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Request Number IR1-01: How the VFPA’s Authority is Asserted
Information Request
Describe the jurisdictional powers of the VFPA with respect to specific authorities or
requirements that it could put in place:
•
•
•

during the design and construction of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project;
on container terminal and logistics operators during the operation phase; and
on vessels that intend to enter, or are within the waters controlled by the Port
Authority.

The response should include detailed descriptions as to how VFPA exercises these authorities
for the existing facilities at Roberts Bank, and what practices and procedures VFPA currently
requires ships operating within its jurisdiction to follow so as to ensure efficient navigation
and environmental protection.
VFPA Response
1

The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority’s (VFPA’s) authority to conduct a broad range of activities

2

is primarily found in its enabling legislation, the Canada Marine Act. A summary of this Act is

3

in Section 1.3.2.2 of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Section 8 of the Canada

4

Marine Act authorises the Minister of Transportation to issue letters patent incorporating a

5

port authority. Article 7 of the VFPA’s letters patent includes a list of authorised port activities.

6

These activities include developing rules and procedures respecting the use, occupancy, and

7

operations of the port; fixing fees; constructing facilities; and leasing and licensing federal

8

real property in its own name. The Canada Marine Act’s Port Authorities Operations

9

Regulations give the port authority the power to regulate certain specific activities such as

10

dredging, remedial excavations, handling and storing dangerous goods, and water lot clean-

11

up, as a few examples.

12

The response below is organised under the following sub-headings:

13
14
15
16
17
18

1. How will the VFPA assert its jurisdictional authority during design and construction of
the proposed Project?
2. How will the VFPA assert its jurisdictional authority during operation of the proposed
Project?
3. How does the VFPA assert its jurisdictional authority on vessels that intend to enter or
are within its navigable waters?
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1. How will the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority assert its jurisdictional authority
during design and construction of the proposed Project?
19

The VFPA designed the Project in sufficient detail that prospective Infrastructure Developers

20

and Terminal Operators can fairly compete for the construction work. Section 4.0 of the EIS

21

describes the construction components of the marine terminal that will be the Infrastructure

22

Developer’s responsibility, while the Terminal Operator will be responsible for constructing

23

and installing terminal infrastructure from the pavement up.

24

Should the government issue a decision to approve the Project, the VFPA will be responsible

25

for fulfilling the environmental conditions required by the government. Construction

26

agreements between the VFPA and the Infrastructure Developer and Terminal Operator will

27

require those parties to abide by these environmental conditions. Provisions in the

28

construction agreements will require the contractor to employ a qualified, independent (third-

29

party) professional to act as an environmental monitor during construction-phase activities.

30

The environmental monitor will be responsible for overseeing all works associated with

31

construction of the Project to independently verify and report compliance with the terms and

32

conditions of the Project’s approval by the federal government as well as any additional

33

requirements stipulated by the provincial Environmental Assessment Office.

34

In consultation with the Infrastructure Developer, Terminal Operator, the VFPA, and

35

regulatory agencies, the construction environmental monitors will oversee all works

36

associated with construction of the Project to independently verify and report compliance. The

37

VFPA will continually monitor the progress of the construction, communicating with the

38

environmental monitors to ensure that the terms and conditions of the construction

39

agreements are satisfied. Breaches of contractual terms are governed by the agreements’

40

terms as well as by the common law. The construction environmental monitors will have the

41

authority to issue stop-work orders if construction activities are deemed to be in non-

42

compliance.
2. How will the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority assert its jurisdictional authority
during operation of the proposed Project?

43

During the operation of container terminals constructed on federal real property, whether at

44

Roberts Bank or in the inner harbour, enforcement of the VFPA’s statutory jurisdiction is

45

facilitated by agreements with these tenants. Agreements between the VFPA and the Terminal

46

Operator are commonly a berth corridor agreement and a land lease.
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47

Generally, a berth corridor agreement applies to the water-side of the terminal while the lease

48

applies to the land-side of the terminal. Both agreements have extensive provisions relating

49

to the environmental management of the terminal. The VFPA manages these agreements in

50

its Real Estate department. This department is supported by other departments, including

51

Environmental Programs, Planning and Development, Engineering, Marine Operations, and

52

Legal Services to ensure compliance with contract provisions and other port-wide rules,

53

procedures, regulations, and initiatives.
Berth Corridor Agreement

54

In a standard berth corridor agreement, the VFPA asserts its authority through its terms and

55

conditions. While the VFPA has a standard berth corridor agreement, each terminal is unique

56

and specific terms are negotiated between the parties based on many factors. These

57

agreements are confidential as they are commercially sensitive. Berth corridor agreements

58

contain standard environmental provisions, such as a Terminal Operator must not permit any

59

damages to the berth corridor, must undertake security measures both for goods and persons,

60

and must not permit or cause anything that results in contamination or environmental damage

61

to the berth corridor. As stated above, there are additional environmental provisions in the

62

negotiated agreement that are unique to each terminal. For example, environmental

63

provisions might be added based on the product shipped at the specific terminal, the

64

terminal’s location, or its age. Breaches of the agreement’s terms are governed by provisions

65

negotiated between the parties and may ultimately lead to court.
Land Lease Agreement

66

Similarly, the VFPA’s standard form lease has numerous provisions that require the tenant to

67

be a prudent and careful manager of the federal real property it leases. Examples of these

68

provisions are the obligation to carry out regular safety inspections; to maintain the premises

69

in a clean and sanitary condition; to comply with all rules and regulations established by the

70

VFPA; to abide by all applicable statutes; to avoid contamination; to undertake periodic

71

environmental tests as directed by the VFPA; and to obtain approval of any proposed

72

improvements on the leased premises prior to undertaking the work.

73

Should the Project be approved, any conditions of the government’s Decision Statement that

74

extend into the operational phase of the Project, including operational environmental

75

management plans, would be added to the Terminal Operator’s lease and berth corridor

76

agreement as binding provisions.
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77

On an ongoing basis, the VFPA monitors the federal real property and waters occupied by its

78

tenants. As with existing tenants, the Terminal Operator of RBT2 will be required to discuss

79

any issues arising under the lease and berth corridor agreements with the VFPA. These

80

meetings are often held on the lease site, to allow VFPA staff to determine if the conditions

81

of the lease agreement are being met. Similarly, the VFPA’s environmental experts will

82

regularly attend pursuant to the terms of the lease, especially if there are outstanding

83

obligations to undertake environmental tests for contamination or upgrade certain equipment

84

or practices. Other VFPA staff, such as from the Engineering and Planning and Development

85

departments, may also undertake site visits / inspections as needed to monitor compliance

86

with VFPA permit conditions. As stewards of the federal real property, the VFPA requires its

87

tenants not to contaminate the lands and waters, enforcing this by requiring that an

88

environmental baseline is included as a provision in the agreements. Subsequent, regular,

89

environmental tests required under the lease then record whether this baseline is exceeded.

90

Additional lease provisions set out obligations of the tenant to remediate any contamination

91

discovered by these periodic environmental tests.
VFPA Permitting for Existing Tenants

92

No work can be undertaken within the VFPA’s jurisdiction without its prior authorisation. Such

93

authorisation is conferred by VFPA permits issued through the Project and Environmental

94

Review process (“PER”). If a terminal tenant plans to undertake construction for expansion or

95

upgrades, it must first go through PER. The specific process depends on the project with four

96

categories (A-D) to accommodate projects of increasing complexity. Detailed information

97

about the PER process is available via the VFPA website.

98

In addition to project permits, where applicable, the VFPA also issues building and occupancy

99

permits for buildings and structures within its jurisdiction. The VFPA uses accredited building

100

code consultants contracted for plan review. The VFPA requires that designs of buildings and

101

structures comply with the National Building Code of Canada as well as the National Fire Code

102

of Canada. Contracted building code consultants advise the VFPA on the compliance of

103

reviewable structures with these Codes, and then make recommendations on the issuance of

104

building permits or suitability for occupancy as appropriate.

105

Under the Port Authorities Operations Regulations, the VFPA is responsible for the safety of

106

persons and property within port lands and waters as well as the environmental protection of

107

the port and the management of marine infrastructure and services. Accordingly, the

108

regulations provide for the VFPA to issue written instructions to cease, remove, return, and
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109

restore, whether or not an authorisation was previously received. Recent examples where the

110

VFPA exercised this authority is in regards to the removal of derelict vessels on the Fraser

111

River. Under the regulations, the VFPA has the authority to conduct the removal or restoration

112

itself at the expense of the person if they fail to remove the item or to restore the property

113

immediately. Similar powers exist for stopping and restoring unauthorised works.

114

Finally, another category of permit that the VFPA can issue to an existing Terminal Operator

115

is a marine event permit. All organised activities on the water within the VFPA’s jurisdiction

116

require a marine event permit. An example of work that requires such a permit is marine

117

survey work.

118

All VFPA permitting requirements would apply to the RBT2 Terminal Operator and to the

119

Infrastructure Developer when maintenance is required.
3. How does the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority assert its jurisdictional authority
on vessels that intend to enter or are within its navigable waters?

120

Every vessel either in or seeking to enter the port is subject to the orders of the port authority

121

with respect to its entry, departure, draught, berth, anchorage, location, speed, direction,

122

and means and method of movement, whether or not such orders are issued through or by

123

the Canadian Coast Guard’s Marine Communications and Traffic Services.

124

The VFPA asserts its authority on vessels that intend to enter, or are within the waters

125

controlled by the port authority by monitoring and enforcing the practices and procedures

126

described in the Port Information Guide (Appendix IR1-01-A). This document is available

127

for download on the VFPA’s website. The VFPA’s jurisdiction as described in Figure 1-3 of the

128

EIS is appended here for completeness (Appendix IR1-01-B).

129

The Port Information Guide derives its authority from the Canada Marine Act, the Port

130

Authorities Operations Regulations, and from the VFPA’s letters patent. The guide’s purpose

131

is to promote safe and efficient navigation within the local waters of the port and to protect

132

the marine environment. The practices and procedures govern a dynamic marine operations

133

environment and are updated regularly to reflect international rules and standards as

134

established by the International Maritime Organization (IMO). The practices and procedures

135

apply to all vessels in the port, including pleasure craft and recreational vessels, and to all

136

persons responsible for the planning, operation, conduct, and safe navigation of such vessels,

137

including tenants.
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138

The implementation of the various requirements described in the Port Information Guide is

139

shared by the VFPA, the Canadian Coast Guard, Transport Canada, and the Pacific Pilotage

140

Authority, among others. The responsibilities of these organisations were outlined at the Panel

141

Orientation Session #2 on September 16, 2016.

142

The Harbour Master’s Office of the VFPA governs port practices and procedures and has

143

responsibilities related to the safety of navigation and marine operations within the jurisdiction

144

of the VFPA, as outlined in the Port Information Guide.
Overview of the Port Information Guide

145

Among other things, the Port Information Guide outlines practices and procedures related to

146

arrival and departure checklists, navigation, movement of dangerous goods, waste removal,

147

marine mammal critical habitat, speed, use of pilots, anchorage procedures, environmental

148

requirements, vessel discharges, noise and lights, adverse weather conditions, bunkering,

149

and cargo operations, including loading/discharging and cleaning. Appendices to the Port

150

Information Guide provide data sheets for all terminals within the Port of Vancouver.

151

Every vessel entering the port may be subject to a visit from a harbour patrol officer. During

152

a visit on board, the officer may issue orders to accomplish certain tasks and may ask to see

153

certain documents. These will generally relate to sealing of over-side discharge valves, bunker

154

fuel in use, and overall compliance with the practices and procedures within the Port

155

Information Guide.

156

An enforcement officer designated pursuant to section 108 of the Canada Marine Act may

157

board any vessel and conduct inspections of the vessel to determine whether the vessel

158

complies with any of the provisions of these practices and procedures. The enforcement officer

159

may direct any vessel to provide them with reasonable information concerning the condition

160

of the vessel, its equipment, the nature and quantity of its fuel, and the manner and locations

161

in which the cargo and the fuel of the vessel are stored, and any other reasonable information

162

that they consider appropriate for the administration of these practices and procedures.

163

Enforcement officers certified under the Act may be from a number of organisations in addition

164

to the VFPA, including Canadian Coast Guard, Transport Canada, and the Pacific Pilotage

165

Authority. The enforcement officer may take any action or issue any orders on board a vessel

166

with respect to that vessel that is considered necessary or reasonable in the circumstance to:
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167

•

Prevent the occurrence, commission, or continuation of a violation or offence under

168

law, or any other act or regulation within the port authority's responsibility or

169

jurisdiction; and

170

•

Gather evidence, information, materials, or samples of any substance or material that

171

may be required by the port authority with respect to a violation or offence under any

172

other act or regulation within the port authority's responsibility or jurisdiction.
Environmental Policy

173

As outlined in Section 1.3.3.2 of the EIS, the port authority has created a suite of industry-

174

leading programs to promote a healthy ecosystem, minimise environmental impacts from port

175

operations, and grow a sustainable gateway. The VFPA was the first port authority in Canada

176

to have a dedicated environmental team, established in 1991.

177

The following programs are relevant to container vessels calling the existing Roberts Bank

178

terminal and that would call on the Project, should it be built:

179



Shore Power: In 2009, the Port of Vancouver became the first port in Canada, and

180

the third in the world, to install shore power facilities for cruise ships. This system

181

enables cruise ships to shut off their diesel-powered engines and connect to the land-

182

based hydroelectric grid while docked at Canada Place, improving air quality and

183

reducing noise. The VFPA is working with BC Hydro and container terminals to expand

184

shore power infrastructure and enable container vessels to plug in while docked.

185



Northwest Ports Clean Air Strategy: The VFPA is working with the ports of Seattle

186

and Tacoma and government agencies, such as Environment Canada, to reduce port-

187

related air emissions in the Georgia Basin / Puget Sound airshed through the Northwest

188

Ports Clean Air Strategy. This strategy establishes air quality and greenhouse gas

189

emissions reduction goals through to 2020, and reports regularly on progress towards

190

these targets.

191



EcoAction Program: 1 The EcoAction Program promotes emission reductions by

192

offering discounted harbour dues to ocean-going vessels that have implemented

193

emission reduction measures and other environmental practices. A variety of fuel

194

quality, technology, and environmental management practices are eligible to receive

1 The VFPA’s use of the name EcoAction refers to a program specifically intended to promote improved
environmental performance within the shipping industry and is not related to the EcoAction Community
Funding Program administered by Environment and Climate Change Canada.
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195

discounted harbour dues rates. As of January 2017, the EcoAction program includes

196

incentives for vessels that have technology that reduces underwater noise.

197

Together with the practices and procedures found in the Port Information Guide, these

198

environmental programs support efforts to protect the marine environment.
Appendices
Appendix IR1-01-A

Port Information Guide (August 2016)

Appendix IR1-01-B

Figure from the EIS
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Initiated by

In association with

Supported by

GENERAL INTRODUCTION
This guide has been written for masters of seagoing vessels, shipping lines, publishers of
nautical information and any other party that needs nautical information.

LEGAL DISCLAIMER
The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (the port authority) makes every effort to make and
maintain the contents of this document as up-to-date, accessible, error-free and complete as
possible; however, the correctness and completeness of these contents cannot be guaranteed.
The port authority accepts no liability for the occurrences and/or consequences of errors, faults
or incompleteness, or any other omission in connection with the information provided by this
document. In case of any discrepancies or inconsistencies between this document and the
applicable legislation, including port regulations, the latter will prevail. Any substantive change to
port regulations, practices or procedures would be reflected in amendments to this manual as
soon as practicable.

CONTACT PORT
The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority is a port authority established pursuant to the Canada
Marine Act, S.C. 1998 C. 10 as amended.

CONTACT PERSON FOR PORT INFORMATION
24/7 Port Operations Centre +1 604 665 9086

WEBSITE OF THE PORT
portvancouver.com

WEBSITE OF THIS DOCUMENT
http://www.portvancouver.com/marine-operations/port-information-guide/
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RECORD OF CORRECTIONS
Date
2014-09-03
2015-04-23
2015-08-25
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2016-09-12

Page
All

Correction subject
Initial publication

All
All
All

Notice of Amendment – June 15,2015
Notice of Amendment – Dec 3, 2015
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Source
Port Authority
Port Authority
Port Authority
Port Authority
Port Authority

DEFINITIONS
Act
Authority
Barge
Bollard pull
Boom section
Bunkering
Bunkering checklist
Cargo
Clear Narrows
Clearance

Means the Canada Marine Act, as amended
from time to time.
Means the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority,
established under the Act.
Means a vessel designed with no means of
self-propulsion.
Means the sustained useful pulling capability
of the towing vessel.
Means a boom measuring 20 metres in
length by 20 metres in width enclosed by
boom sticks.
The planning and actual safe transfer of
bunker oil from a bunker vessel to another
vessel.
The bunkering checklist as referred to in the
latest edition of International Safety Guide for
Oil Tankers and Terminals (ISGOTT).
In respect of a ship, means any goods towed
by or loaded aboard a ship or aboard a ship
under tow.
Means the transit of a vessel through an
MRA unimpeded by any other vessel.
Means an authorization from MCTS for a
vessel to enter, move within or depart from
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Critical habitat

Dangerous goods

Daytime
Deep sea vessel

Floating property

Foreshore

Harbour master's office

Harbour patrol officer / Transport Canada
enforcement officer
Holding area

Inner (easterly) light

ISGOTT
Jet skis

an MRA subject to any conditions specified in
these orders.
The habitat that is necessary for the survival
or recovery of a listed wildlife species that is
identified as the species’ critical habitat in the
recovery strategy or in the action plan for the
species.
Means any commodity that is identified in the
International Maritime Dangerous Goods
(IMDG) Code or the Transportation of
Dangerous Goods Act and Regulations (TDG
Regulations).
Means the hours between dawn and dusk as
defined by the morning and evening civil
twilight, respectively.
Means any vessel requiring a pilot or a vessel
certified to navigate beyond the limits of a
home trade voyage as defined in the Canada
Shipping Act.
Means any shed, shanty, boathouse or other
structure that is located on the waters
managed by the port authority and which is
designed, used or capable of being used
solely or partly for marine navigation.
Means the area managed by the port
authority between the low water mark at low
tide and the upper limit of wave wash at high
tide otherwise known as the high water mark.
Means the VFPA department that governs
port practices and procedures and has
responsibilities related to the safety of
navigation and marine operations within the
jurisdiction of VFPA.
Means an individual who represents the port
authority.
Means a designated area to which MRA-2
vessels subject to transit windows may be
directed by MCTS, or in which non-MRA
vessels, including non-piloted tugs and
barges, in agreement with MCTS can hold
themselves in readiness until conditions are
such that a safe transit of Second Narrows
MRA-2 can be executed.
Means Light No. 385 as set forth in the
Pacific Coast - List of Lights, Buoys and Fog
Signals, as published by the Canadian Coast
Guard.
Means the International Safety Guide for Oil
Tankers and Terminals, latest edition.
see Personal Watercraft
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Ledcor tug boat dock
Light tug
Log
Marine Communications and Traffic Services
(MCTS)

Master

MRA
MRA-2

MRA-2 Transit

MRA-2 vessel

Non MRA-2 vessel

Outer (westerly) light

Operations Centre

Means 1,250 metres (1.25 kilometres)
upstream from the bottom of Mitchell Island.
Means a tug which is unencumbered by a
vessel, barge, logs, or other means.
Means any bolt, pole, pile, boom stick,
swifter, rider, tree or other unmanufactured
wood product.
Provides marine safety communications coordination with rescue resources and Joint
Rescue Co-ordination (JRCC); vessel traffic
services and waterway management,
broadcast weather and safety information;
sail plan services in addition to support for
other government and marine agencies.
Means the person in command and charge of
a vessel. It does not include a licensed pilot,
within the meaning of section 1.1 of the
Canadian Pilotage Act, while the pilot is
performing pilotage duties under that Act.
A movement restriction area with the Port of
Vancouver.
Means the Second Narrows Movement
Restriction Area and comprises the area
enclosed within a line drawn north from the
Terminal Dock light to the north shore of
Burrard Inlet, and a line drawn north from
Berry Point Light to the north shore on the
opposite side of the channel.
Means a movement within the Second
Narrows MRA that includes passing under
the Second Narrows Iron Workers Memorial
Bridge and the Second Narrows Railway
Bridge.
Means a vessel restricted by the MRA-2
transit windows during transit and when
manoeuvring within MRA-2 including all tug
and barge combinations.
Means a vessel that is not restricted by the
MRA-2 transit windows during transit and
when manoeuvring within MRA-2, such as
pleasure craft and sailing vessels under
power, small fishing vessels and light tugs.
Means Light No. 381 as set forth in the
Pacific Coast - List of Lights, Buoys and Fog
Signals, as published by the Canadian Coast
Guard.
The primary contact for all operations taking
place within the areas managed by the port
authority, also the primary contact for the
Harbour Master.
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Personal watercraft

Piloted vessel
Pleasure craft

Port

Port authority vessel
Port facility

Recreational vessel
Second Narrows bridges
Ship

Slack water
Tanker
Terminal

Means a water-jet driven vessel with an
enclosed hull and no cockpit and a maximum
length of 4 metres, that is designed to be
used by one or more persons.
Means a vessel that is under the conduct of a
pilot in accordance with the Pacific Pilotage
Authority Regulations.
Means any boat that you use only for
pleasure activities like fishing, water sports
and entertaining friends. It also includes a
boat you use for subsistence hunting and
fishing or for daily living (for example, in
remote areas, going from one village to
another).
Means the navigable waters under the
jurisdiction of a port authority and the real
property and immovables that the port
authority manages, holds or occupies as set
out in the letters patent.
Means a vessel which represents the port
authority.
Per the Act, means a wharf, pier, breakwater,
terminal, warehouse or other building or work
that is located in, on or adjacent to, navigable
waters that is used in connection with
navigation or shipping, land incidental to its
use and any land adjacent to navigable
waters that is used in connection with
navigation or shipping.
Means a vessel that has the primary role of
recreation (i.e. not intended for commercial
use or hire).
Means the Second Narrows Iron Workers
Memorial Bridge and the Second Narrows
Railway Bridge.
Means every description of vessel, boat or
craft designed, used or capable of being used
solely or partly for marine navigation, whether
self-propelled or not and without regard to the
method of propulsion, and includes a seaplane and a raft or boom of logs or lumber.
Means tidal currents generally not greater
than 0.5 knots.
Means a ship designed to carry liquid cargo
in bulk, including a combination carrier when
being used for this purpose.
Means a place where deep sea vessels are
berthed or moored for the purpose of loading
or discharging cargo.
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Terminal representative
Tractor tug
Under keel clearance (UKC)
Victoria MCTS

Vessel
Vessel in heel

Vessel in product

Means a person designated by the terminal
to take responsibility for an operation or duty.
Means a tug capable of creating forces in
multiple directions (generally equipped with
cycloid or 360° azimuth drive propulsion).
Means the depth of water between a vessel's
keel and the waterway bottom.
Means the Canadian Coast Guard's Marine
Communications and Traffic Services Centre
in Victoria, which provides vessel traffic
services in Sector 1 (Roberts Bank), Sector 2
(Fraser River) and Sector 3 (Vancouver).
see Ship
Refers to a gas carrier in the ballast
condition, and with a small amount of cargo
remaining on board, sufficient to keep the
cargo tanks cooled.
Refers to a ship with a summer deadweight
tonnage (SDWT) of 40,000 or greater
carrying liquids in bulk in excess of 6000
tonnes. For vessels less than 40,000 SDWT,
in product refers to when carrying liquids in
bulk equating to 15% or more of the summer
deadweight of the vessel.

Back to top
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1 Foreword
Harbour Master

1.1 GENERAL
This document titled “Port Information Guide” was created pursuant to Section 56 of the Canada
Marine Act and aligned with the standards of the International Harbour Masters Association. It
contains a set of localized practices and procedures designed to promote safe and efficient
navigation within the waters of the port and support efforts to protect the marine environment.
The practices and procedures contained in the manual apply to all vessels in the port, including
pleasure craft and recreational vessels, as well as other users of the port, including tenants, and
may be amended from time to time by the port authority upon thirty days’ notice.
Further information pertaining to their application may be obtained by contacting the Operations
Centre at +1 604 665 9086 or by email at harbour_master@portvancouver.com

1.2 PORT REPORT
The Port of Vancouver is Canada’s largest port and is operated by the Vancouver Fraser Port
Authority. The port authority is committed to facilitating Canada’s trade objectives, ensuring
goods are moved safely, while protecting the environment and considering local communities.
We invite you to explore our website to learn more about who we are and what we do.
portvancouver.com

1.3 PORT PERFORMANCE
Find performance statistics for the Port of Vancouver here.
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Harbour patrol vessels

Operations Centre
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2 Contact
information and
regulations

2.1 GENERAL
The Operations Centre is the primary point of contact for the port authority.
In case of fire, accident, dangerous situation or disturbance affecting safe and efficient
navigation in the port or environmental protection of the waters of the port, the Operations
Centre is available and equipped to take action. For further reporting requirements, see Part IV.
No vessel shall moor or anchor without approval of the port authority and then only at such
places and in such a manner as directed.
Where the owner or person in charge of a vessel in the port is not available or refuses or
neglects to obey any order to move the vessel, the port authority may, at the expense of the
owner of the vessel:
•
•
•
•

Take possession of and remove the vessel
Use any means of force reasonably necessary to move the vessel
Order tugs to move the vessel
Moor or anchor the vessel at any place satisfactory to the port authority

2.2 CONTACT INFORMATION
OPERATIONS CENTRE
The Operations Centre is open 24 hours a day and seven days a week, 365 days per year. The
office can be contacted by calling +1 604 665 9086 or by email at
harbour_master@portvancouver.com.

PORT AUTHORITY VESSELS
Port authority vessels are in operation seven days a week. Harbour patrol officers on board
these vessels represent the port authority. The vessels may be contacted through the
Operations Centre.

MARINE COMMUNICATION AND TRAFFIC SERVICES
Marine Communications and Traffic Services (MCTS) can communicate with, and monitor the
movement of vessels in the port.
All vessels transiting the port with VHF radio capability, and not just those required to by the
Marine Communications and Vessel Traffic Services Zone Regulations, should monitor the VHF
channel used for MCTS communications in the respective area.
In the Vancouver Harbour limits MCTS uses VHF channel 12 for communications.
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In the southern Vancouver Harbour limits (Iona to the international boundary not including the
Fraser River) MCTS uses VHF channel 11 for communications.
In the Fraser River limits MCTS uses VHF channel 74 for communications.
Be aware that log loading operations at Timberland basin must be on stand-by and monitor VHF
channel 08.
Periodic notices of actions required of vessels in the port will be distributed by MCTS as notices
to shipping or on the continuous marine broadcast.

PACIFIC GATEWAY PORTAL
The pacific gateway portal is the port authority’s customer and stakeholder portal. It is where
port users can request services and access information. The services offered include:
•
•
•
•

Marine event applications
Dangerous goods permits
Harbour dues applications
Vessel service requests such as anchorage requests, engine immobilization or hold
inspections.

For more information about vessel service requests, see Part II – Section 5.3.
To create an account visit the pacific gateway portal here.

2.3 RULES AND REGULATIONS
The rules and regulations in the port contribute to the safe, efficient, and environmentally
responsible handling of shipping traffic. The Canadian rules and regulations that are in force in
the port such as the Canada Marine Act, and the Marine Transportation Security Regulations
(MTSR), as well as Practices and Procedures pursuant to Section 56 of the Canada Marine Act
are aligned with international rules and standards as established by the International Maritime
Organization (IMO). These include such rules and standards as the SOLAS convention as
amended, and its supporting codes (e.g. the IMDG code and IBC code). These practices and
procedures apply to all vessels within the port, and to all persons responsible for the planning,
operation, conduct and safe navigation of such vessels.
The Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Notices to mariners (NOTMAR) provide necessary
information to update all charts and nautical publications. It will advise you of new initiatives,
services and also some important announcements concerning the maritime community.
In accordance with the Canada Marine Act and the Port Authorities Operations Regulations, the
port authority will direct any entry, departure, anchorage, berthing, and movement.

