bulk Cargo 

Dry Sulk Cargo 

Dry targo 

L1qu1d Bulk Cargo 

1lo11-on/Ro11-off 
(RO/RO) 

l,ghter Aboard 
Ship CLASH) 

Cargoes generally shipped in large quantities and 
having some characteristics of bulk commodities . 
Neo-bulk cargoes 1 n the Bay Area are genera 1 ly autos. 
steel products, and newsprint. · 

Cargoes loaded or unloaded in conveyor belts, spouts or 
scoops, and not placed individually; flowable cargoes; 
rice, grain, various ores, etc.; stored loose . 

- All break bulk, containerized, neo-bulk, and dry bulk 
cargoes . 

L1qu1d cargoes, such a petroleum or vegetable oil, that 
are shipped in tanks rather than small individual un1ts . 

A method of ocean transport which permits wheeled vehic­
cles <e.g., autos, trucks, forklifts) to drive on and 
off the vessel under their own power. 

A method of ocean transport which uses lighters Ci.e. , 
barges) capable of carrying smaller standard sized 
cont a 1 ners, genera 1 cargo or bu 1 k cargo. LASH barges 
are taken aboard sh1p or discharged by shipboard cranes. 
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