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
•

Canada Marine Act (S.C. 1998, c. 10)
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Canada Shipping Act, 2001 (2001, c. 26)
Canada Transportation Act (S.C. 1996, c. 10)
Coasting Trade Act (S.C. 1992, c. 31)
Marine Transportation Security Act (S.C. 1994, c. 40)
Canada Customs Act [R.S.C., 1985, c. 1 (2nd Supp.)]
Navigation Protection Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. N-22)
Pilotage Act (R.SC., 1985, c. P-14)
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992 (c. 34)
Marine Transportation Security Regulations (MTSR)
Cargo, Fumigation and Tackle Regulations (SOR/2007-128)
Port Authorities Management Regulations (SOR/99-101)
Port Authorities Operations Regulations (SOR/2000-55)
Collision Regulations (C.R.C., c. 1416)
Transportation Safety Board Regulations
Plant Protection Policy for Asian Gypsy Moth

PORT TARIFF
Information regarding the port tariff can be found in the port authority’s fee document here.

NORTH AMERICAN EMISSION CONTROL AREA (NA-ECA)
The North American Emission Control Area (NA-ECA) is a program to help limit emissions from
ships by requiring vessels to burn fuel with a lower content of sulphur in waters up to 200
nautical miles from the coast of Canada. More information can be found here.
For information on the authority’s EcoAction incentive program, see section 14.5

2.4 EXEMPTIONS AND PERMITS
The authority may grant exemptions to the practices and procedures on a case by case basis or
in emergencies. Any request for exemptions must be made in writing to
harbour_master@portvancouver.com

2.5 RECENT IMPORTANT AMENDMENTS TO LAW
No records at this time

Back to top
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3 Arrival and
Departure
Checklists

3.1 GENERAL
Every vessel either in or seeking to enter the port is subject to the orders of the port authority in
respect of its entry, departure, draught, berth, anchorage, location, speed, direction and means
and method of movement, whether or not such orders are issued through or by MCTS.
For a quick reference of when and what to report please consult the checklists mentioned
below.

3.2 ARRIVAL CHECKLISTS
All commercial vessels over 350 gross tonnes, and all pleasure craft over 500 gross tonnes
(subject to compulsory pilotage) that are proceeding to an anchorage within the port, should
give as much notice as possible of arrival and ETA by submitting an anchorage request here..
Ships calling at terminals within the port should refer to the Port Sections Guide for specific
terminal information and arrival maneuvering instructions.
Other arrival requirements are outlined in the checklist below.
1
2
4
5
6
7
8

Time
ETA – 96 hours to Canadian
waters
ETA – 48 hours Victoria Pilot
Station
ETA – 48 hours Victoria Pilot
Station
ETA – 24 hours to Victoria Pilot
Station
When crossing mandatory Callin-Points (CIP)
ETA – 1 hour Victoria Pilot
Station
On arrival at Victoria Pilot
Station

Report
Pre-Arrival Information
Report (PAIR), see 4.4 and
4.5
Dangerous Goods, see 4.8

How
Master to TC

ETA to PPA, see 11.3

Agent to PPA

Marine Cargo Report to
CBSA, see 4.4
Name, CIP, ETA to next CIP

Agent to CBSA

Initial call to Pilot on VHF 17

Master to Pilot

Call to VTS on VHF 11 see
11.2

Master to MCTS

Agent to VFPA

Master to MCTS

3.3 DEPARTURE CHECKLISTS
Ships departing from any terminal in the port should refer to the Port Sections Guide for specific
terminal information and departure maneuvering instructions.
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Time
1
2

Report
ETD – 12 hours
ETD – 6 hours

3
4

15 minutes prior to departure
On departure

How
ETD for PPA, see 4.6
ETD revisions to PPA, see
4.6
VTS VHF 74/12
VTS VHF 74/12, see 11.2

Master/Agent to PPA
Master/Agent to PPA
Master to MCTS
Master to MCTS

Back to top
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4 Notification

4.1 GENERAL
Masters of deep sea vessels arriving at, staying in or departing from the port are obliged to
make previous notification on a variety of subjects as outlined in this section.

4.2 HEALTH
Advanced radio notification to a quarantine station applies only if a condition of health
irregularity occurs onboard. Masters should acquaint themselves with Section 12 of the
Quarantine Regulations. Vancouver and the surrounding cities and municipalities have full
service hospitals and medical services.
Vessels with individuals suffering from a communicable disease, or have been in close contact
with someone with a communicable disease, are obligated to inform the vessel agent prior to
arrival in Canada, who in turn is obligated to inform a Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA)
officer or a quarantine officer; the officer will then determine if there is a requirement for further
assessment.

4.3 IMMIGRATION
Starting in December 2013, citizens from certain countries/territories will need to give biometrics
(fingerprints and photograph) when they apply for a visa. Depending on citizenship, individuals
that plan to travel through Canada without stopping or those who are visiting for 48 hours or less
may require a transit visa. A transit visa may not be required if travel is from the United States.
See the Transit without Visa Program or the China Transit Program for details.

CREW MEMBERS WHO WISH TO GO ASHORE
All crew members that have cleared customs through the Canada Border Services Agency are
permitted to proceed ashore subject to Section 16.13

PASSENGERS
Any passengers onboard will be required to clear customs through CBSA at the same time as
the rest of the crew.
Passengers may proceed ashore subject to the same restrictions as crew.
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4.4 CUSTOMS
The Port of Vancouver is a port of entry and as such has customs facilities operated by Canada
Border Services Agency. The Advance Commercial Information program requires marine
carriers to electronically transmit the marine cargo report and supplementary cargo report (if
applicable) to CBSA 24 hours before arrival at the first port in Canada. Recreational boaters
can call 1-888-CAN-PASS (1-888-226-7277).

PRE-ARRIVAL INFORMATION REPORT (PAIR)
Note: Pursuant to the Marine Transportation Security Regulations, the following pre-arrival
information requirement does not apply to fishing vessels, pleasure craft and government
vessels.
The Master of a vessel listed below, engaged on a voyage from a port in one country to a port in
another country, shall ensure their vessel does not enter Canadian waters unless the Master
submits their Pre-Arrival Information Report (PAIR) to Transport Canada MARSEC West at
marsecw@tc.gc.ca before entering Canadian waters.
Vessels required to submit a PAIR to Transport Canada:
•
•
•
•

SOLAS (International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea) vessel of 500 tonnes
gross tonnage or more or is carrying more than 12 passengers
NON-SOLAS vessel that is more than 100 tonnes gross tonnage, other than a towing
vessel
NON-SOLAS vessel that carries more than 12 passengers
NON-SOLAS vessel that is a towing vessel engaged in towing a barge astern or
alongside or pushing ahead, if the barge is carrying certain dangerous cargoes

CANADA’S MARITIME ZONES
Canada measures its territorial waters from baseline (low water line).
Canadian Territorial Sea consists of a belt of sea 12 nautical miles from the low-water line
(baseline) along Canada’s coast.
The contiguous zone of Canada consists of an area of sea from 12 nautical miles to an outer
limit of 24 nautical miles from the low-water line (baseline). Federal law enforcement officials
may prevent the entry of person(s) in the contiguous zone of Canada from entry into Canada if
there is reasonable grounds to believe an offence may be committed.
The exclusive economic zone of Canada consists of an area of the sea beyond and adjacent to
the territorial sea of Canada extending to 200 nautical miles from low-water line along Canada’s
coast.
Canada’s maritime zones.
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4.5 ETA
Who
Master of
vessels
listed in
4.4

What
Pre-Arrival
Information
Report
(PAIR)

Agent of
vessels
listed in
4.4

Dangerous
Goods

To
Transport
Canada

How
When
Email report
96 hours
marsecw@tc.gc.ca prior to
entering
Canadian
waters
VFPA/Transport Online Application Prior to 48
Canada
hours from
Victoria
Pilot
Station

Remarks

Nil

A tanker transit notice must be submitted to the port authority herefor all transits of tankers
through the port, whether in product or empty.

4.6 ETD
The vessel agent and/or Master must give the port authority as much notice as possible with the
intended sailing time and any revisions to the estimated time of departure.
Tankers must give a minimum of 24 hours’ notice of the intended time of departure via a tanker
transit request on the Pacific Gateway Portal.

4.7 SECURITY
All commercial vessels over 350 gross tonnes and all pleasure craft over 500 gross tonnes
(subject to compulsory pilotage) that are proceeding to any terminal or anchorage within the port
must be prepared to provide a copy of each of the following documents:
•
•
•
•

International Ship Security Certificate (ISSC)
Crew list
Passenger list
Attendance list

For further information see Section 10
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4.8 DANGEROUS GOODS
Dangerous goods are products or substances regulated under the Canada Shipping Act, and
the Transport of Dangerous Goods Act (TDG). Dangerous goods that are to be loaded,
unloaded or remain on board a vessel (FROB) including barges, are to be handled in
compliance with the above two acts.

MOVEMENT OF DANGEROUS GOODS
Prior to the movement of dangerous goods within the port, VFPA, along with other regulatory
agencies, requires pre-notification of the movement of dangerous goods cargo. For an updated
distribution list please contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086. The list can also be
found on the Pacific Gateway Portal.
Applications for dangerous goods acceptance are submitted and processed online here.
For further information, please contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086

CARGO FUMIGATION AND TACKLE REGULATION (CFTR)
SECTIONS 114/115
Ammonium Nitrate and Ammonium Nitrate Based Fertilizer
114.
(1) No person shall load or unload
(a) ammonium nitrate; or
(b) more than 10 000 tonnes of ammonium nitrate based fertilizer.
(2) At least 24 hours before 150 tonnes or more of ammonium nitrate based fertilizer are to be
loaded onto or unloaded from a vessel, its master shall notify the following of the intention to
load or unload and the location where it will take place:
(a) the Department of Transport Marine Safety Office nearest to that location; and
(b) the harbour master at the port or, if there is no harbour master, the person responsible
for the port.
(3) The notification shall confirm that the fertilizer is considered to be free from the hazard of
self-sustaining decomposition when tested in accordance with section 4 of Appendix 2 to the BC
Code.
(4) The harbour master at the port or, if there is no harbour master, the person responsible for
the port at the location where loading or unloading ammonium nitrate based fertilizer will take
place shall ensure that information in respect of fire prevention, emergency procedures, storage,
cleanliness and separation from contaminants and other dangerous goods is available at the
location.
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Documentation
115.
(1) Every shipper of solid bulk cargo to be loaded onto a vessel in Canadian waters shall comply
with
(a) regulation 2 of Chapter VI and regulation 10 of Chapter XII of SOLAS;
(b) section 4 of the BC Code; and
(c) the provisions, if any, with respect to that cargo that are set out in a schedule to
Appendix 1 to the BC Code and that apply to the shipper.
(2) If the shipper does not provide a vessel’s master with the documents required to comply with
subsection (1), the vessel’s authorized representative and its master shall refuse to carry the
cargo.
(3) While solid bulk cargo is carried on a vessel, the vessel’s master shall keep on board
(a) the documents required to comply with the provisions referred to in paragraphs (1)(a) to
(c);
(b) the BC Code; and
(c) if the cargo is dangerous goods, the most recent version of the Medical First Aid Guide
for Use in Accidents Involving Dangerous Goods (MFAG), published by the IMO.
(4) Despite subsection (3), if the cargo is carried on an unoccupied vessel that is under tow, the
master of the towing vessel shall keep the documents on board the towing vessel.
(5) If the cargo is carried on an unoccupied vessel that is not under tow, the person in charge of
the unoccupied vessel shall ensure that the documents are kept on it in a manner that will keep
them clean and dry and readily accessible for inspection.
(6) The master of a vessel carrying solid bulk cargo other than dangerous goods shall keep on
board a document, such as a detailed stowage plan, that lists the cargo by its bulk cargo
shipping name and sets out its location.

IN THE EVENT OF AN EMERGENCY
Transport Canada operates the Canadian Transport Centre (CANUTEC) to assist emergency
response personnel in handling dangerous goods emergencies. The centre is staffed by
professional scientists specialized in emergency response, experienced in interpreting technical
information and providing advice.
In the event of an emergency involving dangerous goods, call CANUTEC at +1 613 996 6666 or
*666 on a cellular phone (no charge). http://www.tc.gc.ca/tdg.
Pacific Region:
•

Transportation of Dangerous Goods Offices (TDG) - New Westminster, Transport
Canada Centre, 225 – 625 Agnes Street, New Westminster, BC, V3M 5X4; +1 604
666 2955
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•

Transport Canada Marine Safety and Security - Compliance, Enforcement and
Cargo Services, #400 – 800 Burrard Street, Vancouver, BC, V6Z 2J8; +1 604 666
4200.

4.9 WASTE
All waste removal must be coordinated through the vessel’s agent including garbage, oily
water/bilge fluids, grey water, black water, and hazardous material.
For further details please see Section 14.5 of this document.

4.10 IOPP
All vessels requiring an IOPP Certificate must ensure that a valid, in date copy is available upon
the request of a harbour patrol officer, or other representative of the port authority.

4.11 MARINE MAMMAL CRITICAL HABITAT
British Columbia’s coastal ecosystem sustains populations of whales, porpoises and dolphins
(cetaceans). Marine mammals common to BC’s coast include southern and northern resident
killer whales, humpback, fin, blue and sei whales. Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has
published Species at Risk Act Recovery Strategies and Action Plans for a number of at-risk
whale species in the region designating critical habitat. Information can be found here.
We are committed to conducting operations in a responsible and sustainable manner that
safeguards and promotes continual protection of the environment. For these reasons, the
Enhancing Cetacean Habitat and Observation (ECHO) program has been developed.
Information about the ECHO program can be found on our website.
Vessels navigating to, from or within the Port of Vancouver are required to navigate with care
and are requested to report issues with marine mammals as per Section 6.2 of the Port
Information Guide.
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Image: Southern resident killer whale critical habitat and shipping lanes. Navigate with care.

4.12 EXPLANATION OF REPORTING CODES
N/A
Back to top
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5 Documentation

5.1 GENERAL
The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority places importance on complying with rules and
regulations. Therefore the vessel could be subject to inspection by Transport Canada (Port
State Control), the Canadian Food Inspection Agency and the port authority. To ensure smooth
operations, we advise vessels to keep the following documentation and certificates (or certified
copies of certificates) available at all times.

5.2 REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION, TO BE AVAILABLE AT
ALL TIMES
FOR GENERAL CARGO VESSEL/BULK CARRIER
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

IOPP (International Oil Pollution Prevention Certificate)
SOPEP (Ship Oil Pollution Emergency Plan)
Garbage record book
Oil record book Part I
Document of Compliance (in respect to dangerous goods)
Dangerous Goods Permit
Documentation regarding fumigant used to fumigate bulk cargoes
International Air Pollution Certificate
Bunkering Receipt
Ballast Water Management Transport Canada
Updated Charts for the intended routes
Notice to Shipmaster document
Vessel Arrival Package (supplied by Agent)
Ship Energy Efficiency Management Plan (SEEMP)
Hull and prop maintenance logs
International Sewage Pollution Prevention Certificate
Ship Membership Agreement with Western Canada Marine Response Corporation
Phytosanitary Certificate for Asian Gypsy Moth

FOR OIL/CHEMICAL/GAS CARRIER
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

IOPP (International Oil Pollution Prevention Certificate)
SOPEP (Ship Oil Pollution Emergency Plan)
Garbage record book
Oil record book Part I and II
Certificate of Fitness chemical/gas, including product list
Procedures and arrangements manual
Cargo record book
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•
•
•
•

Material safety datasheet(s)
Bill of lading
Shipping document for bulk liquid cargoes
Ship membership agreement with Western Canada Marine Response Corporation

Documentation Originals
Required
Valid ISSC certificate
Record of the last 10 ports of
call
Record of safety drills
Ship Security Officer’s (SSO)
certificate of Proficiency as
SSO
Certificate of class
Safety Management certificate
International load line
certificate
Approved Grain loading
manual – Healing Moments,
Hydrostatic Particulars,
Capacity Tables
Approved Stability manual
Document of Authorization to
load grain – Approved by class
Certificate by competent
person issued within last four
years certifying testing and
marks on lashing and
components
Cargo securing manual (if not
contained in Grain Loading
manual)
Code of Safe Practices for
ships carrying Timber deck
cargos
Cargo, stability, and healing
moments calculations on
Canadian Forms
Cargo securing manual
Approved deck cargo Stowage
and Lashing plan or Approved
Drawings
Ship’s particulars
Crew List
Cargo, stability, draft, SF and
BM, and Trim calculations

Grain Timber Coal Container

Passenger Tanker

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
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Bunker receipts
Last PSC inspection report
Draft, Shearing forces and
Bending Moments, Trim and
local strength calculations
Register of Cargo Gear for
geared vessels
International code for safe
carriage of grain in bulk

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

See also Chapter 15 – Port Inspections.

5.3 PACIFIC GATEWAY PORTAL
Some vessel operations require notification, and in some cases additional requirements, before
the work can proceed. To notify the port authority and request permission for certain work,
application must be made electronically through the Pacific Gateway Portal. To be able to
access the service you must register here.
The following operations require a vessel service request:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Anchoring;
Taking bunkers or fueling;
Cargo hold inspection;
Engine immobilization;
Hot work;
Lifeboat servicing;
Shifting along a berth without a pilot;
Tanker transits, and;
Other service requests (Including commercial diving operations).

For more information contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086

5.4 MARINE EVENTS
REQUIREMENTS FOR MARINE EVENTS
In all cases, the port authority will require that the organizers obtain comprehensive general
liability insurance in an amount and coverage acceptable to VFPA. The Vancouver Fraser Port
Authority is to be named as co-insured.
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HOLDING A MARINE EVENT IN THE PORT
The port authority authorizes events held within the port and aims to facilitate the safe and
orderly conduct of events.
For the purpose of this document a marine event includes, but is not limited to the following:














Yacht or boat race
Fireworks or performances
Hang gliding or parascending
Personal water craft
Water ski or wakeboard
Demonstration
Swimming event
Any sporting event
Sail past
Recreational event
Sub-aqua meet
Spiritual fish releases
Filming over the water with an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) – See section 10.4

PROCEDURES FOR MARINE EVENTS
The following procedures will be used for all marine events held within the port including events
held on property owned or administered by the port authority.
No person or vessel shall conduct or participate in a marine event, or in any other activity that is
liable to interfere with navigation or operations within the port, except with the written permission
of VFPA, which permission may be either general or specific as to place and time.
The port authority shall incur no liability in respect of any injury or loss of life or loss of or
damage to property resulting from any activity conducted on land or water managed, owned or
administered by the port authority regardless of whether or not the port authority has given
permission for such activity.
Persons wishing to hold a marine event in the port shall apply for and complete an “Application
to hold a Marine Event in the Port” form. The form must be completed electronically on the
Pacific Gateway Portal. For more information contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665
9086.
The completed application form will be submitted for Harbour Master approval. Allow five
working days for the application to be processed, any applications submitted less than five
working days prior to the event must be followed up with a telephone call to the Operations
Centre at +1 604 665 9086.
Organizers shall obtain the approval in writing prior to the event. If approval is given, the
organizers shall abide by any requirements listed on the approved application form.
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5.5 ON-WATER ADVERTISEMENT OR VISUAL DISPLAY
Displaying any form of advertisement or visual display (including placards, bills, signs or
devices) within the navigation jurisdiction of the port, and in waterfront or upland areas managed
by the port authority, is prohibited unless prior written approval has been obtained from VFPA.

5.6 DREDGING
Construction and dredging operations are prohibited within the port and in waterfront and upland
areas managed by the authority, unless prior written approval has been obtained.
Applications for construction and dredging operations must be submitted to the port authority
and approval received prior to commencement of such operations. Application forms may be
obtained by contacting the port authority or may be downloaded through the website.
Tenants are to apply for written authorization to carry out any maintenance dredging prior to
commencement of the activity.
More information can be found here.

5.7 CONSTRUCTION, WORKS OR DEVELOPMENT
Any proposals for construction, works, demolition or development may require a project review.
Authority staff are available to answer questions and provide application guidelines. For more
information visit our website.

Back to top
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6 Reporting

6.1 GENERAL
Masters of vessels in the port are obliged to report and/or request permission for a number of
issues/events. This section outlines those requirements.

6.2 ISSUES TO BE REPORTED
Issues / Events To Be
Reported
Navigational hazards, logs,
deadheads, oil or similar
pollution
Bunkering

Section To

Via

How

9

MCTS/VFPA

VHF 12/74
Verbal
(MCTS)/Telephone

14.7

VFPA

PGP / telephone

Repairs / immobilizing engine

5.3

VFPA

PGP

Hot work

5.3

VFPA

PGP

Lowering boats and rafts

14.2

MCTS/VFPA

PGP / VHF 12/74

Under water inspections /
diving
Seagoing vessels with the
intention to clean or wash
cargo tanks
Spills

5.3

VFPA

PGP

13.5

VFPA

E-mail

9

MCTS/VFPA

Collisions / grounding

9

MCTS/VFPA

Losing anchors or chain

9

MCTS/VFPA

Anchoring in port

14.6

VFPA

VHF 12/74 /
telephone
VHF 12/74 /
telephone
VHF 12/74 /
telephone / email
PGP

Tanker transit

5.3

MCTS/VFPA

PGP

Any situation that may
endanger the safety of shipping
Marine Mammal found dead or
in distress

9

MCTS/VFPA

14.5

BC Marine
Mammal
Response
Network

VHF 12/74 /
telephone / email
Telephone:
1.800.465.4336

Service
request
Service
request
Service
request
Verbal /
service
request
Service
request
Vessel
agent
Verbal
Verbal
Verbal or
written
Service
request
Service
request
Verbal or
written
Verbal

VFPA Operations Centre +1 604 665 9086 harbour_master@portvancouver.com
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MCTS Marine Communications & Traffic Services VHF 12 Call “Victoria Traffic” +1 250 363
6333.
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7 Port Description

7.1 GENERAL
The Port of Vancouver is Canada’s gateway for North American trade with Asia and other parts
of the World. The port is comprised of different areas including Burrard Inlet, English Bay, the
Fraser River and Roberts Bank.
As the third largest tonnage port in North America, we offer 27 major marine cargo terminals
and three Class 1 railroads, providing a full range of facilities and services to the international
shipping community.
The Port of Vancouver's deep-sea terminals offer extensive on-dock rail facilities. The port's
freshwater facilities offer integrated services for the automobile and coastal forest industries,
and for short-sea shipping. The Port of Vancouver serves as homeport for the VancouverAlaska cruise industry.

7.2 DEVELOPMENTS
For information on current projects and plans visit our website at portvancouver.com.

7.3 PORT LOCATION
The Port of Vancouver is located on Canada’s west coast in the Province of British Columbia.
The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority manages over 16,000 hectares of water, over 1,000
hectares of land and approximately 350 kilometers of shoreline. The port authority’s navigation
jurisdiction extends from Point Roberts at the Canada/U.S. border through Burrard Inlet to Port
Moody and Indian Arm, and from the mouth of the Fraser River, eastward to the Fraser Valley,
north along the Pitt River to Pitt Lake, and includes the north and middle arms of the Fraser
River.
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7.4 PORT LIMITS

7.5 LOAD LINES
Load Line Regulations (SOR/2007-99) fall under the Canada Shipping Act, 2001.

7.6 MAXIMUM SIZE VESSELS
The port has many areas with no restriction to vessel size. Some areas do have limitations to
either beam, draught, length or air draft. For more information about specific vessels please
contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086
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7.7 TIME ZONE
The port is located within the Pacific Time zone and observes daylight savings time from March
until November. Specific dates and times of the daylight savings change can be found online
here.
Pacific Standard Time (PST) is GMT/UTC -8h and Pacific Daylight Time (PDT) is GMT/UTC- 7h
during daylight savings.

7.8 LOCAL HOLIDAYS
There are five nationwide and five provincial holidays in British Columbia plus Easter Monday
and Boxing Day, both of which are bank holidays and commemorated by federal employees.
The five nationwide holidays are New Year’s Day (January 1), Good Friday (Friday before
Easter Sunday), Canada Day (July 1), Labour Day (First Monday in September), and Christmas
Day (December 25). The five provincial holidays are Family day (2nd Monday in February),
Victoria Day (Monday before May 25), British Columbia Day (Monday after the 1st Sunday of
August), Thanksgiving (second Monday in October) and Remembrance Day (November 11).

7.9 WORKING HOURS
The Operations Centre, MCTS and many other port services are in operation 24 hours a day
and seven days a week. The office hours of the port authority are 08:00 – 17:00

7.10 TRAFFIC
Vessel traffic within the port is varied and the vessel types that can be expected to be
encountered range from deep sea cargo vessels and large cruise ships to pleasure craft
including vessels under oars. Other common traffic within the port includes tugs, fishing
vessels, water taxis, barges, coastal vessels and ferries, evening cruise and tour vessels and
sailboats.
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7.11 CARGO
As the most diversified port in North America, the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority operates
across five business sectors: automobiles, breakbulk, bulk, container and cruise. The port
facilitates trade with more than 160 world economies.

7.12 CHARTS AND BOOKS
CHARTS
All vessels in Canadian waters must carry and use nautical charts and related publications
pursuant to the Canada Shipping Act, 2001, Charts and Nautical Publications Regulations, that
are issued by, or on the authority of, the Canadian Hydrographic Service. Paper charts meet the
requirements of the chart carriage regulations; however, digital charts only meet the
requirements of the regulations under certain circumstances. CHS Electronic Navigational
Charts (ENCs) meet the requirements provided they are used with an electronic chart display
and information system (ECDIS). Raster charts meet the requirements only if paper charts are
carried and used as a backup.
Most paper charts can be purchased locally in Vancouver and some are available to download
online.
CHS Charts

BOOKS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Canadian Tide and Current Tables
Chart 1, 2012: Symbols, Abbreviations and Terms
Sailing Directions
Canadian Aids to Navigation System
List of Lights, Buoys and Fog Signals
Notices to Mariners – Current Monthly Editions
Notices to Mariners – Annual Edition
Radio Aids Marine Navigation (RAMN) 2013
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7.13 SHIPPING ANNOUNCEMENTS FOR THE PORT AREA
NOTICES TO SHIPPING
The Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) issues Notices to shipping (NOTSHIP) to inform mariners
about hazards to navigation and to share other important information. Verbal NOTSHIP alerts
are broadcast by radio by MCTS and written NOTSHIP alerts are issued when the hazard
location is beyond broadcast range or when the information remains in effect for an extended
period of time.

NOTICES TO MARINERS
The Notices to Mariners (NOTMAR), published jointly by CCG and CHS, provides necessary
information to update all charts and nautical publications (such as Sailing Directions, List of
Lights, annual edition of Notices to Mariners, and Radio Aids to Marine Navigation). Also issued
is information pertaining to regulations and procedures governing vessels entry to and transit of
Canadian waters.

7.14 PILOT STATIONS
The pilot boarding station located near Victoria is also called Brotchie ledge and is located at 48
22’ 30" north 123 23' 30” west.
At the entrance to the Fraser River South Arm (Sandheads) is another boarding station where
the Fraser River pilots will board before guiding a vessel up the river.

7.15 PORT INFRASTRUCTURE
See the Port Sections Guide

7.16 PORT ACCOMMODATION AND BERTHS
See the Port Sections Guide
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7.17 WEATHER AND TIDAL INFORMATION
Weather and tidal information and forecasts can be found online at Environment Canada and
Department of Fisheries and Oceans.
https://weather.gc.ca/marine/region_e.html?mapID=02
http://www.waterlevels.gc.ca/eng/station?sid=7735

7.18 WEBCAMS
The port authority has cameras in several areas around the port’s jurisdiction to help monitor
operations and security. Some of these cameras are web based and available to the public via
our website at portvancouver.com.

7.19 UNDERWATER LISTENING STATION
The Underwater Listening Station (ULS) is a marine noise monitoring tool located at 173 m
depth in the inbound lane of the traffic separation scheme in the Strait of Georgia. The ULS
captures ship noise, marine mammal vocalizations and general background noise.
The ULS was deployed in October 2015 as part of Vancouver Fraser Port Authority’s Enhancing
Cetacean Habitat and Observation (ECHO) Program. The listening station includes a set of
hydrophones and associated infrastructure cabled to shore through Ocean Networks Canada’s
existing VENUS seafloor observatory.
The ECHO program is working in collaboration with the Pacific Pilotage Authority and the British
Columbia Coast Pilots, to maneuver as many deep sea vessels as possible over designated
way-points in order to accurately capture underwater radiated noise from transiting vessels.
Vessel operators are encouraged to transit over the ULS way-points at a consistent speed to
support the ECHO program’s efforts to better understand vessel related underwater noise, and
its effects on marine mammals.
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Image: Underwater listening station location. Mariners are encouraged to transit whenever conditions allow.

WGS84 UTM Zone 10N

WGS84 Decimal Degrees

Index

X

Y

Longitude

Latitude

A

478488.713

5431156.459

123° 17’ 39.4624” W

49° 01’ 58.4923” N

B

477428.465

5432216.696

123° 18’ 31.8930” W

49° 02’ 32.6901” N

C

476721.551

5432923.439

123° 19’ 6.86180” W

49° 02’ 55.4822” N

D

475661.468

5433983.649

123° 19’ 59.3175” W

49° 03’ 29.6679” N

Table: Underwater listening station coordinates

Back to top
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8 Port Navigation

8.1 GENERAL
This section deals with navigation within the port. The practices and procedures in this section
aim to ensure the safe and effective movement of cargo and vessels through the gateway.

8.2 SPEED
No vessel, while in the port, shall move at such a rate of speed as to interfere with safe and
efficient navigation in the waters of the port including, without limitation, interference with other
vessels, or to wharves, structures or works. Vessels, when passing dredges, pile drivers, works,
tugs, fishing vessels and pleasure craft within the limits of the port, shall reduce speed
sufficiently to prevent danger or injury by bow wave or wash to such craft or works and persons
employed on or in connection with such craft or works.
Where necessary, a velocity relating to safe speed may be defined by the port authority and
posted.
Every vessel or ship in the port shall at all times:
•

•

•
•

•

Move at a safe speed - so that she can take proper and effective action to avoid
collision and be stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing
circumstances and conditions
Have due regard for towing, log loading, bunkering, diving operations and all other
vessels. Notices to Shipping and Notices to Mariners will identify works in progress
and vessels are to proceed past these works at the minimum speed at which the
vessel can be kept on course
Approach areas of known or suspected marine wildlife activity with caution and follow
the guidelines found here to ‘be whale wise’
Obey the five-knot speed limit within Bedwell Bay, Belcarra Bay, Deep Cove,
Strathcona Park and Coal Harbour. Additionally, there is a speed limit of 10 km/h in
Grant Narrows.
The wake and wash from a vessel or ship are not to cause a risk to the safety of life
or damage to property.

8.3 UKC
The figures in the table below related to under keel clearance (UKC) are recommendations for
masters to use as a safety guideline. A local pilot may require adjusted UKC as deemed
appropriate given the vessel and prevailing circumstances.
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Control Area
Roberts Bank
Burrard Inlet (manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet (transiting)
First Narrows
Second Narrows MRA
Fraser River (< 250m LOA)
Sandheads (< 250m LOA)
Fraser River (> 250m LOA)
Sandheads (> 250m LOA)
Alongside a berth

UKC requirement
rising tide
5%
5%
10%
10%
10%
90 cm
1.4 m
1.4 m
1.9 m
5%

UKC requirement
falling tide
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
90 cm
1.4 m
1.4 m
1.9 m
5%

UKC requirement
slack tide
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
90 cm
1.4 m
1.4 m
1.9 m
5%

8.4 RIGHT OF WAY
The Collision Regulations apply in the port.
Vessels less than 20 metres and fishing vessels shall not impede the passage of larger vessels
within a narrow channel, as stated in Rule 9 of the Collision Regulations, or hamper the
movements of deep sea vessels attempting to manoeuvre on or off a berth.

8.5 SPACING OF VESSELS
See Port Sections Guide.

8.6 PASSING ARRANGEMENTS
Passing arrangements will normally be made by radio and in accordance with the Collision
Regulations.

8.7 RESTRICTIONS
Restrictions on navigation do apply in certain areas of the port and the subsequent portions of
section 8 address those restrictions by area.
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8.8 INWARD BOUND VESSELS
LOAD VERIFICATION OF SHIPS’ BOLLARDS USED FOR TUG
ESCORT OPERATIONS
Ships’ bollards used for tethered tug escort operations in the Second Narrows movement
restriction area (MRA-2) must be verified under load prior to transiting the MRA-2 inbound. If the
inbound ship requires a tethered tug escort though First Narrows, the load verification can be
carried out in English Bay. If not, it can be carried out prior to passing Terminal Dock light once
the tugs are tethered in Vancouver Harbour. The pilot(s) will advise the ship’s captain of the
following procedure:
a) The safe working load (SWL), location and condition of the bollards to be used for the
tethered tug operation will be verified by the master and pilot.
b) The pilots’ expectations on which bollards are to be used and the method of securing the
tugs’ line will be communicated with the master and crew
c) For the purposes of the load verification, the escort tug must be rated for 65 tonnes bollard
pull or higher, provided that the SWL of the bollard exceeds the forces that can be created by
the tug.
d) Technical information for the bollard(s) and any operational restrictions will be shared with the
tug master on the agreed marine VHF channel.
e) The ship’s master shall ensure that all deck personnel are well clear of the area when the
bollard load verification is performed.
f) Once the tug is secured to the bollard, the pilot will reconfirm that the deck of the ship is clear
of all personnel, and then inform the tug master to perform the bollard load verification at full
astern propulsion.
g) The speed of the vessel through the water must be five knots or less at the time of the
procedure to ensure the safety of the tug and its crew. If cavitation is an issue for the tug, the
ship’s speed shall be reduced further to conduct the load verification.
h) The tug will pull back at full astern propulsion for at least 30 seconds and the line load
indicated (highest and sustained) on the tug’s gauge will be shared with the pilot.
For further information on this procedure Please contact the Pacific Pilotage Authority at
marineops@ppa.gc.ca.
For other requirements for inbound vessels see the applicable portion of section 8 for the area
of the port the vessel is calling or transiting.
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8.9 OUTWARD BOUND VESSELS
See the applicable portion of section 8 for the area of the port the vessel is calling or transiting.

8.10 SHIFTING VESSELS
SHIFTING BETWEEN BERTHS, OR BETWEEN A BERTH AND
ANCHORAGE
Except to prevent imminent hazard to the vessel or its crew, no vessel which is subject to the
Pilotage Act will reposition itself within the port without having a pilot onboard.

SHIFTING ALONG A BERTH
Vessels may shift along a berth with a pilot and tugs without restriction.
If a vessel wants to shift along a berth without a pilot and tugs, approval from the port authority
is required. To gain VFPA approval, a vessel service request must be submitted and the
following conditions must be met:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The berth is free from encumbrances (i.e. cranes, gangways, etc. are moved clear)
The master is on the bridge in overall charge
Main engines are on standby and ready for immediate use
Linesmen are employed
There are two headlines and two stern lines and one spring each end under tension
at all times
Marine Communications and Traffic Services Centre (MCTS) is notified at the
commencement of any shift and also at its completion by VHF
CH 12, 11 or 74 VHF is monitored throughout the shift.

At the following terminals: Vancouver Wharves, Cascadia, Lynnterm or Univar, the maximum
distance a vessel may shift without a pilot and tugs is 30 metres.
In situations where a vessel expects to carry out multiple shifts along a berth without a pilot and
tugs, and all the conditions above will be met for each shift, VFPA may grant approval for
multiple shifts with one service request for a period of up to one day. A new service request
must be submitted for each shift(s) occurring the next day starting at 0700.

WEATHER RESTRICTIONS
In certain circumstances due to weather conditions, tide, current, distance of shift,
characteristics of vessel or where main engines are to be utilized, the authority may require tugs
and/or a pilot to be used. However, nothing in these procedures relieves the master of the
vessel from his obligations for safety, following additional precautions as would be required by
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the normal practice of seamen or from employing a pilot and tug(s) if he so requires. These
procedures are to be considered the minimum requirements for shifting.

8.11 DOCKING
The port authority manages the conduct of vessels berthing in the port. All vessels alongside a
berth must maintain a continuous deck watch at all times. The officer in charge of the watch
must follow the requirements contained in the STCW Code, as amended, as well as be guided
accordingly by these practices and procedures.
In maintaining such a watch, the officer in charge must ensure that:
•
•
•
•

•
•

The latest tidal and weather conditions are available
A listening watch on VHF 16/12, 16/11 or 16/74 is maintained for the duration of the
vessel’s call
The vessel’s mooring lines are checked on a regular basis and adjusted accordingly
MCTS must be notified for any shifting of the vessel, engine immobilizations,
lowering of any boats into the water, or any other work that may affect other vessels
in the area
The officer is aware of all loading or discharging operations being carried out, as well
as any vessel discharges
Vessel traffic in the area is monitored.

In addition, vessels berthed at Vancouver Wharves, Cascadia, Lynnterm, Univar or Fibreco
terminals must keep all of their mooring lines tight at all times. A regular check of all mooring
lines must be carried out to ensure lines are not slack.
Vessels at Vanterm berth 4 must vacate the berth when another vessel is docking or un-docking
at berth 5 or 6 upon the request from the Pilotage Authority, the BC Coast Pilots, the terminal
operator or the port authority.

OVERHANG
Vessels may overhang a berth by a distance of up to 20 percent of the length overall (LOA) of
the vessel for vessels up to 200 metres LOA, and up to 40 metres for vessels over 200 metres
LOA. This applies if the mooring arrangement on the vessel and the mooring arrangement on
the berth allow for an overhang, in the opinion of the master and pilot.
Any vessel requiring an overhang in excess of these shall contact the Operations Centre at
least 48 hours in advance of berthing or shifting to the proposed overhang for Harbour Master
approval.
When assessing a request for a vessel to overhang in excess of the limits above, the interests
of the terminal operator must be considered. However, additional requirements may be imposed
on the vessel, including the use of tugs, and additional mooring lines. The requirements will
include that the vessel:
•

Not obstruct the passage of any other vessel

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

56

•
•
•

Properly illuminates the overhang from sunset to sunrise
Does not pose a potential danger to the port, with regard to the prevailing weather
conditions, tide or current
Does not impact adjacent berths or facilities.

If a berth or terminal is specifically designed to allow for an overhang in excess of the limits
above, a request may be submitted for a review of the mooring arrangement with respect to the
design of the berth. The port authority may authorize an exemption from the limits above or
require different conditions for overhang specific to that design.

BERTHING OF NON-CRUISE VESSELS AT CANADA PLACE
The following marine conditions apply to this berth arrangement:
•
•
•
•
•

The opening and closing of hatch covers should be kept to a minimum and can only
take place between the hours of 0800 – 1800
Any activity that creates excessive noise for building tenants may be prohibited,
particularly after 1800 hours
Every effort is to be made to minimize funnel emissions in order to avoid intakes into
the building air conditioning system
No maintenance or repair activities are to take place without specific approval from
the authority
Radar units should remain in standby mode and not transmit while alongside at
Canada Place.

Additional security measures will be required to berth at Canada Place. The Operations Centre
will provide detailed requirements following the assessment of your request.

8.12 FIRST NARROWS
GENERAL
First Narrows is defined as those waters in Burrard Inlet bounded to the east by a line drawn
from Brockton Point to Burnaby Shoal, then 000 degrees north; bounded to the west by a line
drawn from Navvy Jack Point to Ferguson Point.

PASSING AND OVERTAKING
Deep sea and large coastal vessels are not permitted to meet or overtake each other between
Calamity Shoal buoy and Capilano light beacon (First Narrows light).
Deep sea and large coastal vessels are not permitted to overtake other vessels transporting
dangerous goods between Brockton Point and Capilano light beacon.

FISHING VESSELS, PLEASURE CRAFT, PERSONAL
WATERCRAFT AND DEEP DRAFT VESSELS
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Fishing or the use of fishing related equipment is prohibited between Capilano Light Beacon and
Brockton Point as marked on appropriate Canadian Hydrographic Service Charts. Additionally,
fishing or the use of fishing related equipment is prohibited in the area located within a line
drawn from Capilano light beacon, Navvy Jack Point and Ferguson Point.
Sailing or proceeding without mechanical power (rowing and paddling) is prohibited in First
Narrows. One sail sheeted home is allowed for stability purposes when under power in the
narrows – otherwise sails are to be lowered.
The use of personal watercraft in First Narrows is prohibited.
All vessels with a draft greater than 15 metres require a clear narrows authorization as set out in
‘Communications’ below.

COMMUNICATIONS
The term “Clear Narrows” is defined as the transit of a vessel through either First or Second
Narrows, unimpeded and not met, overtaken or crossed ahead of by any other vessel.
MCTS will issue a “Clear Narrows” clearance upon request by the master of a vessel that
requires a clear passage through either First or Second Narrows, provided that traffic conditions
allow.
MCTS will issue a “Clear Narrows” clearance on VHF Channel 16 followed by a broadcast on
VHF Channel 12.
Light tugs and other highly maneuverable small vessels may be granted a compliance
exemption from MCTS.

VESSEL TRAFFIC
The following applies to vessels manoeuvring in First Narrows:
•
•

All vessels are to keep to Starboard of mid channel unless otherwise authorized by
the MCTS Centre
Vessels entering First Narrows are to be in receipt of a traffic advisory issued by
MCTS not later than Burnaby Shoal westbound or Dundarave eastbound.

TOWING AND BARGE TRAFFIC
The maximum allowable dimensions of log rafts are as follows:
•
•
•

Forty boom sections total content
Twenty boom sections overall length
Two boom sections overall width

Unless cleared by MCTS, eastbound tugs with tows bound for Seaspan and the Navy Buoy
area shall cross the channel east of Burnaby Shoal.
The maximum length of tow line to be used between Capilano light and the Second Narrows
Movement Restriction Area is 55 metres (180 ft).
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VESSEL TUG REQUIREMENTS
Log rafts over 10 boom sections in length require an assist tug.

NAVIGATION CHANNEL CLEARANCES
Vessels with an air draught in excess of 59 metres must report the maximum air draught of the
ship or floating equipment at least 24 hours in advance to the Operations Centre. The authority
may approve the transit based on calculation of the air draught clearance or require verification
of the air draught by a competent local surveyor prior to transit.

8.13 SECOND NARROWS MRA PROCEDURES (MRA-2)
GUIDE TO CONTENT:
MRA-2 Introduction
MRA-2 Application
MRA-2 Navigation Envelope (Clearances)
a) Vertical Clearances
b) Horizontal Clearances
c) Under keel Clearances (UKC)
d) Second Narrows Ironworkers Memorial Bridge Clearances
e) Second Narrows Railway Bridge Clearances
f)

Navigation Channel Clearances Between the Second Narrows Railway Bridge and Berry
Point

MRA-2 Communications
a) Marine Communications and Traffic Services (MCTS)
b) Second Narrows Rail Bridge Communications
MRA-2 Restrictions
a) Transit Windows
b) Transit Restrictions
c) Clear Narrows Restrictions
d) Speed Restrictions
e) Visibility Restrictions
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f)

Wind Restrictions

MRA-2 Vessel Traffic Procedures
a) Order of Transit
b) Overtaking Regulations
c) Safe Distance Between Vessels
d) Non MRA-2 Regulations Including Pleasure Craft
e) Towing Regulations
MRA-2 Pilotage Requirements
MRA-2 Vessel Assist Tug Requirements
Table 1: Second Narrows MRA-2 transit procedures - deep sea vessels summary matrix
Table 2: Second Narrows MRA-2 deep sea vessels - tug and bollard pull requirements matrix
Table 3: Second Narrows MRA-2 tugs and barges including ATBs when not piloted - summary
matrix

MRA-2 INTRODUCTION
The Second Narrows Movement Restriction Area (MRA-2) comprises the area enclosed within a
line drawn north from the Terminal Dock light (one mile west of the Iron Workers Memorial
Bridge on the south shore of Burrard Inlet) to the North Vancouver shoreline at Neptune
terminal on the north shore of Burrard Inlet and a line drawn north from Berry Point Light
(approximately 1.5 miles east of the Second Narrows Rail Bridge on the south shore of the inlet)
to the north shore on the opposite side of the channel.
The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (VFPA) has established the Second Narrows Movement
Restricted Area (MRA-2) and has developed these associated procedures in consultation with
the Pacific Pilotage Authority, the BC Coast Pilots and the broader marine industry. The
purpose of the Second Narrows MRA procedures is to facilitate the safe navigation and efficient
movement of vessels in this area of the port, and they form an integral part of the VFPA
regulations outlined in this Port Information Guide.

MRA-2 APPLICATION
The Second Narrows MRA Procedures apply to all marine traffic in the Second Narrows MRA,
except designated VFPA patrol vessels and vessels that are engaged in law enforcement and
security, search and rescue or other emergency response vessels.
The Second Narrows MRA Procedures do not relieve the Master from compliance with the
Canada Shipping Act 2001 or other regulations, requirements or standards in respect of vessels
operating in Canadian ports.
Further, these procedures do not lessen in any way the responsibility of the Master for the safe
navigation, prudent maneuvering of the vessel and preparation for unforeseen circumstances
affecting the normal operation of the Second Narrows Rail Bridge.
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These procedures may be varied by VFPA in the event of an emergency which causes (or is
likely to cause) loss of life, personal injury, serious environmental pollution or contributes to
unsafe navigation in the port.
The Harbour Master, as designated by VFPA, has overall authority in interpreting and
overseeing the implementation of these procedures. In doing so, the Harbour Master consults
on issues of safety with a number of stakeholders including pilots, other statutory agencies and
industry experts, as required.

MRA-2 NAVIGATION ENVELOPE (CLEARANCES)
The pilot in conjunction with the master should evaluate all clearance conditions mentioned in
this section prior to the transit of the Second Narrows MRA (MRA-2) in conjunction with the
VFPA matrix “Second Narrows Controlling Depths and Bridge Heights based on MRA beam
factor for Channel Width” found in Appendix C.

a) Vertical Clearances
Vertical clearances are given as distances measured from the higher high water, large tide
datum (5.0 m) to the lowest member of the bridge structure, in way of the navigation channel.
The maximum air draft allowed for transiting MRA-2 without VFPA approval is 42m, which
allows for a 2m overhead clearance, and is based on the height of the Second Narrows
Ironworkers Memorial Bridge above the navigation channel.

b) Horizontal Clearances
The minimum channel width required for transiting MRA-2 is 2.85 times the vessel beam.

Image: Example of the horizontal channel boundary for a 42m beam vessel.

The maximum beam allowed for transiting MRA-2 is 48m and is based on the distance between
the Second Narrows Railway Bridge piers.

c) Under Keel Clearances
Under Keel Clearances are calculated using the static draft, i.e. the draft of the vessel when it is
not moving through the water. A minimum 10% clearance is required for transit of MRA-2. The
draft available for transiting MRA-2 is limited by the underwater contour of the Navigation
Channel between the Second Narrows Railway Bridge and Berry Point. The maximum draft
allowed for transiting MRA-2 is dependent on the required channel width available as it relates
to the beam of the vessel.
For loaded tankers, the maximum allowable draft is currently 13.5m.
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d) Second Narrows Ironworkers Memorial Bridge Clearances
The limiting height factor for a complete transit of the Second Narrows bridges is 44.38m which
is the minimum vertical clearance of the mid span of the Second Narrows Ironworkers Memorial
Bridge. However, for operational purposes, the advertised clearance will remain at 44m which is
also the limiting vertical clearance of the power lines at Burns Point and the Petrocan Terminal,
both of which lie east of the Second Narrows bridges.
The central portion of the Second Narrows Ironworkers Memorial Bridge navigation channel,
where the maximum vertical clearance of 44.38m is available, is 110m wide which
accommodates a vessel with a maximum beam of 38.6m (110m / 2.85) and a 42m air draft
(44m operational bridge clearance – 2m overhead clearance).

Image: Iron Workers Memorial Bridge channel width at the maximum vertical clearance.

For vessels with a beam greater than 38.6m, reference shall be made to the VFPA matrix
“Second Narrows Controlling Depths and Heights based on MRA beam factor for Channel
Width”. This is due to the arc of the underside of the bridge with reduced vertical clearance
when considering a wider channel.
Transits of vessels with an air draft in excess of 42m up to a maximum of 47m at chart datum
Lower Low Water are possible during tidal windows below higher high water as the lesser water
depth will increase the maximum available height between the lowest member of the bridge
structure and the water. However, vessels with an air draft in excess of 42m must obtain VFPA
approval to transit MRA-2 and report the maximum air draft of the ship or floating equipment at
least 24 hours in advance to the VFPA Operations Centre. The air draft must be verified by a
competent local surveyor, within VFPA jurisdiction, prior to transit, the detailed results of which
shall be provided to both VFPA and the Pacific Pilotage Authority. Thereafter, the vessel’s
draft/air draft shall be maintained until completion of transit.

e) Second Narrows Railway Bridge Clearances
The vertical lift section of the Second Narrows Railway Bridge provides 137m clear navigation
width between rubbing fenders.

Image: Second Narrows Railway Bridge maximum channel width and maximum vertical clearance .
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The vertical span clearances of the Second Narrows Rail Bridge are:
•

Lift span fully raised (open position) 46m

•

Lift span at lowest level (closed position) 10.8m

•

First fixed span immediately south of the south tower 10.8m

f) Navigation Channel Clearances between the Second Narrows
Railway Bridge and Berry Point
Due to the underwater contour of the seabed, the beam of the vessel will determine the under
keel clearance. In each case, reference shall be made to the VFPA matrix “Second Narrows
Controlling Depths and Bridge Heights based on MRA beam factor for Channel Width”. A
minimum 10% clearance is required to be available to the edge of the channel boundary.
The maximum beam allowed for transiting MRA-2 is 48m, which corresponds to a channel width
of 137m (maximum width between the Second Narrows Railway Bridge piers). The maximum
depth of a 137m wide channel through MRA-2 is 8.7m, which at 10% UKC equals a maximum
vessel draft of 7.9m at chart datum (Lower Low Water). Tidal assist can increase the maximum
allowable draft as more water depth will be available. Conversely, tidal assist decreases
available air draft.

MRA-2 COMMUNICATIONS
a) Marine Communications and Traffic Services (MCTS)
Communication with vessels transiting, intending to transit or when manoeuvring within MRA-2
is provided, on behalf of VFPA, by the Canadian Coast Guard Marine Communications and
Traffic Services (MCTS).
MCTS provides clearance to enter, move within or depart from MRA-2 subject to conditions
specified in these procedures. When a clearance is given to a vessel to transit MRA-2, MCTS
shall provide information of all known traffic intending to transit on the same slack water period
at least 20 minutes prior to a vessel entering MRA-2, similarly before leaving an inner harbor
terminal or anchorage for which the clearance is given.
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MCTS shall also, at this time, advise of any specific orders regarding the transit which may be
issued by VFPA.
Where vessels are required to wait pending the transit of another vessel, they shall be so
advised prior to leaving berth, weighing anchor, or entering MRA-2.
In the event of an interruption to communications between an MRA-2 vessel and MCTS
whereby MCTS has not provided the vessel with formal clearance to undertake an MRA-2
transit, pilots shall assess the movement of other traffic having the potential to impede such
transit in making a determination as to whether it is safe to continue. A decision on such
determination shall also be conveyed to the VFPA patrol boat on station or directly to the VFPA
Operations Centre.

b) Second Narrows Rail Bridge Communications
The duty Second Narrows Rail Bridge operator, on receipt of an MRA-2 vessel’s ETA, when
possible, will make the Rail Bridge available with the lift span elevated 30 minutes prior to the
ETA.
All MRA-2 vessels requiring the Second Narrows Rail Bridge lift span be raised, when possible,
will establish communication on VHF Channel 12 with the Rail Bridge operator, at least 1.5
hours prior to the MRA-2 scheduled transit time indicating their intention to request for the lift
span to be raised. Same shall be reconfirmed 30 minutes prior to transit.
Tugs and barges making local harbor moves involving an MRA-2 transit, when possible, will
provide at least 30 minutes notice to the Rail Bridge operator if such a move requires the lift
span to be raised. Vessels so designed, when possible, will lower their mast for an MRA-2
transit where such action will eliminate the need for the lift span to be raised.
Communication between MRA-2 vessels and the Second Narrows Rail Bridge operator shall
include:
•

A statement of intentions, prior to departing from a Vancouver Harbour location or upon
entering English Bay, when underway

•

ETA at the Second Narrows Rail Bridge

•

Confirmation of such ETA upon reaching the boundary of the Second Narrows MRA

When the vessel’s request has been received, the Second Narrows Rail Bridge operator shall
be required to:


Verbally confirm understanding on VHF Channel 12



Display one flashing red light on that side of the lift span facing the approaching vessel
which indicates that the lift span is in the process of being raised to the fully raised
position for every piloted vessel unless advised otherwise.



Display one flashing green light on that side of the lift span facing the approaching
vessel which indicates that the lift span has been raised to the requested height.



Display a sector light for westbound MRA vessels that require the lift span in the fully
raised position.
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No vessel shall approach the Second Narrows Rail Bridge when the following signals are
displayed:
•

Two flashing red lights on that side of the lift span facing the approaching vessel which
indicates that the vessel is to stop at once or, if necessary, go astern; or

•

A vertical row of four fixed white lights on the center of the main lift span which indicates
that another vessel is approaching from the opposite direction.

MRA-2 RESTRICTIONS
For the purposes of the MRA-2 regulations, the following definitions shall apply:
MRA-2 vessel: Means a vessel restricted by the MRA-2 transit windows during transit and
when manoeuvring within MRA-2 including all tug and barge combinations.
Non-MRA-2 vessel: Means a vessel that is not restricted by the MRA-2 transit windows during
transit and when manoeuvring within MRA-2, such as pleasure craft and sailing vessels under
power, small fishing vessels and light tugs.

a) Transit Windows
Transit windows are established on either side of high and low water slack tides and are based
on predicted slack water or stemming a predicted limiting current of one or two knots. Reference
shall be made to Table 1: Second Narrows MRA-2 transit procedures deep sea vessels –
summary matrix.
The following vessels are subject to observing MRA-2 transit windows during their transit and
when manoeuvring within MRA-2:


All piloted vessels and tug and barge combinations when piloted, regardless of tonnage.

•

All non-piloted tug and barge combinations specifically designed for pushing and tractor
tugs towing alongside with a barge of 10,000 tonnes or more carrying capacity.

•

All non-piloted vessels including barges and articulated tugs and barges (ATBs) when in
product.

All available navigational information, including that gained from Portable Pilotage Units along
with real time tide and current information, should be used in conjunction with predicted transit
windows to improve the safety and efficiency of MRA-2 operations.

b) Transit Restrictions
An MRA-2 transit shall be defined as a movement within MRA-2 that includes passing under the
Second Narrows Iron Workers Memorial Bridge and the Second Narrows Railway Bridge.
All piloted vessels are required to remain at a safe distance from the Second Narrows Rail
Bridge until the lift span is in a fully raised position. Non-piloted vessels shall also wait for the
flashing green light signal before proceeding.
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Non-MRA-2 vessels shall transit or move within MRA-2 only when safe to do so and must take
into account all factors influencing safety of navigation including traffic, tides, tidal current,
weather conditions and their knowledge of MRA-2.
The following specific transit restrictions and requirements shall apply:


Vessels having an LOA of 250m and above and/or a beam or 45m and above are
restricted from transiting MRA-2 without the prior approval of VFPA.



Vessels with Length Overall (LOA) of 230m and above and/or a beam of 35m and above
are subject to daylight passage of MRA-2.



Tankers greater than LOA 185m and/or 40,000 Summer Deadweight (SDWT) and above
are restricted to daylight transit of MRA-2 when in product.



Tug and barge combinations specifically designed for pushing and tractor tugs towing
alongside with a barge of 15,000 tonnes or more carrying capacity are restricted from
MRA-2 without the prior approval of VFPA.



Tug and barge combinations specifically designed for pushing and tractor tugs towing
alongside with a barge of 10,000 tonnes or more carrying capacity are subject to MRA
transit windows.



Tug and barge combinations designed for pushing and tractor tugs towing alongside,
may transit with a barge of less than 10,000 tonnes carrying capacity, regardless of
current direction, when not employing a pilot. However, such vessels are required to
source local (Canadian Hydrographic Service or VFPA) tidal data to ensure accuracy
and comply with the requirements set out in Table 3 Second Narrow MRA-2 tugs and
barges including ATBs when not piloted – Summary Matrix

Loaded tankers shall be trimmed to an even keel or by the stern and shall not be trimmed by the
head.
Vessels found by the BC Coast Pilots to have unacceptable maneuvering characteristics may
be refused permission to transit MRA-2 or be subject to special restrictions.
A vessel having a defect in the hull, main propulsion machinery, steering system or other
communication or navigation system that is detrimental to safe navigation, requires the prior
approval of VFPA to transit MRA-2.

c) Clear Narrows Restrictions
MCTS will issue a Clear Narrows declaration for MRA-2 by means of a Securité call for priority
vessels, examples being but not limited to:


A vessel with LOA 230m and above and/or a beam of 35m or above



An air draft restricted vessel



An MRA-2 tanker in product



Other vessels with special transit requirements that require the approval of VFPA
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MCTS may direct other vessels to a suitable holding area until conditions are such that a transit
of the MRA-2 can be safely executed.
Light tugs are permitted to transit through the Second Narrows bridges during a Clear Narrows
providing a ship to ship agreement has been reached with the vessel(s) for which a Clear
Narrows has been declared. Pleasure and recreational craft shall stay clear in all
circumstances.
All other vessels shall observe the Clear Narrows declaration for MRA-2 following the issuing of
a Securité call by MCTS and shall not interfere in any way with the passage of a vessel for
which a Clear Narrows has been issued.
Second Narrows MRA Holding Areas shall be defined as designated areas to which MRA-2
vessels subject to transit windows may be directed by MCTS or in which non-MRA vessels,
including non-piloted tugs and barges, in agreement with MCTS can hold themselves in
readiness until conditions are such that a safe transit of MRA-2 can be executed.

d) Speed Restrictions
MRA-2 vessels subject to transit windows shall transit or manoeuvre within MRA-2 at a speed of
no greater than six knots through the water, except when safety of navigation requires
otherwise.
All other vessels within MRA-2 shall proceed at a safe speed which will allow them to properly
react according to the prevailing circumstances and conditions.

e) Visibility Restrictions
Reduced visibility limits the ability to see aids to navigation and other vessels or landmarks.
These procedures outline safety requirements to be followed when transiting under the Second
Narrows bridges and MRA-2 during periods of reduced visibility.
The following vessels are subject to visibility restrictions:


All piloted vessels and tug and barge combinations when piloted, regardless of tonnage.

•

All non-piloted tug and barge combinations specifically designed for pushing and tractor
tugs towing alongside with a barge of 10,000 tonnes or more carrying capacity.

•

All non-piloted vessels including barges and articulated tugs and barges (ATBs) when in
product.

When intending to transit MRA-2 under the Second Narrows bridges, the above vessels and tug
and barge combinations must observe the bridges clearly before reaching Terminal Dock when
eastbound and before reaching Berry Point when westbound. The same consideration shall
apply prior to departure from a terminal within MRA-2 to make a Second Narrows MRA transit
Pusher tug-barge combinations or tractor tugs towing alongside of less than 10,000 tonnes
carrying capacity, whether in product or in ballast, may only transit during conditions of
restricted visibility subject to the following conditions:


An additional tug is employed to assist with the transit.
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Each tug’s shipboard navigation equipment includes a type approved and fully
operational electronic chart display and radar.



The transit is restricted to a reduced MRA-2 transit window limited to one knot current in
either direction.

The vessel operator shall provide to VFPA in advance the relevant documentation which
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of VFPA, that adequate internal Safety Management Systems
are in place for a safe transit of MRA-2 and the degree of local knowledge.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to require the master of a vessel to commence a
transit in reduced visibility.
Refer to Table 3: Second Narrows MRA-2 Tugs and Barges including ATBs when not Piloted –
Summary Matrix.

f) Wind Restrictions
There are no standing wind restrictions for MRA-2. However, when wind warnings are in effect,
the Master and/or pilot shall take into consideration such factors as light vessel draft and/or high
freeboard, when planning the transit.

MRA-2 VESSEL TRAFFIC PROCEDURES
a) Order of Transit
MRA-2 vessels have priority over non-MRA-2 vessels within MRA-2. In principle the following
order of priority applies to vessels transiting MRA-2.


First priority shall be a loaded tanker of LOA 230m and above and/or a beam of 35m and
above



Second priority shall be a vessel whose window is closing which will have priority over a
vessel transiting in the other direction



Third priority shall be deeper draft vessels over other transits in the same direction

MRA-2 vessels proceeding to, or departing from, berths within MRA-2 shall give way to, and not
interfere with, the movement of MRA-2 vessels in transit.
The order of transit may be amended with the mutual agreement of all pilots transiting MRA-2,
berthing or departing a berth within MRA-2 on a particular window.

b) Overtaking Regulations


Non-MRA-2 vessels shall not overtake MRA-2 vessels within the geographical boundary
of the Second Narrows MRA.



A non-MRA-2 vessel, not subject to transit windows, may overtake another non-MRA-2
vessel that is proceeding at a speed of less than six knots within the geographical
boundary of the MRA-2 provided that a safe speed is not exceeded in doing so. Such
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overtaking shall not occur within two cables of either side of the Second Narrows
bridges.

c) Safe Distance between Vessels


An MRA-2 vessel shall not commence its transit until an MRA-2 vessel transiting in the
opposite direction has completed its transit.



MRA-2 vessels transiting in the same direction shall maintain a safe separation of three
cables or more distance between them.

d) Non-MRA-2 Vessel Regulations including Pleasure Craft


Non-MRA-2 vessels shall plan their movements to give MRA-2 vessels transiting or
moving within the MRA-2 as unobstructed a passage as is practicable, consistent with
good seamanship.



All non-MRA-2 vessels including pleasure craft and sailing vessels when transiting the
Second Narrows MRA shall be under adequate mechanical power.



For safety reasons, personal watercraft (e.g. jet skis) and vessels sailing or proceeding
without mechanical power (e.g. rowing/paddling) are not permitted to move within or
travel through MRA-2.

e) Towing Regulations


A vessel towing another vessel through MRA-2, shall limit the length of her towline,
measured from the stern of the towing vessel to the nearest portion of the vessel being
towed, to not more than 60m. Such towline may not be lengthened until both vessels are
completely clear of the bridge piers.



Tugs engaged in towing or pushing barges, whether in ballast or in product, must be of
adequate power and comply with the assist tug requirements set out in Table 3: Second
Narrows MRA-2 Tugs and Barges including ATBs when not Piloted – Summary Matrix



For the purposes of MRA-2, piloted ATB’s shall be subject to the requirements of a
tanker of equal size.



The overall width of log booms within MRA-2 shall not exceed two boom sections
(maximum 40m) wide, and the overall length of log booms within MRA-2 shall not
exceed 20 boom sections (maximum 400m) long.

When transiting MRA-2 with more than 10 boom sections overall length (maximum 200m), the
master or person in charge of a log boom shall engage, in addition to tugs required in the towing
operation, one or more tugs of adequate power in order to:
•

Remain close inshore off the main channel

•

Be able to maintain such boom sections in the designated holding areas located on both
sides of the Second Narrows bridges as shown on Canadian chart # 4964.
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MRA-2 PILOTAGE REQUIREMENTS


MRA-2 vessels with LOA 230m and above and/or a beam of 35m and above require two
pilots for an MRA-2 transit



Tankers of 40,000 summer deadweight tonnage (SDWT) and above in product require
two pilots for an MRA-2 transit. Both pilots shall remain on the bridge throughout the
transit. Two new pilots will replace the two shifting pilots in English Bay or other agreed
location. An interrupted passage between the Second Narrows MRA and First Narrows,
for whatever reason, shall not reduce the pilotage requirements for the transit.



All other vessels, including vessels shifting to or from a berth or anchorage east of the
Second Narrows Iron Workers Memorial Bridge, require one pilot.



The vessel or agent is required to supply the Mooring Arrangement of the vessel with the
Safe Working Load (SWL) of the fairleads to PPA dispatch when ordering a pilot.

Refer to Pacific Pilotage Authority pilot ordering requirements

MRA-2 VESSEL ASSIST TUG REQUIREMENTS
MRA-2 vessels when transiting MRA-2, must comply with the standards for tug requirements
outlined in Table 1 or 2 as appropriate which summarize the bollard pull requirements and the
configuration of the tug package, reasonably spread between tug hulls, for such vessels. In
addition:


All vessel assist tugs employed on an MRA-2 vessel transiting MRA-2 must be tethered
tractor tugs or tugs of equivalent capability. See Tables 2 or 3 for tug assist requirements
as applicable.



Vessel assist tugs shall be in attendance prior to entering MRA-2 until clear of the
Second Narrows bridges.



Vessel assist tugs capable of generating more than 40 tonnes of bollard pull shall have
an operational tension meter that the tug operator can easily read from the conning
position.



Tankers of 40,000 summer deadweight tonnage (SDWT) and above in product require a
minimum of two tugs that, when inbound must be tethered prior to transiting First
Narrows and when outbound shall remain tethered until clear (west) of First Narrows. An
interrupted passage between Second Narrows and First Narrows bridges, for whatever
reason, shall not reduce the minimum escort tug requirements for the transit.



Highly maneuverable craft many be exempted from these requirements at the discretion
of VFPA in consultation with PPA and BCCP.
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TABLE 1: SECOND NARROWS MRA-2 TRANSIT
PROCEDURES - DEEP SEA VESSELS SUMMARY MATRIX
Tankers in product
Vessel type

Night time
allowed

Tidal
current
opposing

Tidal
current
following

Tugs

Pilots

Tugs First
Narrows

Tankers LOA <185m <
40,000 SDWT

Yes

<1.0k

<0.5k

T

1

-

Tankers LOA > 185m >
40,000 SDWT

No

<1.0k

<0.5k

T

2

T

Tankers not in product and all other deep sea vessels
Vessel type

Night time
allowed

Tidal
current
following
<0.5k

Tugs

Pilots

Yes

Tidal
current
opposing
<2.0k

T

1

Tugs
First
Narrows
-

LOA <230m or beam <
35m
LOA>230m or
beam>35m

No

<1.0k

<0.5k

T

2

-

T = tethered tug required
For escort and tethered tug requirements related to tankers of 40,000 SDWT in product outside
of VFPA jurisdiction, reference shall be made to the relevant Pacific Pilotage Authority Notices
to Industry.

TABLE 2: SECOND NARROWS MRA-2 DEEP SEA VESSEL TUG AND BOLLARD PULL REQUIREMENTS MATRIX
LOA less than 200m and beam less than 35m
Vessel draft

No. of tugs

Bollard pull
tonnes

Bow
<8m

1

No. of tugs

Bollard pull
tonnes

Stern
20

1

30
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>8m <10m

1

30

1

40

>10m

1

30

1

50

No. of tugs

Bollard pull
tonnes

LOA 200m – 229.9m and beam less than 35m
Vessel draft

No. of tugs

Bollard pull
tonnes

Bow

Stern

<8m

1

30

1

50

>8m <10m

1

60

1 or 2

65

>10m <12m

1 or 2

60

1 or 2

80

>12m

1 or 2

60

2

110

No. of tugs

Bollard pull
tonnes

LOA 230m – 250m and beam less than 45m
Vessel draft

No. of tugs

Bollard pull
tonnes

Bow

Stern

<10m

1 or 2

60

1 or 2

65

>10m <12m

1 or 2

60

1 or 2

80

>12m

1 or 2

60

2

110



Vessels over LOA 250m and/or beam 45m require approval for transit from the Harbour
Master in consultation with the Pacific Pilotage Authority and BC Coast pilots.



The maximum allowable beam for an MRA-2 transit is 48m due to the width of the
channel at the Second Narrows Rail Bridge.



An MRA-2 transit of tankers with an LOA 250m and draught greater than 13.5m is
subject to tug requirements and other aids to navigation system enhancement presently
not in place at the Second Narrows MRA-2.
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TABLE 3: SECOND NARROW MRA-2 TUGS AND BARGES
INCLUDING ATB’S WHEN NOT PILOTED – SUMMARY MATRIX
Barge capacity

Night time
allowed

Tidal
current
opposing*1

Tidal
current
following*1

Visibility
restricted*2

No. of
assist
tugs

Bollard
pull
(tonnes)

<6,000

Yes

<2.0k

<2.0k

conditional

-

-

6,000> <10,000

Yes

<2.0k

<2.0k

conditional

1

20

10,000>
<15,000

Yes

<2.0k

<2.0k

restricted

1 or 2

40

tonnes

*1 Tugs and barges including ATBs when piloted are subject to the transit rules at set out in
Table 1
*2 Reference shall be made to: Restrictions – Visibility Restrictions for detailed requirements
Note: One pilot is required for any tug/barge combination if under pilotage and subject to transit
windows

8.14 FRASER RIVER – SOUTH ARM
GENERAL
The lower portion of the Fraser River, excluding the North Arm and the Middle Arm, is defined
as Fraser River Harbour. Limits extend from a line drawn south across the river at longitude 123
19’ 22” W to a line drawn across the river in a SW direction from the mouth of Kanaka Creek (49
12’ N, 122 35’ W) (Chart 3489), and to a line drawn in a SSW direction across the Pitt River at
Grant Narrows (Chart 3062).

TRANSIT RESTRICTIONS
a) Navigating in the Vicinity of the Pattullo Bridge
Any vessel navigating the Fraser River between the quick flashing green light located on the
downstream end of the Annieville pile wall and the quick flashing green light located on the
Sapperton Dyke shall keep to the side of the main channel that lies to the port side of the
vessel.

b) Vessels Constrained by their Draught
At the time of transiting the Fraser River deep sea navigation channel, or portion thereof, all
vessels constrained by their draught, as defined under Rule 3(h) of the Collision Regulations
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under the Canada Shipping Act, and whose voyage has been set up for the inner navigation
channel by the Fraser River Pilot’s Association, may exhibit in addition to the lights prescribed
for power-driven vessel of its characteristics, where they can be best seen, three all-round red
lights in a vertical line at night or a cylinder during the day.

COMMUNICATIONS
a) Radio Watch
All vessels transiting the Fraser River where required by Marine Communications and Traffic
Services Zones Regulations, are to monitor Channel 74 & 16 VHF, as should all other vessels
as well.

b) Marine Communications and Traffic Services (MCTS)
Marine Communications and Traffic Services (MCTS) will pass instructions to vessels in the
waters of the Fraser River on behalf of the authority, on VHF Channel 74.
Vessels receiving instructions from MCTS relating to the movement or operation of vessels,
works, or services in the waters of the Port are to assume these are measures required by the
authority and relate to safety or environmental protection. Periodic notices requiring action by
vessels within port waters will be broadcast by MCTS as notices to shipping, or on the
continuous marine broadcast.

VESSEL TRAFFIC
a) Impeding Commercial Traffic
Pleasure craft and personal water craft shall not impede the passage of large commercial
vessels within the waters of the Fraser River.

b) Fishing
Navigation on the lower Fraser River is generally unencumbered; however, during certain
periods, extra caution is required. This is true during the fishing season when many nets may be
set across the channels. The Collision Regulations apply to all marine traffic on the Fraser River
and appropriate whistle signals should be used. Currently, fishing occurs on less than 14 days
per year, generally between July and September.
On the rare occurrence that visibility on the Fraser River is reduced to less than a cable during a
fishery opening, all vessels should take additional precautions before transiting the river. These
may include delaying the transit until visibility improves or the fishery is completed, or it may
include taking an escort tug to act as additional lookout and help with manoeuvers as
appropriate.

c) Vessel Tug Requirements
The owner or person in charge of a vessel engaged in towing is to ensure the tow is securely
fastened and under control while in transit in the Port and is to ensure that the vessel engaged
in towing has sufficient power at all times to maintain full control over the movements of the tow.
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d) Berthing
Most deep sea vessels require assistance from berthing tugs when arriving and departing
Fraser River Harbour berths. The Pilot will determine the number of tugs required based on the
factors affecting each vessel movement.

TOWING AND BARGE TRAFFIC
a) General
The owner or person in charge of a vessel towing scows, barges, booms, or floating property
shall ensure the tow is securely fastened and under control while in transit in the port.
The owner or person in charge of a vessel engaged in towing is to ensure that the tow vessel is
not moored or stopped at a location where part of the tow lies under a bridge.
The owner or person in charge of a vessel towing booms or floating property in the Fraser River
shall ensure that a distance of 500 metres is maintained between the vessel and the stern of
any preceding tow.
The owner or person in charge of a vessel shall not overtake or attempt to overtake any part of
a tow of another vessel within 500 meters of a swing span.
The booms towed should be of up to a maximum of one boom section in width.
Owners or persons in charge of a vessel intending to enter or depart the main stem with log
tows wider than one boom section are to contact MCTS and the authority prior to departure to
arrange any special conditions needed to ensure the safe passage of the tow and of deep sea
vessels that may be transiting the Fraser River at the same time.

b) Deep-Sea Towing Gear
If using deep-sea gear:
•
•

Outbound – Lengthen the tow when the last scow or barge has proceeded outward
of the Sandheads light station, unless weather does not permit;
Inbound – Haul in the tow as close as possible on passing abeam of the Sandheads
light station.

c) Triple Tows
One day prior to the arrival/departure of a tug with three barges, the tow company shall confirm
with the Pacific Pilotage Authority dispatch, the scheduled ship movements for the next day.
On the day of the arrival or departure of a tug with three barges, the towing company is to:
•
•
•

Confirm with Pacific Pilotage Authority’s dispatch +1 604 666 6776, the estimated
time of arrival/departure of all scheduled deep-sea vessels
Schedule the towing company’s arrival/departure so that the ships’ movements
cause the least amount of conflict possible
Where wind and/or current will not allow the tows to track in a straight line behind the
towing vessel, an assist tug is required for the transit
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The towing company shall reiterate to their captains and mates the need for good
communication with the pilots, in the event of passing situation with a ship, and alter speeds
accordingly so as to pass in the safest area of the river.

8.15 FRASER RIVER – NORTH ARM
GENERAL
The North Arm is entered SW of Point Grey (49 16’N, 123 16’W) and is used mainly by tugs with
log booms or barges.
The Middle Arm, south of Sea Island, is used mainly by pleasure craft.

TRANSIT RESTRICTIONS
In order to promote safe and efficient navigation in the waters of the North Arm of the Fraser
River, the scow mooring grounds shall only be used for the temporary moorage of scows and
barges which are in transit through the port.
In order to promote the safe and efficient navigation of the North Arm of the Fraser River, the
log transit grounds shall only be used for the temporary storage of boom sections that are in
transit through the port.

COMMUNICATIONS
Every vessel transiting the navigation channels in the vicinity of the Canadian Pacific Railway
Bridge-Marpole shall:
•
•

Maintain a listening watch on VHF Channel 06
Make two security calls on VHF Channel 06 to determine if there is any opposing
traffic. The call-in points for such safety calls are: Ledcor’s tug boat dock and the
downriver end of Richmond Island.

Prior to departure from any berth or vessel tie-up at the call in points referred to above, or from
Mitchell Slough or the Middle Arm (Morey Channel), the vessel shall make at least two security
calls on VHF Channel 06 advising other vessels in the vicinity of its intentions.
Notwithstanding the foregoing and subject to the Collision Regulations, alternative
arrangements may be made through bridge-to-bridge communications between passing
vessels.

VESSEL TRAFFIC
While transiting the navigation channels in the vicinity of the Canadian Pacific Railway Bridge Marpole:
•

Vessels proceeding upstream shall, pass through the north channel (north draw on
the Vancouver side) of the navigation channel
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•

Vessels proceeding downstream shall, pass through the south channel (south draw
on the Richmond side) of the navigation channel

Where for safety reasons, a vessel is transiting the Canadian Pacific Railway Bridge - Marpole
counter to the procedure described above, the vessel shall make at least two security
broadcasts on VHF Channel 06, advising other marine users of its intentions.

TOWING AND BARGE TRAFFIC
The owner or person in charge of a vessel towing scows or barges shall ensure that the vessel:
•
•

if outbound, does not pay out its deep sea gear until the last scow or barge has
proceeded downstream of the inner (easterly) light
if inbound and using deep sea gear, close couples its towing gear before the last
barge or scow has proceeded upstream of the inner (easterly) light.

A boom in tow in the waters between the outer (westerly) light and the inner (easterly) light shall
not exceed five boom sections in width. Any incoming tow wider than two boom sections shall
have sufficient assist tugs to ensure safe passage.
A boom in tow in the waters of the Middle Arm (Morey Channel) shall not exceed twelve boom
sections in length or one boom section in width.

8.16 BRIDGE TRANSIT PROCEDURES
GENERAL PRACTICES
Due regard is to be given to all dangers of navigation and potential collision and to any special
circumstances, including the limitations of the vessels involved, that may make a departure from
the following practices necessary to avoid immediate danger.
Early and clear communications between the vessel and bridge operator must be established.
The master and bridge operator must establish a point beyond which the vessel will not proceed
if prior confirmation that the bridge will open has not been received. The master must also have
a predetermined point at which action must be taken if the bridge is not open.
Communication can be established on either VHF channel 74 or by phone (see specific bridge
sections for contact information).
Once radiotelephone contact has been established with the bridge operator, a listening watch is
to be maintained on VHF channel 74 until the vessel has cleared the bridge.
When visibility is less than 300 meters, a vessel towing loaded or empty barges is to transit the
swing span only when stemming the current.
Where a vessel is towing logs in excess of 20 boom sections (400 metres), it is to have an
assist tug. Where unusual conditions, loads, or circumstances exist, the towing company or the
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master of the vessel is to advise the Operations Centre, prior to the transit, of the compensatory
measures to be taken during the transit.
The master of a vessel that has in tow any floating property such as, but not limited to, a boom,
barge or vessel, is not to overtake or attempt to overtake any part of a tow of another vessel
within 500 metres of a swing span. The master of a vessel towing booms or floating property in
the port is to ensure that a distance of 500 meters is maintained between the vessel and the
stern of any proceeding tow.
A vessel towing two or more scows or barges shall not pass through the draw of a swing span
bridge unless the scows or barges are close-coupled in such a manner as to prevent the scows
or barges from sheering.
Vessels are to fit moveable masts (whenever practical) and to transit in a mast-down
configuration whenever possible to ensure that openings of bridge spans are minimized.

VESSEL ESCORTS
a) Tankers
The port authority patrol vessels will be available to clear traffic and provide escort services
through First and Second Narrows during transit windowswhenever possible.

b) Cruise Ships
During high traffic times escorts through First Narrows will be provided by the coordinated effort
of the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority, Vancouver Police Department, and the Canadian Coast
Guard.

c) Other Vessels
During high traffic times the port authority patrol vessels will be available to provide escorts
through First Narrows whenever possible.

QUEENSBOROUGH RAILWAY BRIDGE
a) Communication
VHF channel 74 and 06; Bridge Operator Telephone: +1 604 522 5131

b) Procedures
Every vessel transiting the Queensborough Railway Bridge is to make a safety call on VHF
channel 74 and 06 to determine if there is opposing traffic.
The bridge is typically left in the open position and attended by a bridge operator. The bridge is
unattended at the following times:
•
•

Monday to Friday, 0800 – 1600
Saturday 0800 – Sunday 0800
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If work is underway, a bridge operator will be present regardless of the schedule and make a
safety broadcast.
The master must attempt to establish contact with the bridge operator well in advance of the
need for opening. An opening procedure will be established, taking into account weather and
river conditions as well as procedures specified by the bridge operator.
Under most conditions, both the upriver and downriver vessels are to transit the draw on the
Queensborough side of the bridge.
A vessel towing a loaded barge with a carrying capacity of 4,500 short tons or more, or an
empty barge with a carrying capacity of 5,500 short tons or more, is to stem the current or use
an assist tug while transiting the span. If over 7,000 short tons, shall use an assist tug.
A vessel towing loaded barges in tandem is to have the barges close-coupled and, where the
length of the tow is in excess of 122 metres, is to use an assist tug.
A vessel towing a barge that has a beam or a load in excess of 18 metres in width is to use one
assist tug, and two assist tugs if over 22 metres. In both cases, the vessel is to stem the current
while transiting the swing span.

NEW WESTMINSTER RAILWAY BRIDGE
a) Communication
CONTACTS: VHF channel 74; bridge operator telephone: +1 604 589 6612

b) Procedures
The north protection pier has a collar around it 3.66 metres below the surface of the water (at
3.42-metre tide) that projects out 1.53 metres. Vessel masters should assume the south pier of
the south draw has the same collar.
The master is to establish contact with the bridge operator well in advance of the need for
opening. An opening procedure will be established, taking into account weather and river
conditions as well as procedures specified by the bridge operator.
VHF channel 74 is to be used to contact the bridge operator and the vessel master.
When calling in, the vessel is to provide the bridge operator with an estimated time of arrival. If
the ETA changes, the vessel is to notify the operator of the change.
In most conditions, upriver traffic is to transit the draw on the New Westminster side of the
bridge. Downriver traffic is to transit the draw on the Surrey side of the bridge.
Where, for safety reasons, vessels are transiting the bridge counter to the procedure described
above, the vessel is to make at least two security broadcasts on VHF channel 74, advising other
marine users of their intentions.
A vessel towing a loaded barge with a carrying capacity of 5,000 short tons or more, or an
empty barge with a carrying capacity of 6,000 short tons or more, is to stem the current or use
an assist tug while transiting the span. If over 7,000 short tons, shall use an assist tug.
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A vessel towing loaded barges in tandem is to have the barges close-coupled and, where the
length of the tow is in excess of 122 metres, is to use an assist tug when transiting on a fair
current.
A vessel towing a barge that has a beam or a load in excess of 18 metres in width is to use one
assist tug, and two assist tugs if over 22 metres.

PITT RIVER RAILWAY BRIDGE
a) Communication
VHF channel 74; bridge operator telephone: +1 604 941 0079
24-hour emergency line telephone: 1 800 795 7851

b) Procedures
The master is to establish contact with the bridge operator well in advance of the need for
opening. An opening procedure will be established, taking into account weather and river
conditions as well as procedures specified by the bridge operator.
Marine traffic closures take place Monday to Friday (except statutory holidays) at the following
times:
•
•

0530 – 0800
1615 – 1930

The bridge will be in the closed position by 0530 and 1615 each day. However, the bridge may
open for a vessel on request, immediately after the passing of a commuter train, under the
following conditions only:
•
•
•

The vessel is ready to go
No commuter train is waiting to pass over the bridge
Bridge closure can be done in time for the next commuter train

Once an opening procedure is established, the bridge operator contacts the Port Coquitlam yard
supervisor and/or rail traffic controller (may take up to 20 minutes), and then prepares the bridge
to swing (may take up to 10 minutes).
Approximately four minutes are required to complete a swing once the bridge starts to open.
Air draught gauges have been placed on the nose of the bridge pier to assist mariners. These
gauges indicate the distance from the bottom of the bridge to the waterline and are intended
only to provide estimated clearances. Actual clearances will assist a vessel operator in judging if
their vessel can clear the bridge without the need for a bridge opening.
Emergency openings of the span are possible any time. An emergency situation is defined as
one that threatens life, property and/or the environment. The procedure to follow in an
emergency situation is as follows:
•

Mariners are to contact the bridge operator on VHF channel 74 or by phone
+1 604 941 0079
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•
•

Identify the emergency
Bridge operator will proceed to stop rail traffic and open the bridge for emergency
passage

If a mechanical failure of the bridge is immediately apparent during the opening sequence, a low
level alarm sounds. In the event of an extended failure, MCTS will be contacted.
Extreme weather conditions (extreme fog, cold or heat, high winds, snow and ice) may affect
operations.
If the vessel requires a cancellation of the swing, the bridge operator is to be contacted by
telephone +1 604 941 0079 or VHF channel 74 as soon as possible.

WESTHAM ISLAND / CANOE PASS BRIDGE
a) Communication
CONTACTS: VHF channel 74; bridge operator telephone: +1 604 946 0139

b) Procedures
The master is to establish contact with the bridge operator well in advance of the need for
opening. An opening procedure will be established, taking into account weather and river
conditions as well as procedures specified by the bridge operator.
Between December 1 and March 31, the bridge is unmanned at night (between 2200 and 0600).
If the master is unable to make contact with the bridge operator during this time, the master is to
contact the Annacis Swing Bridge operator to assist with an opening procedure +1 604 521
0964.
Approximately three minutes are required to complete a swing once the bridge starts to open.
A mechanical failure of the bridge is immediately apparent during the opening sequence, as
indicator lights alert the bridge operator. In the event of a failure, the vessel will be contacted
and MCTS will be alerted if the problem persists.
The bridge operator will not operate the bridge, at their discretion, if unsafe to do so.

ANNACIS SWING BRIDGE
a) Communication
CONTACTS: VHF channel 74; bridge operator telephone: +1 604 521 0964

b) Procedures
The master is to establish contact with the bridge operator well in advance of the need for
opening. An opening procedure will be established, taking into account weather and river
conditions as well as procedures specified by the bridge operator.
Time is needed for the Bridge Operator to contact the Southern Railway (may take five minutes)
and to prepare the bridge for swinging (takes three minutes).
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Approximately six minutes are required to complete a swing once the bridge starts to open.
Masters are to transit the bridge through the north opening.
A mechanical failure of the bridge is immediately apparent during the opening or closing
sequence, but there are no alarms. In the event of a failure the vessel, Mainroad, and MCTS, if
necessary, will be contacted.
Heavy winds exceeding 40 kilometres per hour may affect operations.
Thirty minutes is required between openings to allow for cooling of equipment.

CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY BRIDGE – MARPOLE
a) Communication
N/A

b) Procedures
Vessels proceeding upstream shall pass through the north channel (north draw on the
Vancouver side) of the navigation channel.
Vessels proceeding downstream shall pass through the south channel (south draw on the
Richmond side) of the navigation channel.
Every vessel transiting the navigation channels in the vicinity of the Canadian Pacific Railway
Bridge – Marpole shall maintain a listening watch on VHF channel 06.
Every vessel transiting the navigation channels in the vicinity of the Canadian Pacific Railway
Bridge – Marpole shall make two security calls on VHF channel 06 to determine if there are is
opposing traffic. The call in points for such safety calls are:
•
•

1,250 metres upstream from the bottom of Mitchell Island (locally known as Hodder’s
tug boat dock)
The downriver end of Richmond Island.

Prior to departure from any berth or vessel tie-up at the call in points or from Mitchell Slough or
Morey Channel (the Middle Arm), the vessel shall make at least two security calls on VHF
channel 06 advising other vessels in the vicinity of its intentions.
Where for safety reasons, a vessel is transiting the Canadian Pacific Railway Bridge – Marpole
counter to the above procedures, the vessel shall make at least two security broadcasts on VHF
channel 06, advising other marine users of its intentions.
Notwithstanding the foregoing and subject to the Collision Regulations, alternative
arrangements may be made through bridge-to-bridge communications between passing
vessels.
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8.17 TOWING
GENERAL
The practices and procedures described in this section are applicable to all areas under
navigational jurisdiction of the port authority.

MOVEMENT AND CONTROL OF FLOATING PROPERTY AND
BOOMS
The owner or person in charge of a vessel that has in tow any boom, cargo or other vessel shall
ensure that the towing vessel has sufficient power at all times to maintain full control over the
movements of the tow.
No person shall move a boom or floating property in the port unless the boom or floating
property is in tow of a vessel.
No person shall leave unmoored floating property unattended in the port.
No person shall obstruct, with a boom or floating property, any channel in the port.
Where a boom or floating property is located in an unauthorized area of the port, the port
authority may move the boom or floating property to any other location in the port and the
owner, or representative, shall pay the port authority the cost upon invoice.
All owners or persons in charge of any boom or floating property entering the port must provide
the port authority with all such information regarding the boom or floating property prior to arrival
or as soon thereafter as is practical.

LOG BOOMS
Unless authorized by the port authority pursuant to a water lot or foreshore lease, no vessel
shall deposit logs in the waters or on the foreshore.
In the event of a spill of logs or an escape of boom sections, the port authority may, by order in
writing, suspend log salvage activities by any vessel in the port for a period of up to 10 days
during which period the owner or his authorized agent shall recover the spilled logs or escaped
boom sections. During such period and within such areas of the port as are specified in the
order no person in charge of any vessel, other than the owner of the logs or booms or his
authorized agent, shall attempt to recover the logs or booms referred to in the order.

BRIDGE TRANSITS WITH A TOW
The owner or person in charge of a vessel that has in tow any boom, cargo or other vessel shall
not, within 500 metres of a swing or lift span bridge, overtake or attempt to overtake any part of
the tow of any other vessel.
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The owner or person in charge of a vessel with two or more scows or barges in tow shall not
pass through the draw of a swing span bridge unless the scows or barges are close coupled in
such a manner as to prevent the scows or barges from sheering.
Except where otherwise specified, the owner or person in charge of a vessel shall not tow,
within the limits of the port, any boom exceeding 36 boom sections in length or one boom
section in width.

OTHER
The owner or person in charge of a vessel towing scows, barges, booms, or floating property
shall ensure the tow is securely fastened and under control while in transit in the port.
The owner or person in charge of a vessel engaged in towing is to ensure that the tow vessel is
not moored or stopped at a location where part of the tow lies under a bridge.
The owner or person in charge of a vessel towing booms or floating property in the port shall
ensure that a distance of 500 metres is maintained between the vessel and the stern of any
preceding tow.
The owner or person in charge of a vessel shall not overtake or attempt to overtake any part of
a tow of another vessel within 500 meters of a swing span.

8.18 DISPLAY OF SIGNALS AND LIGHTS
Every vessel equipped with an Automatic Identification System (AIS) shall keep their AIS in
operation and transmitting data at all times within the port except where international or national
agreements, rules or standards provide for the AIS to be switched off; in that case, the master
or representative shall report this action and the reason for doing so to the Operations Centre at
+1 604 665 9086 or by e-mail at harbour_master@portvancouver.com
Vessels in the port are to display lights and shapes in accordance with the Collision Regulations
In addition to those vessels required by Transport Canada to be equipped with an AIS, Vessels
within the port that are certified to carry more than 12 passengers shall be equipped with an
AIS.

8.19 RECREATIONAL VESSELS
SAFE BOATING PRACTICES
The Port of Vancouver is a busy harbour. Recreational boaters must exercise caution in high
activity areas, including approaches to Coal Harbour, First Narrows (Lions Gate Bridge),
Second Narrows (Iron Workers Memorial Bridge), the Fraser River, and Aircraft Operations
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Zones. Boaters must at all times proceed at a safe speed so that they can take proper and
effective action to avoid collision and be stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing
circumstances and conditions.
Within Bedwell Bay, Belcarra Bay, Deep Cove, Strathcona Park and Coal Harbour a maximum
speed of five knots is enforced. Within Grant Narrows there is a maximum speed of 10 Km per
hour (Approximately five knots)
All recreational activities that involve the towing or connection between a vessel and other
equipment for the purpose of recreation, such as but not limited to, waterskiing, wakeboarding,
parasailing, flyboarding and kiteboarding must not impede any other vessel traffic within the
port. All such activities must be carried out in a safe manner, in areas where commercial vessel
traffic will not be impeded, and with respect of other users of the port.
For more information on safe boating and use of pleasure craft, visit our website and refer to our
safe boating guide.
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Image: Safe Boating Guide – Burrard Inlet

PLEASURE CRAFT
Pleasure craft, including those under oars should keep well clear of all commercial vessels
underway and not impede their passage. A vessel at anchor or berthed at a terminal may move
without warning and a safe distance should be maintained. Particular attention must be paid to
navigation in the high activity areas.
Tide and wind conditions may cause turbulent seas in both First and Second narrows. Caution
should be exercised. Only adequately powered craft may pass through either narrows. No
pleasure craft under sail or oars may transit either narrows. One sail sheeted home is allowed
for stability when under power in First or Second Narrows. Otherwise sails should be lowered.
Sailing and fishing is not permitted between a line drawn from Ferguson Point to Navvy Jack
Point as the western limit and a line drawn from Berry Point, 000 degrees north to the north
shore as the eastern limit.
No person shall operate any pleasure craft under the power of oars or paddles:
•

•
•

In the area between a line drawn from Ferguson Point to Navvy Jack Point as the
western limit and a line drawn from Berry Point, 000 degrees north to the north shore
as the eastern limit
In a traffic separation zone
Within 300 metres of a vessel at anchor
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PERSONAL WATERCRAFT
No person shall operate a personal watercraft at night. Sunrise and Sunset are defined as the
times published daily in most newspapers such as The Province and The Vancouver Sun.
Any person operating a Jet-ski or similar vehicle shall have attached to his person, clothing, or
personal flotation device, a lanyard-type engine cut-off switch.
No person shall operate a jet-ski, flyboard, kiteboard, parasail or similar recreational apparatus:
•

•
•
•
•

In the area between a line drawn from Ferguson Point to Navvy Jack Point as the
western limit and a line drawn from Berry Point, 000 degrees north to the north shore
as the eastern limit
In a traffic separation zone
Within 300 metres of a vessel at anchor
At a speed of more than five knots within 300 metres of a swimming area
At a speed of more than five knots within 300 metres of a launch ramp

Notwithstanding the above, use of personal watercraft in exhibitions, parades and other similar
marine events may be permitted if the organizers of such an event have the written permission
of the port authority for the use of personal watercraft. Such permission may only be granted
after the port authority receives an application for a marine event. For more information on
marine events, see Section 5.4.
Any person operating a personal watercraft must operate the vessel in a safe and prudent
manner, having regard for other traffic, speed and wake restrictions, and all other circumstances
so as not to endanger the life, injury or property of any person.

FUELING
Refueling of powered vessels shall only be done at recognized fueling stations with adherence
to all posted safety procedures.

ANCHORING
The port authority has management and control of the port, which may include the
establishment of places of moorage within the port. No vessel shall, except in an emergency,
moor or anchor outside of designated anchorage areas without approval of the authority, and
then only as directed. For information on the designated anchorage areas for recreational boats,
refer to our website.
Should a recreational vessel need to anchor outside of a designated anchorage area for a short
duration due to an emergency, the operator must contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665
9086 and provide the mitigating circumstances, as well as the location and the expected
duration of the anchorage, to ensure the safety of the vessel and other port users. The port
authority may not agree to the proposed anchorage and may direct the vessel to another
location.
There are no permanent designated anchorages within the Fraser River. Anchoring is only at
the discretion and authorization of the port authority. Anchoring within Steveston Harbour is
strictly prohibited.
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Vessels moored or anchored at authorized locations are not permitted to raft vessels together.
Vessel masters are responsible for ensuring their vessels are anchored in sufficient water to
ensure safety at all stages of the tide and in all weather conditions.
Anchored vessels must display the appropriate day and night signals.

DERELICT, ABANDONED, ILLEGALLY MOORED OR
ANCHORED VESSELS
Where the owner or person in charge of a vessel in the port is not available or refuses or
neglects to obey any order to move the vessel, the port authority may, at the risk and expense
of the owner of the vessel:
•
•
•
•
•

Take possession of the vessel
Use any means and force reasonably necessary to move the vessel
Berth, anchor, moor the vessel at any place satisfactory to the port authority
Remove the vessel out of the water and store it at any place satisfactory to the port
authority.
Dispose of the vessel by any method satisfactory to the port authority.

8.20 FISHING VESSELS
GENERAL
Commercial vessel traffic and fishers must be aware of the dangers posed by each other’s
activities during fishery openings on the Fraser River, as unsafe and dangerous situations can
occur when commercial traffic attempts to maneuver around nets.
Fishing or the use of fishing related equipment is prohibited between Capilano light beacon and
Brockton Point as marked on appropriate CHS Charts. Additionally, fishing or the use of fishing
related equipment is prohibited in the area located within a line drawn from Capilano light
beacon, Navvy Jack Point and Ferguson Point, as well as eastward through the Second
Narrows MRA to a line drawn from Berry Point, 000 degrees north to the north shore.

COMMUNICATIONS
Fishers must monitor VHF channel 74. During Area 29 (Fraser River) gillnet openings, all
commercial traffic movements are broadcast on this channel, providing warning to fishers of
ship movements along the Fraser River.

COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION CONSIDERATIONS
Vessels are to stay in the proper upriver or downriver designated channel. Operators of all
vessels are to take early and substantial action to keep well clear of all other vessels and gear.
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Vessels should not to alter course, as generally fishers will judge by the speed of the vessels
and through broadcasts when to lift the net. Altering course may cause additional hazards.
Fully extended gillnets are up to 200 fathoms (375 metres) long and supported on the surface
by small floats that may not be readily visible. During the day a float is at the end of the net and
at night the end of the net is marked by a white light. When approaching, vessels are to reduce
speed until the floats are observed, or the operator signals by hand or with a spotlight at night,
indicating the direction in which the net is set.
The correct navigation lights or shapes are to be displayed at all times.

FISHING VESSEL CONSIDERATIONS
Any person using a net to fish in the port shall, upon hearing four long whistle blasts from an
approaching ship, haul in their net to allow passage of the approaching vessel.
When setting near swing or lift bridges, operators are to monitor VHF channel 74 for valuable
information on traffic intending to transit the bridge and be watchful for a bridge opening as this
indicates the approach of a larger vessel. Do not make a set that interferes with the vessel’s
transit of the bridge.
Fishing vessels should work with a partner vessel that can render assistance if needed.
Fishers on a drift should set their nets in the same direction, whenever possible, to permit safe
passage of other traffic.
In order to avoid impacting another vessel, and to reduce the possibility of serious injury, loss of
life, or damage to the vessel, vessels unable to manoeuvre quickly are to provide whistle signals
in accordance with the Collision Regulations and remain on course.
If collision with another vessel is imminent, fishers should either run the net out, so the net
sustains the damage, or “dog” the drum and attempt to tow the net out of danger, thus reducing
the possibility of loss of life or damage to the vessel.
At night, when approached by other vessels, fishers are to use a searchlight to show the
direction of the net in the water, ensuring the searchlight does not blind the operator of the
approaching vessel. Towboats are also to use searchlights, whenever possible, to show their
preferred direction of travel in order to help fishers decide when and how far to move

8.21 LOG OPERATIONS
GENERAL
Unless authorized by the port authority pursuant to a water lot or foreshore lease, no vessel
shall deposit logs in the waters or on the foreshore.
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NORTH ARM LOG TRANSIT AND SCOW MOORING
GROUNDS
The port authority may determine the applicable period of temporary mooring for booms, scows
and barges, from time to time.
No vessel shall, for the purposes of salvaging logs, enter the log transit grounds, the Point Grey
log storage grounds or the scow mooring grounds.
The port authority may move any vessel located in the log transit grounds or the scow mooring
grounds for more than 72 hours to any other place in the port at the risk and expense of the
owner or person in charge of the vessel.
All owners or persons in charge of any boom or floating property entering the North Arm of the
Fraser River must provide the authority with all such information regarding the boom or floating
property prior to arrival or as soon thereafter as is practical.
No boom moored in the log transit grounds shall exceed:
•
•
•
•

When fronting mooring dolphins 1A to 71, inclusive, in the North Arm Jetty log transit
grounds, three boom sections in width
When fronting mooring dolphins 72 to 88, inclusive, in the North Arm Jetty log transit
grounds, four boom sections in width
When fronting mooring dolphins 1 to 9, inclusive, in the Sea Island (Sheeting) log
transit grounds, two boom sections in width
Boom sections moored at dolphins 1 thru 88, inclusive, in the North Arm Jetty log
transit grounds longer than 72 hours will be charged a fee as detailed in the fee
document for each 24 hour period.

In order to promote the safe and efficient navigation of the North Arm of the Fraser River, all
vessels using the log transit grounds must adhere to the following procedures:
•
•
•
•

All available dolphin wires must be utilized when securing boom sections
Tween ties (belly ties) must be made every four to six boom sections
In the event a boom does not fit between dolphins, it must be moved into a position
which will enable tow ties and prevent the boom swinging onto the beach area
When unusual circumstances make it necessary to temporarily moor a boom that will
exceed the limit of width for the area concerned, the vessel in charge shall stand by
its tow while so moored and immediately notify the Operations Centre.

SUSPENSION OF LOG SALVAGE OPERATIONS
In the event of a spill of logs or an escape of booms, the port authority may, by order in writing
suspend log salvage activities by any ship in any area of the port for a period of up to 10 days
during which time the owner or his authorized agent shall recover the spilled logs or escaped
booms.

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

90

During such period and within such areas as determined by the port authority, no person in
charge of any vessel, other than the owner of the logs or booms or his authorized agent, shall
attempt to recover the spilled logs or escaped booms.

8.22 TUGS
No vessel shall attempt to pass between a tug and its tow, nor close astern of the tow since
many have a trailing floating line.

8.23 AIRCRAFT
Aircraft on the water must comply with the Collision Regulations. An aircraft traffic control tower
is in operation at Granville Square to provide service to aircraft using Burrard Inlet and the
Fraser River. The aircraft operations zones marked on the chart are areas of high activity and
operators of recreational vessels or pleasure craft are required to keep clear.

8.24 MILITARY VESSELS
Where possible, no vessel, including any pleasure craft or personal watercraft, shall come within
100 metres of any military vessel, whether Canadian or foreign, while in the port.
All military vessels wishing to visit the Port of Vancouver must make a request directly to
MARPAC JTF-P. Upon approval by the Royal Canadian Navy, the visit info must be submitted
to the port authority through the pacific gateway portal. For further information, contact the
operations centre at +1 604 665 9086

Back to top
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9 Port Safety

9.1 GENERAL
The port authority has a dual role in emergencies: it is responsible for the safety and welfare of
officers and employees of the port authority and it must also ensure that the port continues to
operate during emergency situations.
In order to achieve this objective, port authority departments and external organizations must
work together. Areas of authority or responsibility should be flexible enough to adjust to any
situation. At times the magnitude of an emergency may mean that many port authority
departments, outside agencies and organizations are engaged in a coordinated effort.
Federal, provincial and municipal government agencies, and private agencies and organizations
that may be engaged in the coordinated effort of response to port incidents include, but are not
limited to: Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Canadian Coast Guard, Transport Canada,
Environment Canada, Public Safety Canada, Royal Canadian Mounted Police, Vancouver
Police Department, Vancouver Fire and Rescue Services and the Western Canada Marine
Response Corporation.
The port authority follows the BC emergency response management system which uses the
Incident Command System (ICS) adopted by other emergency response agencies within BC
and around North America. This enables the port authority to have a collaborative, effective and
unified response to any emergency within the port.

9.2 EMERGENCY CONTACTS
Persons involved in, or witness to, any activities within the port which result in an incident
involving material loss or damage or an explosion, fire, accident, grounding, stranding or
incident of pollution shall as soon as possible report the incident to the Operations Center at +1
604 665 9086 or by email at harbour_master@portvancouver.com
Marine distress emergencies shall be indicated on Marine VHF 16, Cellular *16 and/or 911

EMERGENCY NUMBERS
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fire Emergency
911
Fire Non-emergency 311
HAZMAT (Fire Department) 911
Police Emergency
911
VPD Non-emergency +1 604-717-3321
Ambulance Emergency
911

HARBOUR MASTER AND OPERATIONS CENTRE
Telephone: +1 604 665 9086 harbour_master@portvancouver.com

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

93

MARINE COMMUNICATIONS & TRAFFIC SERVICES
Telephone: +1 250 363 6333.

VHF 12 / 11 / 74 / 16

WESTERN CANADA MARINE RESPONSE CORPORATION
Telephone: +1 250 294 6001
24 Hour Emergency Telephone: +1 604 294 9116

TUG SERVICES
•
•

SMIT Harbour Towage Telephone: +1 604 253 8881
Seaspan Marine Telephone: +1 604 988 3111

All other emergencies in the port will be indicated to emergency responders by calling 911.
Subsequent communications between the scene and the incident commander may be assigned
to separate approved specific emergency response frequency(s) or telephone numbers. Fire
departments will be notified through telephone via 911. Municipal boundaries will determine the
initial response.

9.3 EMERGENCY RESPONSE EQUIPMENT
Every person in the port shall follow the fire protection and prevention measures necessary for
the safety of persons and property in the port.
Multiple response agencies have equipment available to respond to emergencies. The port
authority has the ability to coordinate and escalate response to emergencies on port waters or
lands.

9.4 EMERGENCY COORDINATION CENTRE
The Operations Center is a 24/7/365 hub to manage activities in the port related to:
•
•
•
•
•

Marine safety and environmental protection
Port security and incident reporting
Supply chain fluidity and reliability
Emergency response coordination
Water watch – reporting unusual activity
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9.5 EMERGENCY SCENARIOS

PROCEDURE IN CASE OF EMERGENCY / ALARM
Any report of Incident in the
port

Telephone 911 –
Police, Fire, Ambulance

Coast Guard (MCTS)
VHF 16 or 12, 11, 74
cell *16

Rescue Coordination Centre (RCC)

Operations Centre +1 604 665
9086

Duty harbour master

SPILLS
For marine pollutant or spills call Vancouver Traffic VHF 12 / 11 / 74 / 16
In the event of a spill during transfer operations, the receiver and supplier must both
immediately notify the Canadian Coast Guard (telephone: +1 800 889 8892 or +1 250 363
6333) and the authority (telephone: +1 604 665 9086). The Canada Shipping Act requires both
the oil supplier and oil receiver to immediately implement their oil pollution emergency plan and
respond to the spill. Western Canada Marine Response Corporation (WCMRC) is a certified
response organization with resources in Vancouver and the Lower Mainland to mitigate the
impact when an oil spill occurs.

ACCIDENTAL DISCHARGES
All accidental over side discharges should be reported immediately to the Operations Centre. If
the discharges contain oil or other deleterious substances, the vessel must immediately notify
MCTS and activate its pollution response plan.

Back to top
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10 Port Security

10.1 GENERAL
The International Maritime Organization (IMO) adopted the International Ship and Port Facility
Security Code (ISPS Code) in December 2002, which meant that all IMO contracting
governments, including Canada, were required to have adopted this code and have necessary
regulations in place by July 1, 2004. This was done successfully in Canada through the Marine
Transportation Security Regulations, which brought into effect both the mandatory ISPS Code
Part A requirements as well as a majority of the voluntary Part B requirements.
The “Vancouver Fraser Port Authority Master Security Plan” outlines the security polices for
compliance within the Port of Vancouver. Each facility has a terminal specific approved security
plan outlining their requirements for compliance with regulation.
Nationally, threat levels are assigned by Transport Canada Marine Security (TCMS).

MARSEC
MARSEC stands for marine security. MARSEC levels are designed to easily communicate preplanned responses to increased threat levels.
MARSEC LEVEL 1
Appropriate security measures under normal operating conditions.
MARSEC LEVEL 2
Increased security measures maintained for a heightened security threat or incident for a limited
period of time.
MARSEC LEVEL 3
Additional security measures when a security threat or security incident is probable or imminent.
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10.2 PRESENT ISPS SECURITY LEVEL INFORMATION
The purpose of a declaration of security (DoS) is to ensure agreement is reached between the
vessel and the port facility, or with other vessels with which it interfaces, in relation to security
measures each must adopt according to the provisions of their security plans.
The marine facility security officer is responsible for ensuring a declaration of security is
completed when a vessel is in port and interfaces with their facility.
A declaration of security must be completed before an interface starts between a marine facility
and a vessel if:
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•
•
•

•

The marine facility and vessel are operating at different security levels
The marine facility or the vessel do not have a security plan approved by a contracting
government
The interface involves a cruise ship or involves a vessel carrying, loading or discharging
dangerous cargoes which pose a higher than normal risk to persons, property or the
environment
The ship security officer or the marine facility security officer deems it necessary for
specific security reasons

A new or revised declaration of security is required when:
•
•
•

There is a change to the security level, for the vessel or the marine facility, while the
vessel is in the port.
There has been a definite security threat or a security incident involving the vessel or
involving the marine facility.
Transport Canada declares it must be so

The declaration of security must be signed and dated by the marine facility security officer and
the ship security officer or the master, and must include the duration, relevant security level and
the contact details once completed.
The Marine Facility Security Officer must implement a continuing Declaration of Security for a
vessel or offshore facility with which the marine facility frequently interfaces for the period of:
90 days for MARSEC Level 1; and 30 days for MARSEC Level 2. ISPS part A s. 5.6.
(contracting government)
If you have any questions regarding this requirement please contact the Operations Centre at
+1 604 665 9086.

10.3 REPORTING TO PORT FACILITES
Vessels entering the port must declare their MARSEC level to MCTS 96 hours prior to arrival.
Security incidents must be immediately reported to the port security officer and the terminal
operator.

PORT SECURITY OFFICER
Brian Pitman, Manager of Security and Emergency Management, is the port security officer.
The port security officer can be contacted through the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086.
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10.4 UNMANNED AIR VEHICLES
Recreational or hobby use of UAV or model aircraft is not permitted over lands or waters within
the port without prior permission from the port authority.
Unmanned air vehicle (UAV) operations on or over the jurisdiction of the port authority must be
coordinated through Transport Canada Aviation. Prior to any UAV operation within the port, a
copy of the special flight operations certificate (SFOC) must be provided to the Operation
Centre along with the details of the planned flight (time, date, area and altitude). A marine event
permit may be required for the UAV operation if it is occurring over the water.
Any suspicious or unexpected use of UAV will be reported to police and/or Transport Canada.

Back to top
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11 Nautical
Services

11.1 GENERAL
Where the port authority requires that a vessel or operation obtain the services of tugs, pilots,
agencies, or other services, those services will be procured at the expense and risk of the
vessel or operation.

11.2 VTS
VESSEL TRAFFIC SERVICES AND TRAFFIC CONTROL
Vessels approaching the port from sea will enter into a vessel traffic services (VTS) zone at the
entrance to Juan de Fuca Strait. A cooperative vessel traffic services agreement (CVTS) exists
between Canada and the US. As part of the agreement, Tofino Traffic provides VTS for the
offshore approaches to the Juan de Fuca Strait and along the Washington State coastline from
48 degrees north. Seattle Traffic provides VTS for both the Canadian and US waters of Juan de
Fuca Strait and Victoria Traffic provides VTS for both Canadian and US waters of Haro Strait,
Boundary Passage, and the lower Georgia Strait.
In the Strait of Georgia, vessels will enter into the Vancouver VTS zone, managed by Victoria
Traffic.

RADAR COVERAGE
The Canadian Coast Guard operates radar stations around Vancouver. Radar and AIS are
used to monitor vessel movements.

BASIC RULES OF COMMUNICATION
Radiotelephone procedures are described in the Canadian Coast Guard Radio Aids to Marine
Navigation, part 4. In the interest of safe navigation, masters should ensure that a continuous
listening watch is maintained on both 2182 kHz and on VHF 16 (156.8 MHz) as well as the local
VTS channel.
2182 KHz and VHF 16 shall only be used for distress, urgency and safety
communications, and for calling purposes.
Marine channels with licensed assigned frequencies are regulated by Industry Canada.
Unauthorized channel interference may result in charges under the Radio Communication Act
and the Radio Communication Regulations.
Port Metro Vancouver VTS assigned frequency:
VHF 74 Fraser River, VHF 12 Vancouver and English Bay, VHF 11 Roberts Bank.
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REQUIRED TO PARTICIPATE
•
•

Every vessel 20 metres or more in length
Every vessel engaged in towing or pushing any vessel or object, other than fishing gear,
where:
a) The combined length of the vessel and any vessel or object towed or pushed by
the vessel is 45 metres or more in length
b) The length of the vessel or object being towed or pushed by the vessel is 20
metres or more in length

EXCEPTIONS
•
•
•

A vessel towing or pushing inside a log booming ground
A pleasure craft less than 30 metres in length
A fishing vessel that is less than 24 metres in length and not more than 150 gross
tonnes

VESSEL TRAFFIC SERVICES
Canada's vessel traffic services system is operated by Canadian Coast Guard Marine
Communication and Traffic officers, who monitor the movement of vessels using VHF radio,
direction finding equipment, AIS, and in some areas, surveillance radar.
Prior to beginning a voyage within Canadian waters or entering from seaward, ships are
required to obtain a VTS clearance. This clearance is issued by a marine communication officer
after screening information about identity, condition, cargo and intentions of the vessel. As it
proceeds on its voyage the ship is required to maintain a listening watch on designated marine
VHF radio channels and report at specific positions, calling-in-points (CIPs). In turn, the vessel
is provided with information, advice, navigational safety and weather information. In many
places traffic routing systems have been established to further enhance vessel movement
safety.

VESSEL SCHEDULES
The port authority authorizes all vessel movements and assigns anchorages. Agents and pilots
may request changes to the schedule or anchorage assignment by contacting the Operations
Centre at +1 604 665 9086 or harbour_master@portvancouver.com. All efforts will be made to
accommodate short notice requests due to mechanical failures, weather changes or other
unforeseen situations or in an emergency.

11.3 PILOTAGE
Every commercial vessel that is over 350 gross tonnes, and every pleasure craft over 500 gross
tonnes, is subject to compulsory pilotage. The master, owner or agent of a vessel that is to
arrive in a compulsory pilotage area shall notify the Pacific Pilotage Authority of the estimated
time of arrival, universal time co-coordinated (UTC) and local time, at Brotchie Ledge near
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Victoria, at least 48 hours prior to arrival, and shall confirm or correct the estimated time of
arrival 10 hours prior to arrival.
The port is designated a compulsory pilotage area under the Pilotage Act. Any vessel required
to carry a pilot under the Pilotage Act will not navigate within the port unless a certified BC
Coast Pilot or Fraser River Pilot is on board, or in emergencies, as directed by the port
authority.
The Pacific Pilotage Authority (PPA) will issue Notices to Industry when there are important
updates to pilotage rules and regulations. They can be found here. These notices will also
advise of new initiatives, services, and other important announcements concerning pilotage.

ORDERING PILOTS
a) Arriving ships
Normally pilots will be ordered by the ship’s agent who will contact the Pacific Pilotage Authority
or use the online agent portal.

b) Departing ships and ships in the port
Normally pilots will be ordered by the ship’s agent at least 10 hours before the estimated time of
departure. If a vessel fails to anchor in its assigned anchorage or if it drags out of its position in
the anchorage, the vessel may be ordered by the port authority to be repositioned by a certified
BC coast pilot. A vessel so ordered will absorb all costs associated with the repositioning.

HOW TO PREPARE THE SHIP FOR BOARDING OF THE PILOT
Ships arriving at Brotchie shall prepare a pilot ladder on both sides of the vessel (unless
otherwise directed) and lower it to one metre above the waterline. Ships are also to have a line
available to hoist up the pilot’s bag prior to the pilot embarking.
In the port the pilot may prefer to use the ship’s gangway. Vessels should confirm boarding
arrangements with the pilot on VHF 17.
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PILOT BOARDING STATION
The pilot boarding station is located near Victoria at 48 22’ 30” N 123 23’ 30” W
Within the port, the pilot will board the ship at the anchorage or berth at which she is located.

PILOT BOAT
The pilot may come to the ship by pilot boat or by tug.

11.4 TUGS
There are several tug companies within the port. Generally the vessel’s agent will arrange for
tugs as required.
For information about conducting push and pull tests on terminal bollards, contact the port
Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086 or harbour_master@portvancouver.com.
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11.5 MOORING
MOORING OF VESSELS ALONGSIDE
Mooring arrangements will be specific to the terminal or dock. In certain situations such as
overhanging a berth or immobilizing a main engine, the port authority may require additional
lines to be used.
Unless the terminal specifically requires otherwise, tankers should rig emergency towing-off
wires. One should be on the offshore forward end and one on the offshore quarter.
See the Port Sections Guide for more information about each terminal.

MOORING BUOYS
There are mooring buoys located in North Vancouver, called the navy buoys, which are
managed by T&B Moorings. Users may secure appropriately insured barges to the navy buoys
for short periods of time whenever space is available. T&B Moorings will invoice users of the
buoys directly.
There is another mooring buoy located in English Bay near the entrance to False Creek. Users
may secure barges to this buoy as well, but are expected to self-report the length of barge and
duration of mooring directly to T&B moorings at 604.687.9677 or cmc@comc.cc.

11.6 LASHING OF CARGO
Lashing of cargo is carried out by stevedores within the port.

11.7 GANGWAYS
CRUISE TERMINAL GANGWAY PROCEDURES
Vessels are to remain securely made fast to the dock at all times the gangways are attached.
No singling up for departure is to take place unless properly trained personnel are attending the
gangway ready to disengage from the vessel.
Prior to the vessel moving off the berth, or making a close approach to the berth, the gangways
are to be folded and stowed against the building.
Prior to singling up, the vessel must release any safety lines or nets that may have been
attached to the gangways.
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OTHER TERMINAL GANGWAY PROCEDURES
Vessels are to remain securely made fast to the dock at all times the gangways are attached.
The gangways must be fastened safely and securely at all times in order to avoid any incident
or damage to person or property.
Back to top
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12 Nautical
Communication

12.1 GENERAL
The proper use of radio frequencies and procedures are outlined in the Radio Aids to Marine
Navigation. All ships in waters under Canadian jurisdiction are required to carry the most recent
applicable edition of this publication.

12.2 VHF CHANNELS NAUTICAL COMMUNICATION
MCTS

12 / 11 / 74

PPA

17

Calling or Distress

16

Back to top

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

109

13 Cargo
Operations

13.1 GENERAL
This chapter describes the rules and regulations concerning cargo operations in the port.

13.2 LOADING/DISCHARGING PROCEDURES
For specific cargo loading/discharging information regarding particular terminals please
reference the appropriate Port Sections Guide.

INTERNAL TRANSFERS
Care should be taken if it is necessary to transfer oil internally between tanks. Soundings should
be taken before and after the transfer to confirm the levels in both tanks.

FUMIGATION
Fumigation is done in accordance with the Cargo, Fumigation and Tackle Regulations of the
Canada Shipping Act.
Fumigation in the port is arranged through the vessel’s agent.

13.3 BULK LIQUID TRANSFERS
APPLICATION
The approved ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore), the practices and procedures outlined
herein apply to all vessels, terminals and operators within the port authority’s area of jurisdiction;
These procedures are developed to enhance safe transfer operations within the port.
Representatives from the ship (responsible officer) and terminal (terminal representative) must
complete the Ship/Shore Safety Check-List prior to the start of transfer operations, the purpose
of such will:
•
•
•

Establish and follow written standard operating practice for routine and non-routine
activities
Provide for adequate supervision during transfer operations
Provide continuous supervision of the marine transfer operation, monitor and log
pertinent data
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All parties involved in the planning, delivering and/or receiving of liquid bulk products, must be
fully aware of the requirements of this section as well as of any additional requirements issued
and enforced by specific terminal operators;
These requirements are designed to be used as complementary to other existing safety controls
and regulations that govern shipping safety and in no way supersede or make such controls and
regulations irrelevant.
The Ship/Shore Safety Check-List comprises four parts:
•
•
•
•

Part A – Bulk liquids, physical checks
Part B – Bulk liquids, verbal verification
Part C – Bulk liquid chemicals
Part D – Bulk liquefied gases

Parts A and B shall be applicable to all vessels and terminals engaged in the transfer of bulk
liquids.
Parts C and D shall only be applicable to those vessels and terminals engaged in the transfer of
bulk liquid chemicals and/or bulk liquefied gases.

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
All transfer operations must be carried out in accordance with the latest edition of ISGOTT and
the additional requirements provided in these practices and procedures.
The master of every vessel engaged in transfer operations shall appoint an officer to be used
during all aspects of the transfer operations who is fluent in English. English is the language to
be used during all aspects of the transfer operation.
The Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be kept on file for at least one year.

THE SHIP/SHORE SAFETY CHECKLIST
For the complete version of ISGOTT’s Ship/Shore Safety Check-List, see Appendix A of this
manual.

13.4 DRY CARGO LIGHTERING
The lightering of dry cargo at anchor introduces an additional risk of pollution incidents by the
double handling of the product. This also prolongs the usage of anchorages. Therefore it will
only be allowed at the discretion of the port authority.
Permission may be granted when all precautions are made to assure there is no spillage of
pollutants into water (i.e. tarps from ship to barge). Contact the Operations Centre for more
information at +1 604 665 9086 or harbour_master@portvancouver.com.
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13.5 CLEANING PROCEDURES
No hold/tank washings are to be discharged without approval from the port authority. For tank
cleaning procedures on board tankers please see section 14.8 of this document.
Back to top
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14 Vessel
Operations

14.1 GENERAL
Some vessel operations require notification, and in some cases additional requirements, before
the work can proceed. To notify the port authority and request permission for certain work,
application must be made electronically through the Pacific Gateway Portal.
The following operations require a Vessel Service Request:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Anchoring
Taking bunkers or fueling
Cargo hold inspection
Engine immobilization
Hot work
Lifeboat servicing
Shifting along a berth without a pilot
Tanker transits
Other service requests (including commercial diving operations)

For more information contact the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086 or
harbour_master@portvancouver.com.

14.2 LOWERING BOATS AND RAFTS
The port authority is aware of the various national and international requirements for the
exercising of lifeboats at designated intervals and will accommodate all such activities.
Prior to conducting lifeboat exercises the vessel must advise the Operations Centre through
MCTS of their intentions including start and finish time. Pre-approval must also be granted by
submitting a request through the Pacific Gateway Portal.
If lifeboats are lowered into the water, cast off from the falls and exercised under oars or power,
they must remain within 50 metres of the vessel. Vessels at Canada Place are to ensure their
lifeboats remain well clear of Seabus lanes and seaplane landing areas.

14.3 MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR
IMMOBILIZING MAIN ENGINES AND TESTING PROPULSION
No vessel shall immobilize its main engines while alongside or engage/test its propulsion
systems and machinery whilst alongside without the approval of the port authority. The
Operations Centre will consider:
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•
•
•
•

The prevailing weather conditions, tide or current
The type of berth and cargo operations
The length of time the engines are expected to be immobilized or the machinery to be
tested
The characteristics of the vessel

If approval is given through a Vessel Service Request, then the vessel will be required to:
•
•
•
•

Provide a continuous vigilant deck watch
Advise Marine Communications and Traffic Services at the commencement and
completion of the immobilization or machinery testing
Provide continuous monitoring of VHF channel 12 in Burrard Inlet, VHF channel 74 in
the Fraser River or VHF channel 11 in Deltaport/Roberts Bank
Provide a minimum of four head/stern lines and two springs each end, under even
tension. A vessel engaging/testing its propulsion systems and machinery requires
additional head and stern mooring lines to be deployed

In some circumstances a tug may be required to stand by the vessel.
A tug must stand by a vessel that requires immobilizing its engines while at anchor. The tug
must be of sufficient bollard pull to hold the vessel in place in the expected weather conditions.
Nothing in these procedures relieves the master of the vessel from his obligations for safety or
from following additional precautions as would be required by the normal practice of seamen.
These procedures are to be considered the minimum requirements.

PAINTING OVER THE WATER
If a vessel would like to touch up the paint on the hull while alongside or at anchor, a vessel
service request must be submitted.
Preparation of the area to be touched up is limited to rinsing with non-chlorinated fresh water, or
wiping with a clean rag. Pressure washing of the hull is not permitted without written permission
from the port authority. Pressure washing of the hull must be reviewed by VFPA- Environmental
Programs, and must be requested at least 48 hours prior to the work.
All precautions must be taken to ensure that no paint or debris goes into the water, and
precautions must be taken to ensure that any crew working over the side or at a height are safe
and protected from falls.

14.4 UNDERWATER INSPECTION/ CLEANING
All persons wishing to perform recreational or commercial diving in the port must obtain
permission from the port authority by completing a service request on Pacific Gateway Portal.
Diving may only commence when the diving permit is completed in its entirety and approved by
the Operations Centre.
The dive site shall be properly identified by appropriate buoys, flags or lights.
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The port authority may not grant permission for proposed diving operations where these conflict
with the safe operations of the port.
This section does not apply when the dive is to take place in a designated recreational diving
area, such as at Cates Park.

14.5 ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS
ECO ACTION PROGRAM AND BLUE CIRCLE AWARD
The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority is committed to ensuring our operations remain
environmentally responsible and sustainable, as well as safeguarding and promoting the
protection of local wildlife. Vessels that go beyond the requirements to operate sustainably can
receive recognition through the EcoAction program and Blue Circle Award Program. The
EcoAction program includes gold, silver and bronze discounted harbour due rates, with those
shipping lines that have the highest level of participation also eligible for a Blue Circle Award.
Additional information on the EcoAction program, harbour due rates and eligibility for discount
can be found in the VFPA Fee Detail Document.
Rate applications must be submitted online through the Pacific Gateway Portal.
Questions or comments regarding the EcoAction program or the Blue Circle Award can be
directed to the Operations Centre at +1 604 665 9086 or by email at
harbour_master@portvancouver.com.

ECHO PROGRAM
The Enhancing Cetacean Habitat and Observation (ECHO) Program is a Vancouver Fraser Port
Authority led initiative aimed at better understanding and managing the impact of shipping
activities on at-risk whales throughout the southern coast of British Columbia. Some of the key
threats to whales in this region include: acoustic disturbance (underwater noise), physical
disturbance (ship strikes), environmental contaminants, and the availability of prey.
The long-term goal of the ECHO Program is to develop mitigation measures that will lead to a
quantifiable reduction in potential threats to whales as a result of shipping activities.
The Fisheries and Oceans Canada Recovery Strategy for killer whales identifies disturbance,
including underwater noise, as one of the current threats impacting killer whales in British
Columbia. Whales use sound to navigate, communicate, and locate prey. For this reason,
underwater noise is a priority study area the ECHO Program is addressing.
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For more information, and to see the infographic below, please go to the ECHO Program
webpage.

THE EFFECTS OF VESSEL UNDERWATER NOISE ON
WHALES AND WHAT MARINERS CAN DO ABOUT IT
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VESSEL DISCHARGES
a) Vessel garbage
Vessel garbage must be retained on board in suitable containers with properly fitted covers.
Garbage removal services are available and must be used to prevent more than a minimum of
accumulation of garbage on board prior to sailing.
Garbage, dunnage and scrap materials must not be dumped in Canadian territorial waters.

b) Discharge of Liquids
The term “vessel discharges” refers to the discharge of any liquids from a vessel other than
ballast water.
No person or vessel is allowed to illegally discharge any pollutant into the water within the port.
Information surrounding the discharge of liquids from vessels, including distances offshore and
areas where such activities may be permitted, can be found in the Vessel Pollution and
Dangerous Chemical Regulations within the Canada Shipping Act (CSA 2001).

c) Accidental discharge
All accidental vessel discharges must be reported immediately to MCTS at +1 250 363 6333. If
the discharge contains oil or other deleterious substances, the vessel must immediately activate
its pollution response plan.

d) Black and Grey Water Discharge
The discharge of black water (waste from toilets) and grey water (waste from sinks, showers
and drains) into the environment, by any vessel certified to carry more than 15 passengers or
over 400 tons, is not permitted within the Port of Vancouver. Pleasure craft must also ensure
they comply with the regulatory restrictions and best management practices related to the
discharge of black water and grey water within the port.
All vessels should be retaining black/grey water on board, using pump out facilities as
appropriate, or arranging for a collection barge/vessel to properly dispose of the waste while in
the port.
In extreme circumstances, permission may be granted for the discharge of grey water into the
environment from a deep sea vessel provided it is deemed by the port authority not harmful to
do so. A test for harmful substances/bacteria must be completed prior to any discharge. Contact
the Operations Centre for more information.
Anyone who sees a vessel discharging sewage illegally is urged to record the incident
(photo/video and details) and report it to VFPA’scommunity complaint line at +1 604 665 9004.
The port authority will forward the information to the appropriate regulator.
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e) Bilge and Sludge Discharge
All bilge and sludge discharge operations must receive prior approval from the Operations
Centre and will be handled on a case-by-case basis. If the operation is to be carried out while
the vessel is alongside, the terminal operator will also have to grant permission. If approved, the
vessel must follow the same transfer procedures and safety checks for a bunkering operation as
per Section 14.7 of this document.

f) Hold washing discharge
All hold washing operations will be approved on a case-by-case basis by the Operations Centre.
If a hold washing operation has been approved, all residual washings must be discharged
through an approved disposal method to a shore-side facility or retained onboard.

14.6 ANCHORAGE PROCEDURES
GENERAL
These practices and procedures are made pursuant to the Canada Marine Act section 56
subsection (1) (b) and have been developed for the purpose of promoting safe and efficient use
of anchorages utilized by deep-sea ships calling at facilities within the port.
Deep sea vessel anchorages within the port are established to serve vessels calling the port
that require anchorages as part of an international voyage.
All permanent anchorages are indicated in the appropriate nautical charts and publications
produced by the Canadian Hydrographic Service. Temporary short term-use anchorages may
also be authorized by the harbour master in case of emergency or operations for which a
suitable berth is not available.
Nothing in these procedures relieves the master of the vessel from their obligations for safety or
from following the requirements under any applicable international or Canadian statutes,
regulations and guidelines.

ANCHORAGES
The main anchorages serving ships calling the port facilities are located in Burrard Inlet and are
known as: English Bay anchorages (North and South), Inner Harbour anchorages and Indian
Arm anchorages.
Other anchorages include short term anchorages operating more as holding areas for vessels
calling Fraser River terminals and Roberts Bank terminals as well as a number of emergency
anchorages strategically located in the main anchoring areas. For a full list of anchorages and
their particulars see the anchorage tables in this section.
Inner Harbour anchorages are assigned as short term anchorages to vessels that require
sheltered waters and better accessibility to port services such as bunkering as well to facilitate
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transit of Second Narrows when needed. With the exception of tankers, the period might be
extended on request if there are no other ships requiring Inner Harbour anchorages.
Anchorages in English Bay and Indian Arm are assigned for a period of up to seven days. The
period might be extended on request if there are no other ships requiring anchorages in English
Bay or Indian Arm.

ANCHORAGE ASSIGNMENTS
The port authority assigns anchorages to deep sea vessels on a first come first served basis, as
available and in accordance with suitability criteria and other restrictions outlined in this
document. For the purposes of this section “first come” refers to the time the vessel would arrive
at the anchorage
Anchorage requests can be made online through the Pacific Gateway Portal as soon as it is
known that a vessel requires the use of an anchorage. The Operations Center will assign a
suitable anchorage based on availability and vessel’s estimated time of arrival at anchorage.
The Operations Centre can be contacted 24/7 at +1 604 665 9086,
harbour_master@portvancouver.com.
In the event a vessel has stayed longer than seven days at an anchorage in English Bay or
Indian Arm, and the anchorage is required by another vessel, the vessel will be required to shift
to a berth, or to an anchorage in Nanaimo or the Gulf Islands. The port authority will endeavor
to inform the ship’s agent of a required shift with as much notice as possible.

NON-AVAILABILITY OF ANCHORAGES
There may be times that there is no suitable anchorage available for a vessel. The port
authority will endeavor to inform the ship’s agent of a non-availability with as much notice as
possible.
If there is no suitable anchorage available in the port, a vessel will need to find another suitable
anchorage. There are anchorages available in Nanaimo and throughout the Gulf Islands.
These anchorages are assigned by the Nanaimo Port Authority and MCTS/BC Coast Pilots
respectively.
If a vessel has to anchor in Nanaimo or in the Gulf Islands to await a berth in the Port of
Vancouver due to non-availability of anchorages in the port, the vessel may be considered to
have arrived at the Port of Vancouver for the purposes of issuing a notice of readiness to load or
discharge at a terminal in the port.
If a vessel has to anchor outside of the Port of Vancouver in between two or more berths in
Vancouver or the Fraser River due to non-availability of anchorages in the port, or due to the
vessel overstaying the seven day limit, it will be considered as one call for the purposes of
harbour dues.

IMPROPERLY ANCHORED VESSELS
Should a vessel fail to anchor properly in its assigned anchorage or drag out of its position in the
anchorage, the vessel may be required to be repositioned by a BC coast pilot if:
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•
•

The vessel is endangering other vessels at anchor
The vessel is obstructing the use of other anchorages

The vessel’s master is responsible for all costs associated with the repositioning of their vessel.

SAFETY FACTORS
The master of a ship is ultimately responsible for assessing the suitability of the anchorage
assigned to them. In doing so, the master must ensure that the vessel is equipped with sufficient
anchor chain length to ensure that the anchor chain meets the required scope for the depth of
the assigned anchorage at all times.
Ships at anchor are required to retain an adequate amount of ballast onboard and ensure that a
minimum trim by the stern as well as sufficient propeller immersion, in order to not adversely
affect ship manoeuvrability.
The master of a vessel at anchor must ensure that:
•
•

The anchor is properly and firmly set, prior to the pilot departing the vessel
The latest edition of the largest scale chart is used at all times for taking vessel positions

Ships proceeding to the North English Bay anchoring area, specifically anchorage 16, 17 or 18,
are required to:
•
•

Have a chain scope (i.e. ratio of chain length to depth) of six as the minimum required to
develop the full holding power of the anchor
Exercise extra caution when exposed to winds over 20 knots from any direction,
including:
a) Closely monitor distances to shore and to adjacent ship at anchor, to ensure that
they are being maintained
b) Have the main engines and propulsion gear immediately available for use
c) Have the windlass arrangement and anchoring equipment in good working
condition

Vessels at anchor must not immobilize their main engine or propulsion gear at anchor without
permission from the port authority. If emergency repairs are required, permission may be
granted, provided a tug or tugs of adequate power are kept in attendance.

WATCH-KEEPING STANDARDS
All ships at anchor must maintain a continuous navigational watch at all times and never leave
the navigation bridge unattended.
The officer in charge of the navigational watch must follow the requirements contained in the
Standards of Training, Certification and Watch-keeping Code, as amended as well as be guided
accordingly by these practices and procedures, complementary to the STCW watch-keeping
standards.
In maintaining an anchor watch, the officer in charge must ensure to:
•

Correctly place the initial anchor position on the appropriate chart
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•
•
•
•
•

Conduct position fixing by ranges and bearings to monitor anchor dragging and uses
radar and GPS alarm rings only as an additional warning tool
Monitor weather conditions in case they change appreciably
Check the anchor chain regularly
Monitor reports of the local vessel traffic services
Immediately call the master and take appropriate action if anchor starts dragging or
safety margins are otherwise compromised

NOISE AND LIGHTS
All vessels, while at anchor, should minimize noise levels and light usage in consideration of
local residents.
The following guidelines apply to all vessels anchoring within thePort of Vancouver.

Noise:
•
•
•
•

Generator usage should be reduced to the minimum required generator(s) to operate
essential services and systems
External doors and hatches to machinery spaces must be kept closed as much as
possible
Power tools and chipping hammers usage must be kept to a minimum and is not
permitted on deck between sunset and sunrise
Loud hailer and ship’s whistle usage should be limited, except as required by the
Collision Regulations or by an emergency

Lights:
•
•

Deck lights must be kept to a minimum consistent with the safety and security of the
vessel
Lighting used to illuminate a vessel’s decks must be aimed downward, and not outward
or toward the shore

ADVERSE WEATHER CONDITIONS
A wind warning advisory will be broadcast on VHF 12 by MCTS to all vessels at anchor in the
port when winds from any direction reach or exceed 25 knots. The wind warning advisory will be
cancelled when winds have abated below 25 knots for over one hour.
When a wind warning advisory is in effect for ships at anchor, a continuous navigational and
engineering watch as when under way must be maintained by all ships at anchor.
Be prepared to take early and effective action including: letting out more chain, use of engines
to maintain position and calling for a pilot if repositioning of the vessel is required.
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ANCHORAGES (TABLES)
South English Bay
Anchorage Latitude ° ’ ”

Longitude ° ’ ”

Max
LOA

Depth at
centre of
anchorage

1

49 17 57 N

123 14 19 W

400

60

Minimum
depth
within
anchorage
area
48

2
3
4
5
6

49 17 33 N
49 18 04 N
49 17 39 N
49 17 15 N
49 18 12 N

123 13 53 W
123 13 33 W
123 13 11 W
123 12 42 W
123 12 48 W

260
400
260
230
400

37
45
37
21
40

14
37
28
12
30

7
8
9
10

49 17 47 N
49 17 22 N
49 16 56 N
49 18 19 N

123 12 25 W
123 11 59 W
123 11 33 W
123 12 03 W

260
230
190
400

27
19
12.3
30

23
16
10
24

11
12
13
14

49 17 54 N
49 17 29 N
49 17 05 N
49 18 25 N

123 11 38 W
123 11 14 W
123 10 49 W
123 11 19 W

260
230
190
400

25
18
11.8
24

19
14
10
21

15
U

49 18 01 N
49 17 45 N

123 10 53 W
123 15 13 W

260
400

19
47

17
28

Z

49 17 09 N

123 10 00 W

100

10.3

9

Notes

Cape
size
capable

Cape
size
capable

Cape
size
capable

Cape
size
capable
Short
term
only

North English Bay
Anchorage Latitude

Longitude

Max
LOA

Depth at
centre of
anchorage

16
17
18

123 13 08 W
123 13 54 W
123 14 39 W

260
260
260

40
52
55

49 19 57 N
49 19 56 N
49 19 55 N

Minimum
depth
within
anchorage
area
20
32
32

Notes

Inner Harbour
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Anchorage Latitude

Longitude

Max
LOA

A
B
C
D
E
X
Y

49 18 11 N
49 18 06 N
49 18 01 N
49 17 39 N
49 17 44 N
49 18 17 N
49 18 01 N

123 05 26 W
123 04 46 W
123 04 11 W
123 05 03 W
123 03 55 W
123 06 05 W
123 03 35 W

300
260
260
300
230
185
260

Depth at
Minimum
centre of
depth
anchorage within
anchorage
area
35
24
23
19.4
21
16.2
35
29.8
16
15.7
20
17
16
14.8

Notes

W

49 17 43 N

123 05 54 W

300

55

30

Minimum
Notes
depth
within
anchorage
area
23.5
15.7
19.9
Use only if
no other
suitable
anchorages
are
available
15.3
Outbound
vessels
waiting for
transit
window

Short term
only; pilot
to remain
onboard
Short term
only; pilot
to remain
onboard

Indian Arm
Anchorage Latitude

Longitude

Max
LOA

Depth at
centre of
anchorage

K
L
M

49 17 51 N
49 17 55 N
49 18 23N

122 56 52 W
122 56 07 W
122 56 17W

260
260
260

30
18
26

N

49 17 39 N

122 58 04 W

260

15.6

Roberts Bank
Anchorage Latitude

Longitude

Max
LOA

Depth at
Minimum
centre of
depth
anchorage within
anchorage
area
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R

49 00 46 N

123 12 14 W

320

70

58

Anchorage Latitude

Longitude

Max
LOA

S

123 18 29 W

320

Depth at
Minimum
centre of
depth
anchorage within
anchorage
area
70
55

Short term
only; pilot
to remain
onboard

Sandheads

49 07 45 N

Notes

Short term
only; pilot
to remain
onboard

14.7 BUNKERING
GENERAL
Bunkering may take place at anchor or alongside. It may be pumped from a bunker barge,
another tanker or ship, or a road tanker, with the exception of a road tanker afloat on a deck
barge when the liquid to be transferred is defined as a Class 3 flammable liquid, or a marine
pollutant by the International Maritime Dangerous Goods Code. Irrespective of the method and
provider, the practices and procedures outlined herein apply to all vessels receiving bunkers
within the port.
These procedures are developed to enhance safe bunkering operations within the port. They
cover pre-delivery, actual delivery and post-delivery requirements, checks and documentation
related to bunkering operations.
All parties involved in the planning and delivering of bunker services, must be fully aware of the
bunkering practices and procedures as well as of any additional requirements issued and
enforced by specific terminal operators.
The bunkering practices and procedures are designed to be used as complementary to other
existing safety controls and regulations that govern shipping safety and in no way supersede or
make such controls and regulations irrelevant.

BUNKER SUPPLIERS
Companies that supply bunker oil to vessels that call the Port of Vancouver are required to
register with the port authority and meet the following requirements:
•

Provide the Operations Centre an up-to-date list of bunker vessels and their particulars

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

126

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Provide valid statutory certification documentation issued by Transport Canada or
another recognized organization
Provide documentation of successful assessment of suitability of vessels and/or barges
in accordance with the Oil Companies International Marine Forum (OCIMF) Ship
Inspection Report (SIRE) program (in the case of barges this should include also the
tugs that are used in the handling of these barges)
Comply with Transport Canada’s minimum safe manning levels
Conduct a comprehensive formal risk assessment of manning levels required to execute
bunkering operation safely and to deal with an emergency should one occur
Advise the port authority of the risk assessment results as well as of the measures and
strategies implemented to manage the identified risks.
Keep a copy of the latest edition of ISGOTT onboard the bunker vessel at all times
Maintain independently certified safety, environmental and quality management systems
and provide regular auditing updates to the authority

PORT AREAS
Bunkering may occur alongside a berth or at anchorage. Procedures and restrictions that affect
bunkering vary depending on the area of the port where the vessel is.
Burrard Inlet: English Bay anchorage areas, north and south; Vancouver Harbour (west portion),
which is the area between First and Second Narrows (also known as Inner Harbour).
Vancouver Harbour (east portion), which is the area east of Second Narrows.
Fraser River: bunkering can only occur alongside a berth; there are no long term designated
anchorages in this area.
Roberts Bank: Transportation of bulk liquid cargoes at Roberts Bank area is not currently
permitted. This restriction also applies to bunkering services in this area until such time as a
comprehensive assessment of the environmental impacts is conducted and appropriate control
measures are developed.

a) English Bay
English Bay anchorages are more exposed to weather and sea conditions. The weather
conditions in this area may change at short notice. Vessels 275 metres in length or greater may
carry out bunkering operations in English Bay to allow better management of vessel traffic in the
Inner Harbor. In such cases, the following restriction will apply:



Bunkering operations shall not proceed when winds are blowing or forecast to blow
above force 5 (i.e. 17 -21 knots)
An attending tug must remain on site and ready to render assistance during the entire
bunkering operation (does not apply to self-propelled delivery vessels)

Nothing in this section shall relieve or preclude the master of the delivery vessel from its
responsibility to take or execute any decision which, in the master's professional judgment, is
necessary for the safe navigation and operation of their vessel.
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b) Fraser River
Bunkering of deep sea vessels calling at Fraser River terminals may occur only alongside a safe
berth. Due to changing river conditions, passing traffic and terminal layout, a tug capable of
handling the bunkering barge is required to be in attendance while bunkering of deep sea
vessels at any of the Fraser River terminals.
Bunkering operations at Fraser Surrey Docks and Annacis Auto Terminal may impede the safe
movement of other vessels at these terminals. To address this issue, bunkering operations at
either terminal must be coordinated as outlined below:
Bunkering at Fraser Surrey Docks
Bunkering agents are required to work with the terminal to avoid conflicts between bunkering
and vessel berthing schedules at FSD.
Bunkering agents must advise by email their bunkering schedule at least 24 hours in advance
to:
•
•
•
•

Fraser Surrey Docks: superintendents@fsd.bc.ca
Pacific Pilotage Authority: info@ppa.gc.ca
Vancouver Fraser Port Authority: harbour_master@portvancouver.com
Victoria Traffic: RMIC-Pacific@pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca.

A stand-by tug must be in attendance of bunker barges moored alongside or otherwise at
Fraser Surrey Docks. If a towing company is used, it is the responsibility of the bunkering agent
to ensure the towing company is aware of the bunkering and berthing schedule.
When bunkering operations are under way, tug masters are required to maintain communication
with Victoria Traffic on VHF Channel 74 to monitor for deep-sea traffic that may affect bunkering
operations and advise when bunkering operations begin and complete.
In the event a ship must transit past a berth within the same breakwater where a bunkering
operation is underway, the barge must be removed to allow for the safe and timely transit of
arriving, shifting or departing vessels.
Bunkering at Annacis Auto Terminal
Bunkering at this terminal may impede vessels arriving or departing from Fraser Surrey Docks
(FSD). The following procedure applies to the safe management of bunkering operations at this
terminal:
Bunkering agents must advise by email their bunkering schedule at least 24 hours in advance
to:
•
•
•
•

Annacis Auto Terminal (AAT)
Pacific Pilotage Authority: info@ppa.gc.ca
Vancouver Fraser Port Authority:harbour_master@portvancouver.com
Victoria Traffic: RMIC-Pacific@pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca.
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A stand-by tug must be in attendance of bunker barges moored alongside. If a towing company
is used, it is the responsibility of the bunkering agent to ensure the towing company is aware of
the bunkering and berthing schedule.
In the event a ship requires to maneuver for arrival or departure at FSD, the bunker barge, at
the discretion of a Fraser River pilot must be removed to allow appropriate swing room for the
ship.
When bunkering operations are under way, tug masters are required to maintain communication
with Victoria Traffic on VHF Channel 74 and deep-sea vessels that will be passing AAT to clarify
whether the barge is required to be moved or not. They shall also advise VTS when bunkering
operations begin and complete.
Bunkering agents should consider the anticipated deep sea vessel movements when scheduling
bunkers at AAT.
When assessing the requirement for a barge to move, a Fraser River pilot will take into
consideration items including, but not limited to:
•
•
•
•

The berth the vessel is maneuvering from or to
Whether the vessel will berth port or starboard side alongside
The size of the vessels involved
The prevailing wind and weather conditions

EFFICIENT UTILIZATION OF ANCHORAGES AND PORT
AREAS
To allow for the efficient utilization of anchorages and not generate unnecessary extra traffic in
port areas, ships that have an opportunity to bunker alongside should do so.
Vessels in the inner harbour that are unable to bunker alongside due to time constraints or other
safety reasons may bunker at anchorage.
In order to eliminate unnecessary traffic, tankers that plan to make a stop at an anchorage east
of Second Narrows should schedule to bunker in that location.
Vessels 275 metres in length or greater requiring a transit of the First Narrows for bunkering
purposes only should plan to do so prior to loading, when possible.

BUNKERING OPERATIONS
All bunkering operations must be carried out in accordance with the latest edition of ISGOTT
and the additional information provided in these practices and procedures.
The master of every vessel engaged in bunkering operations shall appoint an officer to be in
charge of bunkering operations who is fluent in English. English is the language to be used
during all aspects of the bunkering operation.
The bunkering checklist must be kept on file for at least one year and a copy emailed to the
Operations Center at harbour_master@portvancouver.com after bunkering is completed.
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When bunkering alongside a berth, both receiving vessel and the bunker vessel or road tanker
must be fully aware of the specific requirements issued by the terminal operator as applicable.
The use of a proper gangway between vessels is required during bunkering operations. The
gangway must be safely and securely fastened at all times.

NOTIFICATIONS
The bunkering suppliers must advise their bunkering schedule by email at least 24 hours in
advance to:
•
•

The Operations Center at harbour_master@portvancouver.com
The appropriate terminal operator when bunkering occurs alongside a berth.

The master of bunkering vessels (or the driver of the road tanker in the case of land transfer)
shall contact the Operations Center via phone at +1 604 665 9086 or via VHF through MCTS
providing:
•
•

the berth / anchorage and the time that bunkering will commence
A verbal report on the completion of requirements below

BEFORE BUNKER TRANSFER COMMENCES
The master of a bunker barge shall not begin a transfer before:
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

The bunker barge is securely moored in accordance with a mooring plan that is prearranged between the bunker vessel and the receiving vessel
Reliable communication methods that will enable an immediate shutdown have been
established and can be maintained throughout the operation
The receiving vessel has provided a safe means of access to the bunker vessel crew in
accordance with the relevant regulations made pursuant to the Canada Shipping Act and
the Marine Occupational Safety and Health Regulations
The hoses are in good condition and tested in accordance with the appropriate
Canadian standard or as per ISGOTT
The hoses are well supported, of sufficient length to allow for movement of vessels and
well rigged to not be damaged by the movement of the vessel
The bunker safety checklist has been truthfully completed and, with all questions
answered in the affirmative, completed and signed by the masters of both the bunker
vessel and the receiving vessel
The Operations Center has been contacted and notified accordingly

ENFORCEMENT
The port authority patrol vessel or any authorized officer of the port authority may attend a
bunkering operation to verify that these procedures are being followed.
If deviation from these procedures is identified and if safety of the operation requires, bunkering
may be stopped until such time as the situation is remedied.
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SPILL RESPONSE
In the event of a spill during the handling and storage of bunker products all operations must be
immediately stopped and vessels involved must activate their SOPEP. The spill must be
reported to the regional marine information centre pollution line +1 800 889 8852 or via VHF on
channel 12 for Vancouver, channel 11 for Victoria and channel 74 for Fraser River traffic.
The bunker vessel must be equipped to stop the bunkering supply pumps immediately from a
place close to the manifold on the bunker vessel.
Each bunker boat must have portable, approved VHF and portable sirens marked “emergency
signal” for attracting attention in the event of an emergency.

BUNKERING DURING CARGO OPERATIONS
When bunkering alongside a berth, caution must be exercised to maintain a safe distance
between bunkering operations and other concurrent activities (i.e. cargo loading operations,
heavy equipment operating and movement of loads on and above dock).
Bunkering alongside must be scheduled so that:
•
•

There is no interference with cargo operations or other activities under way
Personnel involved in the bunkering operation on board remain dedicated to this
operation only and have no other tasks

DE-BUNKERING
Occasionally, vessels may need to off-load bunkers due to the vessel receiving wrong grade(s)
of bunker fuel or the need to enter a local shipyard for repairs, docking, etc. Ships requesting
de-bunkering operations will need to obtain permission from the port authority and follow these
practices and procedures as applicable.

14.8 TANKER OPERATIONS
GENERAL
All oil tankers while in the port must conduct all of their operations in accordance with the safety
standards set out in the latest edition of The International Safety Guide for Oil Tankers and
Terminals (ISGOTT).
Tankers carrying, loading or discharging bulk liquid cargoes other than oil or petroleum products
must comply with any applicable sections of ISGOTT as appropriate.
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HOT WORK
Hot work taking place on board tankers represents an increased risk than hot work on other
vessel types. When submitting a service request for hot work, it must be noted that the work is
proposed to take place on a tanker.
In addition to the requirements for hot work in the service request, safety precautions for hot
work in the latest addition of The International Safety Guide for Oil Tankers and Terminals
(ISGOTT) will be considered before approving the work.

REPORTING
The master of a tanker in a loaded or non-gas free condition must obtain permission from the
authority to enter the port limits.
In order to receive permission, the master shall provide the Operations Centre with the following
information at least two working days in advance of the vessel’s arrival:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A complete list of all bulk liquid cargo on board
The generic (technical) name of each product
I.M.O. class of each product when applicable
Tank stowage and quantities of each product
Slops remaining on board
Products to be loaded, discharged and intended terminal rotation (if applicable)
Vessels estimated time of arrival and estimated time of departure
Small locally owned tankers that regularly trade in and out of the port might be exempt
from these reporting procedures

TANK ATMOSPHERE
The master or responsible officer shall ensure that at all times during a tanker's call to the port,
the tank atmosphere remains within safe parameters of flammability and pressure.
Every oil tanker shall at all times maintain a positive inert gas pressure with an oxygen content
of less than 8 percent by volume, with the exception of tanks that are gas-free for inspection or
other work.
If an oil tanker arrives at the port in a gas free condition, her tanks must be inerted prior to
loading.
While any oil tanker is loading or alongside a terminal in the port that is equipped with an
operational reception system for vapour recovery, the system shall be utilized. Before
disconnecting from any vapour emission control system or departing a berth, the master or
responsible officer shall ensure that any excess tank pressure has been vented into the system
taking into account the forecast ambient temperature and the characteristics of the cargo.
As much as possible, venting into the atmosphere through the mast riser within the port shall be
avoided.
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Any defect with any component of the inert gas system on board a tanker, including the
pressure/vacuum valves or breaker shall be reported to the Operations Centre at +1 604 665
9086 or harbour_master@portvancouver.com.
In general, with the exception of emergencies, purging and gas-freeing operations are not
permitted within the port.

TANK CLEANING (TANKERS)
Crude oil washing (COW) is permitted as required by MARPOL, provided that it is carried out as
per all requirements in the International Safety Guide for Oil Tankers and Terminals (ISGOTT)
Tank washing, with water using the COW machines, may be permitted by the port authority,
provided it does not involve venting to the atmosphere, entering any tanks, and all slops can be
retained on board or discharged to a reception facility. Additionally, it must be confirmed that the
tank atmosphere is inerted and non-flammable. To receive permission a Vessel Service
Request must be submitted through the Pacific Gateway Portal.
Any cleaning of cargo tanks involving entry of personnel will need to be carried out as per all
requirements in the International Safety Guide for Oil Tankers and Terminals (ISGOTT) and
other applicable safety guidelines. Please contact the Operations Centre with as much notice as
possible if work of this nature is required.

EMERGENCY TOWING LINES
In the event of a fire or other emergency, it may be necessary to take a vessel off the berth by
tug.
Tankers berthed in the port shall rig a steel tow line at both bow and stern, securely fastened on
deck by one end and hanging over the offshore side of the vessel with an eye in the other end
positioned one metre above the waterline. For all other vessels, emergency tow line deployment
is at the master’s discretion.

LIGHTERING
The lightering of petroleum products to tankers at anchor introduces an additional risk of
pollution incidents by the double handling of the product. Therefore it will only be allowed at the
discretion of the port authority.
Permission to lighter may be granted after every effort has been made, including the
arrangement of loading rotation, to ensure that lightering is the only possible means of loading.
Lightering operations to tankers will only take place at anchorages K, L or M.
Prior to pumping product, the safety check list must be completed by the receiving vessel and
the delivery vessel.
When transferring petroleum products, a boat provided with a minimum crew of two, equipped
with cleanup materials and sufficient containment boom to surround the lightering operation, will
stand by at the vessels at all times during the transfer operation.
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When the product being lightered is diesel fuel oil or heavier, the containment boom must be
deployed around the vessels at all times while product is being transferred.
Only product being lightered from the local oil pipeline terminals will be considered for transfer
at anchor. Product being barged in for export from other sources, such as the United States, will
not be allowed to lighter to tankers at anchor.
Request, in writing, from the ship’s agent will be considered for the approval of a transfer
operation only after proof that all other alternatives have been exhausted.
The port authority may alter these conditions at any time without notice.
The port authority may terminate the practice of lightering at its discretion without consultation.

COMBINATION CARRIERS – OIL, BULK, ORE
The above requirements shall not apply if either of the following criteria are met:
The vessel’s master or representative produces, before arrival, a properly completed “Certificate
of Class” satisfying the authority that the vessel has been re-classified for the carriage of drybulk cargoes only.
Or
There is produced to the port authority’s satisfaction, a letter from the vessel’s master or
representative, stating that the vessel has not carried oil cargoes of any description since the
last quadrennial survey.
Prior to arriving at the loading berth for dry bulk cargo the vessel must have:
•
•
•
•

All cargo compartments designed for dry bulk loading thoroughly cleaned and declared
gas free. All other holds to be gas free, inerted or ballasted
All wing or side tanks which have previously contained oil, but are not used for dry bulk
must be thoroughly cleaned, gas freed or inerted
Oil slop tanks unless gas free must be inerted to maintain a maximum of eight percent
oxygen content in the system at constant positive pressure
A certificate from a qualified marine chemist for the current conditions existing under the
items above as of time of arrival at the port is required. This certificate shall be valid for a
period of 48 hours before entering a loading berth. Should entry be delayed beyond that
time, than a further check will be required within 48 hours of the vessel proceeding to the
loading berth.

Back to top
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15 Port Inspections

15.1 GENERAL
This chapter describes relevant inspections that one can expect in the port.

15.2 INSPECTIONS FROM PORT STATE CONTROL
The Tokyo Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Paris MOU on port state control both
aim at eliminating substandard shipping by ensuring compliance with applicable international
conventions. Canada was a driving force in the creation of the Tokyo MOU, which focuses
specifically on the Asia-Pacific region, and has been a member since its inception in December
1993. Ship inspections are carried out by marine safety inspectors (MSI) from the marine safety
branch of Transport Canada. An inspection database and list of detained ships are maintained
by the headquarters group at Transport Canada.

More information on port state control can be found on Transport Canada’s port state control
website.

CONTACT DETAILS
Transport Canada Marine Safety and Security (AMSEA), Tower C, Place de Ville, 330 Sparks
Street, 10th Floor, Ottawa, ON K1A 0N5
Email: oep-epe@tc.gc.ca
Telephone: +1 855 859 3123 (Toll Free) or +1 613 991 3135 (local)
Teletypewriter / TDD: +1 888 675 6863
Facsimile: +1 613 993 8196

15.3 INSPECTIONS FROM OTHER PARTIES
INSPECTIONS FROM THE CANADIAN FOOD INSPECTION
AGENCY
The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) uses a risk-based approach to verify that
domestically produced and imported products meet Canadian standards and regulations. CFIA
compliance and enforcement actions occur all along the supply chain and they involve
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numerous stakeholders and jurisdictions. Vessels arriving in the port may be subject to
inspection by CFIA. More information may be found on the CFIA website.

INSPECTIONS FROM THE VANCOUVER FRASER PORT
AUTHORITY
Every vessel entering the port may be subject to a visit from a harbour patrol officer.
During their visit on board, the officer may issue orders to accomplish certain tasks and may ask
to see certain documents. These will generally relate to sealing of over-side discharge valves,
bunker fuel in use, and overall compliance with the practices and procedures within this
document.
The harbour patrol officers will, upon request, provide the master with information about the
port.

SECURITY AND SEARCH
An enforcement officer designated pursuant to section 108 of the Canada Marine Act may board
any vessel and conduct inspections of the vessel to determine whether the vessel complies with
any of the provisions of these practices and procedures. The enforcement officer may direct
any vessel to provide them with reasonable information concerning the condition of the vessel,
its equipment, the nature and quantity of its fuel and the manner and locations in which the
cargo and the fuel of the vessel are stored, and any other reasonable information that they
consider appropriate for the administration of these practices and procedures. The enforcement
officer may take any action or issue any orders on board a vessel with respect to that vessel
that they consider necessary or reasonable in the circumstance to:
•
•

Prevent the occurrence, commission or continuation of a violation or offence under law,
or any other act or regulation within the authority's responsibility or jurisdiction
Gather evidence, information, materials or samples of any substance or material that
may be required by the port authority with respect to a violation or offence under any
other act or regulation within the port authority's responsibility or jurisdiction

The master of any vessel and every person on board the vessel shall give the authority all
reasonable assistance to enable the enforcement officer to carry out their duties and functions
under this section. No person shall obstruct or hinder the enforcement officer while they are
engaged in carrying these duties and functions, or knowingly make a false or misleading
statement, either orally or in writing, to the port authority.
Back to top
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16 Port Services

16.1 GENERAL
This chapter describes available services that one can expect in the port.

16.2 FUEL AND LUBRICATION OIL
A variety of bunker fuels including ultra-low sulphur fuel oil are available in the port. Vessels
should make arrangements through their agent for delivery.

16.3 FRESH WATER
Fresh water is available at most facilities. Vessels can arrange delivery through their agent.

16.4 STORES
Stores and provisions can be arranged through the vessel’s agent.

16.5 SHORE BASED ELECTRICITY
In 2009, the Port of Vancouver became the first port in Canada and third in the world to install
shore power for cruise ships, allowing ships to shut down their diesel generators and connect to
a land-based electrical grid while docked at Canada Place.
Currently Canada Place is the only facility offering a shore power connection. Options to expand
this to other terminals and ship types are being explored.

16.6 WASTE
Garbage collection and other waste discharge to reception facilities can be coordinated through
the vessel’s agent.

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

139

16.7 REPAIRS
There are numerous companies and service providers in the Vancouver area for repairs. There
is also a full service dry dock capable of docking a Panamax-sized vessel.

16.8 DE-RATTING
In accordance with the International Health Regulations 2005, from the World Health
Organization, all international vessels stopping in Canada must have a valid “Ship Sanitation
Certificate”. These certificates, the Ship Sanitation Control Exemption Certificate or a Ship
Sanitation Control Certificate (formerly known as De-ratting/Deratification Certificates), must be
renewed every six months. In Canada these certificates are issued by Health Canada and
inspection can be requested via the appropriate form thru the vessel’s agent.

16.9 SURVEYORS
Multiple services are available. Consult with the vessel’s agent to arrange a survey.

16.10 SHIPPING AGENTS

ACGI
APL
Canwest Marine Company
Canpotex
China Ocean Shipping (COSCO)
China Shipping Canada Agency (CSCL)
Compass Marine
Colley West
Empire Shipping
Evergreen America
Genesis Maritime
Grieg Star Shipping
Hanjin Shipping
Holland America Westours
Hyundai America
Inchcape Shipping
International Chartering Service

604.891.7447
604.684.6088
604.328.3312
604.983.4418
604.689.8989
604.632.3881
604.669.0100
604.687.3733
604.255.1116
604.639.8072
604.279.9276
604.661.2000
604.682.8384
604.641.1288
604.601.2900
604.684.3750
604.685.6221
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Interocean Shipping
Intercruises
Island Shipping
Island Tug and Barge
K-Line Canada
Kingsley Navigation
LBH Shipping
Lions Gate Shipping
Mason Agency
Montship
Navitrans Shipping Agency
Norton Lilley
North Pacific Shipping
Ocean Agencies
OOCL Canada
Pacific Northwest Shipping
Pacnord Agencies
Powell River Shipping
Princess Cruises BC Ltd.
Robert Reford
Seaboard Shipping Co.
Sinotrans Canada Inc.
Sea Link Marine Group
Trans Oceanic Shipping
Total Marine
Triton Marine Group
Westward Shipping
Wilhelmsen Ship Service
Zim Line Canada
Yang Ming Canada

604.682.4741
604.630.5131
250.754.2305
604.873.4312
604.682.7270
604.891.7299
604.599.8103
604.255.1116
604.689.8628
604.640.7400
604.689.9555
604.640.7400
604.662.2811
778.298.2126
604.689.4144
604.924.1830
604.739.3263
604.485.6866
604.685.0454
604.640.7433
604.980.1113
604.685.1500
604.524.4440
604.684.2388
604.601.2469
604.294.4444
604.273.6141
604.434.7447
604.693.2335
604.681.9999

16.11 MEDICAL FACILITIES
There are many full service hospitals in the Lower Mainland and Vancouver area.
In any emergency call 911

16.12 SEAMAN'S MISSIONS
There is a mission to seafarers in Vancouver with two locations. Services include
transportation, access to phone and internet, chaplaincy, recreation and local advice. For more
information visit the website at http://www.flyingangel.ca or call +1 604 253 4421
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16.13 TRANSPORT
LIFEBOAT FERRYING
The preferred practice is to use locally procured water taxis. If ships’ lifeboats are used to ferry
crew to and from ships anchored in English Bay, they must only land and embark persons at ‘F’
float at the Fisherman’s Terminal on the south shore of False Creek, east of Burrard Street
Bridge. This is the only Canada Customs (CBSA) approved landing place. Only vessels
anchored in English Bay may use their own boats for ferrying.
Ship’s crews must not land at private marinas.
Lifeboat engines must be fitted with an efficient muffler silencer system. If lifeboat engines
produce considerable noise and/or pollution, they will be asked to return to their vessel and
cease operations.

Back to top

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

142

APPENDIX A
BUNKERING SAFETY CHECKLIST
Port _ _ _ _ _ _ __
S~P -------

Mast•<- - - - - - - -

Oat• - - - - - - - Barg•- - - - - - - -

Mastor_ _ _ _ _ _ __

1. Bunkors to bo Transforrod

2. Bunkor Tanks to bo Loadod

3. Chocks by Bargo Prior to B•rt!ung

'

~ 1~1

1e

.,

1 The barge has o btained the

neeeuary petmtsa.ona to go
alongSide receMng ah•p

2 The fendert have been checked. are
tn good order and lhere ia no

R

poaaib.tity of metal to motal oontaet

3 Adequate eleoebical inaulating m&an l
.,. tn place in the barge-co-ship

connection. (34)
4 A ll bunker hoeea are tn good
oonditcn and a re appropriate for the
aervica intended (T}

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

143

4. Checks Prior to Transfer

~Is;;-

Bmge

Code~

5. The barge i s secu rely moored. (2)

R

6. There is a safe means of access
between the ship and barge. ( 1)

R

7. Effective communications have been

R

A

established between Responsible
Officers. ( 3}

(VHF/UHF Ch ..........).
PrWnlry Synorn:
a.dcup Synorn:
~ney S.Op Signal:

8. There is an effective watch on board
the barge and o n the ship receiving
b unkers. ( 22}

9. Fire hoses and

fi~fighting

equipme-nt o n board the barge and
ship are ready for irrwnediate use. (5)

R

10. All scuppers are effect:ivety p lugged.
Temporarily removed scupper p lugs
wil l be monitored a1 all times. Drip
trays are in position on decks
around connections and bunker lank
vents. ( 10) ( 11)

11. Initial line u p has been checked and
u nused b unker connections are
b lanked and fulty bolted. (13)

12. The transfer hose i s property rigged
and fulty bolted and secured to
manifolds o n ship and barge. (7)

13. Overboard vatves oonnected to the
cargo system, engi ne room b ilges
and bu nker lines are dosed and

sealed. (16)
14. A ll cargo and b unker tank hatch ids
are dosed. (15}

15. B unker tank contents wil be
monitCH'ed

A

R

at i ntervals not exceedi ng
......• milutes

A

R

Noll'lin#lod Smoking Rooms

at tegular intervals..

16. There is a supply of o il spill
clean-up material readily available
for mmediate use.

17. The main radio transmitter aerials
are earthed and radars are switched
off. (42)

18. Fixed VHF/UHF b'ansoeivers and
AIS equipment are o n the oorrect
power mode o r switched off. (4 0}

19. Smoking rooms have been identified
and smoking restrictions are being
o bserved. (36)

..,.,
'""""
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'

m;;,

'

I•

20. Naked light regulations are being

-.

rml
R

observed. (37)

21. All external doors and ports in the

R

accommodation are dosed. (17)

22. Material Safety Data Sheets (MSOS)
for the b unker transfer have been

R

exchanged where requested. (26)

23. The hazards associated with tcroc

R

H,S Content .•..

substances i n the bunkers being
hand~

have been identified and

Benzene Content •.. ····-··

undEntood. (27)

\\\o hWI<I < :~cl.. !. 'f~A IIIUI ;.tj l

...... ····-··

· l· rillf ~ j itfl)_ l! ... i....II ~ CI~ II,..; r.I..-:J.J i.,j jr , ... _UIIb l • ... w

iJU·uc6cn3 8'"Q !"eve 3GX:iEd Ol.nel·~ :hal 1'1E Enlriel v.e hG'te ma:fe =~

OC:ft?Ct

l f•

1...

lo the t eal of

Olr kn!M'kl09).

\\'A h wr-t ""-n m.vl;o llrTVO"'tflui..,ltl t MT)"r u l U'fll'lliliwro rho:r.b "~ n~AAMrf AY ~or.aowtlh ..t
t "JC4e n~m c-xeG 1 ~ 10 tn& (.;nect;.l131 $1JLI!l oo r~crect-l J -St r llro'ei J n:Jt a<::eeana

......

r
~mo

_____________________

tl3mo _____________________

......
Sl!r!:i1Jl': __________________

s.gnatlrQ ___________________

~~-----------------

Oat•- - - - - - - - -

- i ll.., _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

l it

1,/ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Oats.:
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APPENDIX B
SHIP/SHORE SAFETY CHECKLIST
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The Ship/Shore Safety Check-List is reproduced by kind permission of authors of ISGOTT
(International Safety Guide for Oil Tankers and Terminals) - ICS, OCIMF and IAPH
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APPENDIX C
SECOND NARROWS - CONTROLLING DEPTHS AND BRIDGE
HEIGHTS BASED ON MRA-2 BEAM FACTOR FOR CHANNEL
WIDTH
Vessel Beam

Channel Width
Required

Control Depth (CD)

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)

20.0
20.1
20.2
20.3
20.4
20.5
20.6
20.7
20.8
20.9
21.0
21.1
21.2
21.3
21.4
21.5
21.6
21.7
21.8
21.9
22.0
22.1
22.2
22.3
22.4
22.5
22.6
22.7
22.8
22.9
23.0
23.1
23.2

57.0
57.3
57.6
57.9
58.1
58.4
58.7
59.0
59.3
59.6
59.9
60.1
60.4
60.7
61.0
61.3
61.6
61.8
62.1
62.4
62.7
63.0
63.3
63.6
63.8
64.1
64.4
64.7
65.0
65.3
65.6
65.8
66.1

14.7
14.6
14.6
14.6
14.5
14.5
14.5
14.4
14.4
14.4
14.4
14.4
14.4
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3

44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
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Vessel Beam
23.3
23.4
23.5
23.6
23.7
23.8
23.9
24.0
24.1
24.2
24.3
24.4
24.5
24.6
24.7
24.8
24.9
25.0
25.1
25.2
25.3
25.4
25.5
25.6
25.7
25.8
25.9
26.0
26.1
26.2
26.3
26.4
26.5
26.6
26.7
26.8
26.9
27.0
27.1
27.2

Channel Width
Required
66.4
66.7
67.0
67.3
67.5
67.8
68.1
68.4
68.7
69.0
69.3
69.5
69.8
70.1
70.4
70.7
71.0
71.3
71.5
71.8
72.1
72.4
72.7
73.0
73.2
73.5
73.8
74.1
74.4
74.7
75.0
75.2
75.5
75.8
76.1
76.4
76.7
77.0
77.2
77.5

Control Depth (CD)
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.2
14.2
14.1
14.1
14.1
13.9
13.8
13.7
13.7
13.7
13.7
13.7
13.7
13.7
13.6
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.7
44.3
44.3
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Vessel Beam
27.3
27.4
27.5
27.6
27.7
27.8
27.9
28.0
28.1
28.2
28.3
28.4
28.5
28.6
28.7
28.8
28.9
29.0
29.1
29.2
29.3
29.4
29.5
29.6
29.7
29.8
29.9
30.0
30.1
30.2
30.3
30.4
30.5
30.6
30.7
30.8
30.9
31.0
31.1
31.2

Channel Width
Required
77.8
78.1
78.4
78.7
78.9
79.2
79.5
79.8
80.1
80.4
80.7
80.9
81.2
81.5
81.8
82.1
82.4
82.7
82.9
83.2
83.5
83.8
84.1
84.4
84.6
84.9
85.2
85.5
85.8
86.1
86.4
86.6
86.9
87.2
87.5
87.8
88.1
88.4
88.6
88.9

Control Depth (CD)
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.5
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.4
13.3
13.3
13.3
13.3
13.2
13.2
13.1
13.1
13.1
13.0
12.9
12.8
12.8
12.8
12.8
12.8
12.7
12.7
12.6
12.5
12.5

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
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Vessel Beam
31.3
31.4
31.5
31.6
31.7
31.8
31.9
32.0
32.1
32.2
32.3
32.4
32.5
32.6
32.7
32.8
32.9
33.0
33.1
33.2
33.3
33.4
33.5
33.6
33.7
33.8
33.9
34.0
34.1
34.2
34.3
34.4
34.5
34.6
34.7
34.8
34.9
35.0
35.1
35.2

Channel Width
Required
89.2
89.5
89.8
90.1
90.3
90.6
90.9
91.2
91.5
91.8
92.1
92.3
92.6
92.9
93.2
93.5
93.8
94.1
94.3
94.6
94.9
95.2
95.5
95.8
96.0
96.3
96.6
96.9
97.2
97.5
97.8
98.0
98.3
98.6
98.9
99.2
99.5
99.8
100.0
100.3

Control Depth (CD)
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.4
12.3
12.3
12.3
12.3
12.2
12.2
12.1
12.1
12.1
12.1
12.1
12.1
12.1
12.0

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
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Vessel Beam
35.3
35.4
35.5
35.6
35.7
35.8
35.9
36.0
36.1
36.2
36.3
36.4
36.5
36.6
36.7
36.8
36.9
37.0
37.1
37.2
37.3
37.4
37.5
37.6
37.7
37.8
37.9
38.0
38.1
38.2
38.3
38.4
38.5
38.6
38.7
38.8
38.9
39.0
39.1
39.2

Channel Width
Required
100.6
100.9
101.2
101.5
101.7
102.0
102.3
102.6
102.9
103.2
103.5
103.7
104.0
104.3
104.6
104.9
105.2
105.5
105.7
106.0
106.3
106.6
106.9
107.2
107.4
107.7
108.0
108.3
108.6
108.9
109.2
109.4
109.7
110.0
110.3
110.6
110.9
111.2
111.4
111.7

Control Depth (CD)
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
11.9
11.9
11.9
11.9
11.9
11.9
11.8
11.7
11.7
11.7
11.7
11.7
11.6
11.5
11.4
11.4
11.4
11.4
11.4
11.4
11.3
11.3
11.2
11.2
11.2
11.2
11.2
11.2
11.2
11.2

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
44.3
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
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Vessel Beam
39.3
39.4
39.5
39.6
39.7
39.8
39.9
40.0
40.1
40.2
40.3
40.4
40.5
40.6
40.7
40.8
40.9
41.0
41.1
41.2
41.3
41.4
41.5
41.6
41.7
41.8
41.9
42.0
42.1
42.2
42.3
42.4
42.5
42.6
42.7
42.8
42.9
43.0
43.1
43.2

Channel Width
Required
112.0
112.3
112.6
112.9
113.1
113.4
113.7
114.0
114.3
114.6
114.9
115.1
115.4
115.7
116.0
116.3
116.6
116.9
117.1
117.4
117.7
118.0
118.3
118.6
118.8
119.1
119.4
119.7
120.0
120.3
120.6
120.8
121.1
121.4
121.7
122.0
122.3
122.6
122.8
123.1

Control Depth (CD)
11.2
11.2
11.1
11.1
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
10.9
10.9
10.9
10.9
10.9
10.8
10.8
10.7
10.7
10.7
10.7
10.7
10.6
10.6
10.6
10.5
10.5
10.5
10.5
10.5
10.5
10.4
10.4

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
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Vessel Beam
43.3
43.4
43.5
43.6
43.7
43.8
43.9
44.0
44.1
44.2
44.3
44.4
44.5
44.6
44.7
44.8
44.9
45.0
45.1
45.2
45.3
45.4
45.5
45.6
45.7
45.8
45.9
46.0
46.1
46.2
46.3
46.4
46.5
46.6
46.7
46.8
46.9
47.0
47.1
47.2

Channel Width
Required
123.4
123.7
124.0
124.3
124.5
124.8
125.1
125.4
125.7
126.0
126.3
126.5
126.8
127.1
127.4
127.7
128.0
128.3
128.5
128.8
129.1
129.4
129.7
130.0
130.2
130.5
130.8
131.1
131.4
131.7
132.0
132.2
132.5
132.8
133.1
133.4
133.7
134.0
134.2
134.5

Control Depth (CD)
10.3
10.3
10.2
10.2
10.2
10.1
10.0
9.9
9.8
9.8
9.8
9.8
9.8
9.7
9.7
9.7
9.7
9.7
9.6
9.6
9.5
9.4
9.3
9.3
9.3
9.3
9.3
9.2
9.1
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
8.9
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
43.8
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
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Vessel Beam
47.3
47.4
47.5
47.6
47.7
47.8
47.9
48.0
48.1

Channel Width
Required
134.8
135.1
135.4
135.7
135.9
136.2
136.5
136.8
137.1

Control Depth (CD)
8.8
8.8
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7

Bridge Height
(HHWLT)
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9
42.9

Channel widths and vertical clearances are rounded to the nearest decimeter.

Back to top
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PORT SECTIONS GUIDE
APPENDIX D

Port Sections Guide
VANCOUVER HARBOUR - NORTH SHORE
Read user guidelines first. Always check all adjoining sections

Terminal

KINDER MORGAN VANCOUVER WHARVES

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.7 N & 123˚07.3 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Stone
None

Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
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Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

FIBRECO

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.7 N & 123˚06.6 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Stone
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide
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Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

JAMES RICHARDSON INTERNATIONAL

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.3 N & 123˚04.0 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud & Sand
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide
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Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

CARGILL VANCOUVER TERMINAL

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.3 N & 123˚03.5 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud & Sand
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide
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Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

NEPTUNE BULK TERMINALS

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.3 N & 123˚03.0 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud & Sand
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
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Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

LYNNTERM – WEST GATE

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.2 N & 123˚02.6 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Sand & Stone
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
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Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

LYNNTERM – EAST GATE

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.0 N & 123˚02.0 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Gravel
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
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Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

LYNNTERM – BERTH #7 (UNIVAR)

Area

Vancouver Harbour – North Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49 17.5N 123 02.0W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver - 80' nautical miles
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy

Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements

Control Area
Rising Tide
Falling Tide
Slack Tide
Burrard Inlet
5%
10%
10%
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
10%
10%
10%
(transiting)
Second Narrows
10%
10%
10%
MRA
No restrictions, all vessels to comply with UKC, Spacing, and overhang
requirements.
Berth #7 is a 200m berth
This berth has a 2 knot restriction and ships will not normally be moved outside this
parameter.
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Tug use

Berthing
requirements

Source: Pacific Pilotage Authority Notice to Industry #07/2016
Berth #7 is Port side alongside. In all cases, pilot's discretion will apply, taking into
consideration the weather, sea conditions, predicted current, freshet, draft,
manoeuvring characteristics, fender capacity of the berth, space available and
mechanical history of the vessel.

Free text option

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy

Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use

Control Area
Rising Tide
Falling Tide
Slack Tide
Burrard Inlet
5%
10%
10%
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
10%
10%
10%
(transiting)
Second Narrows
10%
10%
10%
MRA
No restrictions, all vessels to comply with UKC, Spacing, and overhang
requirements
This berth has a 2 knot restriction and ships will not normally be moved outside this
parameter.
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Source: Pacific Pilotage Authority Notice to Industry #07/2016
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Unberthing
requirements

Berth #7 is Port side alongside. In all cases, pilot's discretion will apply, taking into
consideration the weather, sea conditions, predicted current, freshet, draft,
manoeuvring characteristics, fender capacity of the berth, space available and
mechanical history of the vessel.

Free text option

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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APPENDIX E

Port Sections Guide
VANCOUVER HARBOUR - SOUTH SHORE
Read user guidelines first. Always check all adjoining sections

Terminal

VITERRA - CASCADIA

Area

Vancouver Harbour – South Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.5 N & 123˚01.8 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Rock & Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

VITERRA – PACIFIC ELEVATORS

Area

Vancouver Harbour – South Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.2 N & 123˚ 04.1 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Rock & Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

Slack Tide

181

Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

GLOBAL CONTAINER TERMINALS – VANTERM

Area

Vancouver Harbour – South Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49 17.3N 123 04.3W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver - 80' nautical miles
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy

Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use

Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Control Area
Rising Tide
Falling Tide
Slack Tide
Burrard Inlet
5%
10%
10%
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
10%
10%
10%
(transiting)
No restrictions, all vessels to comply with UKC, Spacing, and overhang
requirements
None
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
For vessels with a bowthruster; one tug of suitable power will be used on the stern
and if the usable horsepower of the bowthruster is less than 4% of the vessel's
summer deadweight, a second tug will be required forward.
Source: Pacific Pilotage Authority Notice to Industry #02/2013
Terminal to position containers cranes at midships position

Manoeuvre
PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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UKC policy

Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use

Control Area
Rising Tide
Falling Tide
Slack Tide
Burrard Inlet
5%
10%
10%
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
10%
10%
10%
(transiting)
No restrictions, all vessels to comply with UKC, Spacing, and overhang
requirements
None
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
For vessels with a bowthruster; one tug of suitable power will be used on the stern
and if the usable horsepower of the bowthruster is less than 4% of the vessel's
summer deadweight, a second tug will be required forward.
Source: Pacific Pilotage Authority Notice to Industry #02/2013

Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

ALLIANCE GRAIN TERMINAL

Area

Vancouver Harbour – South Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.1 N & 123˚04.7 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Rock & Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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185

Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

DP WORLD - CENTERM

Area

Vancouver Harbour – South Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49 17.2N 123 05.7W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver - 80' nautical miles
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy

Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use

Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Control Area
Rising Tide
Falling Tide
Slack Tide
Burrard Inlet
5%
10%
10%
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
10%
10%
10%
(transiting)
No restrictions, all vessels to comply with UKC, Spacing, and overhang
requirements
None
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
For vessels with a bowthruster; one tug of suitable power will be used on the stern
and if the usable horsepower of the bowthruster is less than 4% of the vessel's
summer deadweight, a second tug will be required forward.
Source: Pacific Pilotage Authority Notice to Industry #02/2013
Terminal to position container cranes at midships position

Manoeuvre
PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

Departure
187

UKC policy

Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use

Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Control Area
Rising Tide
Falling Tide
Slack Tide
Burrard Inlet
5%
10%
10%
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
10%
10%
10%
(transiting)
No restrictions, all vessels to comply with UKC, Spacing, and overhang
requirements
None
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
For vessels with a bowthruster; one tug of suitable power will be used on the stern
and if the usable horsepower of the bowthruster is less than 4% of the vessel's
summer deadweight, a second tug will be required forward.
Source: Pacific Pilotage Authority Notice to Industry #02/2013
Terminal to position container cranes at midships position

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

CANADA PLACE

Area

Vancouver Harbour – South Shore

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.3 N & 123˚06.8 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to Vancouver 80' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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APPENDIX F

Port Sections Guide
VANCOUVER HARBOUR - EAST
Read user guidelines first. Always check all adjoining sections

Terminal

CANEXUS CORPORATION

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.0 N & 123˚00.9 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Gravel & Sand
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 84' nm
Transport Canada Certificate of Compliance #001710
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

CHEVRON CANADA STANOVAN

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.5 N & 123˚00.2 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Gravel & Sand
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 85' nm
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
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Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Second Narrows
MRA
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

SHELL CANADA PRODUCTS SHELLBURN

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.3 N & 122˚57.8 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement is 0.9 m
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 85' nm
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)
24 hour Marine Incident Reporting Hotline: (713) 241-2532

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

Size restriction
Min depth
alongside
10.9 m at MLLW
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements

Max
acceptable
draft
10.0 m

Max vessel
length

Max
displacement

Max
freeboard

218 m

52830 tonnes

10.4 m

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
A minimum of one assist tug is required for docking barges at Shellburn. A minimum
of two assist tugs are required for docking a ship or ATB at Shellburn. Where assist
tugs are required the assist tug horsepower must equal or exceed 5 percent of the
ship's deadweight tonnage.

Free text option

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
A minimum of one assist tug is required for docking barges at Shellburn. A minimum
of two assist tugs are required for docking a ship or ATB at Shellburn. Where assist
tugs are required the assist tug horsepower must equal or exceed 5 percent of the
ship's deadweight tonnage.

Free text option

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

KINDER MORGAN WESTRIDGE MARINE TERMINAL

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.3 N & 122˚57.2 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud & Sand
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 86' nm
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre
UKC policy

Departure
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

Slack Tide
10%
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Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016
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Terminal

SUNCOR BURRARD PRODUCTS TERMINAL

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.3 N & 122˚53.8 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 88' nm
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide
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Slack Tide
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Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

IMPERIAL OIL IOCO TERMINAL

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚18.0 N & 122˚52.9 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 89' nm
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide
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Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

PACIFIC COAST TERMINALS

Area

Vancouver Harbour - East

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚17.0 N & 122˚51.8 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
1.01587 (annual mean minimum) - 1.02102 (annual mean maximum) – Vancouver
Harbour - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Rock & Mud
None
Distance from Brotchie Pilot Station to terminal approximately 89' nm
Transport Canada security approved
ISGOTT Ship/Shore Safety Check-List must be used in the transfer of bulk liquid
cargoes from marine facility to vessel (ship-to-shore)

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area

Rising Tide

Falling Tide
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Slack Tide

203

Burrard Inlet
(manoeuvring)
Burrard Inlet
(transiting)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

5%

10%

10%

10%

10%

10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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APPENDIX G

Port Sections Guide
ROBERTS BANK
Read user guidelines first. Always check all adjoining sections

Terminal

DELTAPORT – GLOBAL CONTAINER TERMINALS

Area

Roberts Bank

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚01.2 N & 123 09.4 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
Not available
5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Rock
None
Distance to Brotchie Pilot Station 51' nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Roberts Bank
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Free text option

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Roberts Bank
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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Terminal

WESTSHORE TERMINALS

Area

Roberts Bank

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities

49˚01.0 N & 123˚10.0 W
Refer to Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank berth soundings document for Vancouver
Fraser Port Authority and Pacific Pilotage Authority approved control depths
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
Not available

Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

5.0 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Sand and fine silt
None
Distance to Brotchie Pilot Station 51’nm
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Roberts Bank
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements
Free text option

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Roberts Bank
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction

Rising Tide
5%

Falling Tide
10%

Slack Tide
10%

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

207

Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements
Free text option

BC Coast Pilot and Ship Master discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by BC Coast Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
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APPENDIX H

Port Sections Guide
FRASER RIVER
Read user guidelines first. Always check all adjoining sections

Terminal

Fraser Surrey Docks

Area

Fraser River

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚11.0 N & 122˚ 55.0 W
For most recent soundings, refer to the Canadian Coast Guard’s AVADEPTH
website
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
0.99876 (annual mean minimum) - 1.00000 (annual mean maximum) - New
Westminster - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
3.4 metres
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Sand and Silt
Annual maintenance dredging
Brotchie to Sandheads 58 nm' + Sandheads to Terminal 18 nm'
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Fraser River
(<250m LOA)
Fraser River
(>250m LOA)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction

Rising Tide
90cm

Falling Tide
90cm

Slack Tide
90cm

1.4m

1.4m

1.4m

Arrival restricted to transit windows – refer to Fraser River Tidal Window calculator:
https://pilot.kleinsystems.com/Public/PPA/PPA_Disclaimer.aspx
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6

PORT INFORMATION GUIDE – Source: Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - August, 2016

209

Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements

As coordinated by Fraser River Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
Per Pacific Pilotage Authority requirements
In all cases, pilot's discretion will apply, taking into consideration the weather, sea
conditions, predicted current, freshet, draft, maneuvering characteristics, fender
capacity of the berth, space available and mechanical history of the vessel.

Free text option

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
Control Area
Fraser River
(<250m LOA)
Fraser River
(>250m LOA)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements

Rising Tide
90cm

Falling Tide
90cm

Slack Tide
90cm

1.4m

1.4m

1.4m

Departure restricted to transit windows – refer to Fraser River Tidal Window
calculator: https://pilot.kleinsystems.com/Public/PPA/PPA_Disclaimer.aspx
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by Fraser River Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
Per Pacific Pilotage Authority requirements
In all cases, pilot's discretion will apply, taking into consideration the weather, sea
conditions, predicted current, freshet, draft, maneuvering characteristics, fender
capacity of the berth, space available and mechanical history of the vessel.

Free text option
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Terminal

WWL VEHICLE SERVICES CANADA

Area

Fraser River

Date

August 2016

Position (lat / lon)
Minimum controlled water depth
Chart datum
Range of water
densities
Tidal range
UKC policy
alongside
Bottom type
Dredging regime
Distance pilot
station to berth
ISPS
Loading/unloading
requirements
Free text

49˚11.0 N & 122˚ 55.5 W
For most recent soundings, refer to the Canadian Coast Guard’s AVADEPTH
website
Vertical: Chart Datum LLW Horizontal: WGS84
0.99876 (annual mean minimum) - 1.00000 (annual mean maximum) - New
Westminster - source: PAC 200 Sailing Directions
Arrival restricted to transit windows – refer to Fraser River Tidal Window calculator:
https://pilot.kleinsystems.com/Public/PPA/PPA_Disclaimer.aspx
Alongside berth UKC requirement for all states of tide is 5%
Sand and Silt
Annual maintenance dredging
Brotchie to Sandheads 58 nm' + Sandheads to Terminal 18 nm'
Transport Canada security approved

Manoeuvre

Arrival

UKC policy
Control Area
Fraser River
(<250m LOA)
Fraser River
(>250m LOA)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Berthing
requirements

Rising Tide
90cm

Falling Tide
90cm

Slack Tide
90cm

1.4m

1.4m

1.4m

Departure restricted to transit windows – refer to Fraser River Tidal Window
calculator: https://pilot.kleinsystems.com/Public/PPA/PPA_Disclaimer.aspx
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by Fraser River Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
Per Pacific Pilotage Authority requirements
In all cases, pilot's discretion will apply, taking into consideration the weather, sea
conditions, predicted current, freshet, draft, maneuvering characteristics, fender
capacity of the berth, space available and mechanical history of the vessel.

Free text option

Manoeuvre

Departure

UKC policy
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Control Area
Fraser River
(<250m LOA)
Fraser River
(>250m LOA)
Size restriction
Tidal restriction
Wind restriction
Visibility
restriction
Speed restriction
Passing
requirements
Tug use
Unberthing
requirements

Rising Tide
90cm

Falling Tide
90cm

Slack Tide
90cm

1.4m

1.4m

1.4m

Departure restricted to transit windows – refer to Fraser River Tidal Window
calculator: https://pilot.kleinsystems.com/Public/PPA/PPA_Disclaimer.aspx
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Fraser River Pilot discretion
Safe speed as defined by COLREGS - Rule #6
As coordinated by Fraser River Pilots/Ship’s Master and monitored by CCG Vessel
Traffic Service/VFPA
Per Pacific Pilotage Authority requirements
In all cases, pilot's discretion will apply, taking into consideration the weather, sea
conditions, predicted current, freshet, draft, maneuvering characteristics, fender
capacity of the berth, space available and mechanical history of the vessel.

Free text option

Back to top
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APPENDIX IR1-01-B
FIGURE FROM THE EIS
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Request Number IR1-02: Alignment with Federal and Provincial Strategies
Information Request
Describe how the proposed Project would align with federal and provincial strategies including
Canada’s Global Markets Action Plan, the New Building Canada Plan, the Asia-Pacific Gateway
and Corridor Initiative, the Pacific Gateway Transportation Strategy 2012-2020, the B.C. Jobs
Plan and the B.C. on the Move: A 10-Year Transportation Plan.
VFPA Response
1

RBT2 aligns with several economic, trade, and transportation strategies (both federal and

2

provincial) that are currently in effect. The EIS states that the Project aligns with Canada’s

3

Global Markets Action Plan, the former New Building Canada Plan, and the former Asia-Pacific

4

Gateway and Corridor Initiative, as well as with provincial strategies such as the Pacific

5

Gateway Transportation Strategy 2012-2020, the B.C. Jobs Plan, and B.C. on the Move: A

6

10-Year Transportation Plan. The VFPA is a port authority created pursuant to the Canada

7

Marine Act. The purpose of the Act includes the provision of marine infrastructure that

8

effectively supports national, regional, and local social and economic objectives, and the

9

promotion and protection of Canada's competitiveness and trade objectives. If approved, the

10

proposed Project would support many of Canada’s and B.C.’s key trade, employment,

11

transportation, and economic growth objectives in addition to supporting growth initiatives in

12

other provinces.

13

Table IR1-02-1 in Appendix IR1-02-A describes how the proposed Project aligns with or

14

supports many of the objectives of each of these strategies. The centre column includes

15

excerpts from each plan or strategy (and where available any interim or progress reports),

16

along with the section where the excerpt can be found in the left column. A description of how

17

the Project aligns with the objectives outlined in the excerpts can be found in the right-hand

18

column.
Alignment with Canada’s and B.C.’s New Trade and Infrastructure Objectives:
Upcoming Strategies

19

The Project is also in alignment with Canada’s new trade and infrastructure objectives, as

20

outlined in Prime Minister Trudeau’s mandate letters to the ministers of Infrastructure and

21

Communities, Innovation, Transport, and International Trade.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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22

The Minister of International Trade mandate letter instructed the minister to “develop a new

23

Canadian Trade and Export Strategy to support Canadian businesses exporting to

24

international markets and help Canadian jurisdictions attract foreign direct investment.”

25

(Prime Minister of Canada 2016a). Global Affairs Canada’s key priorities include “expanding

26

and deepening trade and investment relationships with large, fast-growing markets, such as

27

China and India, and traditional partners” (Government of Canada 2016). The federal

28

government has recently announced plans to forge closer ties with China and discussions to

29

explore a potential free trade agreement.

30

The Project would be critical in positioning Canada to expand and deepen Canada’s trade

31

relationships with emerging and established trading partners in Asia, particularly with China,

32

India, Japan, and Korea, by providing additional opportunities for Canadian businesses to

33

access these markets. As outlined in the response to IR1-04, also included in this package,

34

the Project would also help to expand these trading opportunities by providing strategic

35

advantages in comparison to some other North American gateways to Asia, such as improved

36

reliability, reduced time in transit, and lower overall transportation cost. The efficiency of

37

Vancouver’s existing rail service linking the Port of Vancouver with inland markets is

38

understood to be a competitive advantage that should allow it to retain west coast import

39

market

40

Appendix IR1-03-A).

41

Mandate letters instructed the Minister of Infrastructure and Communities to develop a new

42

10-year plan focusing “on strategic and trade enabling infrastructure priorities, including

43

roads, bridges, transportation corridors, ports, and border gateways,” and the Minister of

44

Transport to deliver “a newly-focused Building Canada Fund which will make greater

45

investments in Canada’s roads, bridges, transportation corridors, ports, and border gateways,

46

helping Canada’s manufacturers get their goods to market.” (Prime Minister of Canada 2016b,

47

Prime Minister of Canada 2016c). The Minister of Innovation, Science and Economic

48

Development mandate letter outlined a key objective to “develop programs to support

49

Canadian businesses to increase their exports, expand the range of their trading partners,

50

and adjust to, take advantage of, and prepare for, the implementation of new trade

51

agreements.”

52

The Project would be a critical piece of trade-enabling infrastructure, as the additional

53

container capacity it would provide is needed to meet the demand for containerised trade by

54

the early to mid-2020s. The Asia-Pacific gateway provides a vital connection for Canadian

share

moving

forward

(Ocean

Shipping

Consultants

2016,

available

as
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55

businesses to increase their exports and access new trading partners. The additional container

56

capacity created by the Project would provide the valuable opportunity for B.C. and Canadian

57

businesses to export goods such as lumber and specialty agricultural products, as well as to

58

import goods such as household goods, foodstuffs such as coffee, and industrial, vehicle, and

59

auto parts from Asian markets. The Project would allow B.C. to meet the demand growth for

60

Asian imports, helping to keep costs down for Canada’s consumers and businesses.

61

In addition to new federal strategies, the VFPA anticipates a new B.C. Jobs Plan in the next

62

six months. As noted in Section 2.4 of the EIS, during a five-and-a-half-year construction

63

period, the Project will generate an estimated total of 12,719 person-years of direct, indirect,

64

and induced employment for B.C. workers, and an annual total of 1,553 person-years of

65

direct, indirect, and induced employment during the operation phase through on-terminal

66

activities. The Project is expected to continue to align with the new B.C. Jobs Plan in its

67

support of the transportation sector, helping to ensure that Canadian businesses can get their

68

goods efficiently to and from key markets. The proposed Project is expected to continue to

69

be of significant interest for the Province of B.C., as well as for Alberta. Saskatchewan,

70

Manitoba, and Canada’s eastern provinces are also anticipated to benefit from the proposed

71

Project, as efficient access to world markets through the Port of Vancouver will benefit

72

Canadian firms that are reliant on waterborne transportation to and from markets across the

73

globe.
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APPENDIX IR1-02-A
SUPPORTING TABLE

Table IR1-02-1

Federal and Provincial Strategies

Source Document and
Section
(Release Date)

Relevant Excerpt
(Excerpts include relevant verbatim passages; however, in some cases, extraneous text has been edited out.)

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project: Alignment with Strategy

Federal Strategies
1.

Global Markets Action Plan
(2013)

Canada’s Global Markets Action Plan consists of comprehensive actions to advance the interests of
Canadian businesses in a specific group of key foreign markets.
By focusing efforts where Canadian opportunities and interests have the greatest potential for
success, the plan plays to Canada’s existing strengths and identifies three priority market types,
which are: emerging markets with broad Canadian interests; emerging markets with specific
opportunities for Canadian businesses; and established markets with broad Canadian interests.
Accessing emerging markets with broad Canadian interests:
These markets include: China, Hong Kong SAR, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, South Korea,
Thailand, and Vietnam.
Accessing emerging markets with specific opportunities for Canadian businesses:
These markets include Brunei, Burma, and Mongolia.
Deepening Canada’s competitive advantage in established markets:
Although emerging markets are increasingly important, Canada needs to continue building on existing
relationships with our traditional international partners. Canada’s established markets include
Australia, Japan, and New Zealand.

Economical and reliable access to markets
The Project will provide Canadian businesses across the country with more certainty around the
ability to get their commodities and products to and from growing Asian markets in a timely and
cost-effective manner.
Significant investments have been made in Vancouver to provide improved access to trading partners
in Asia. These investments have been made in response to increased demand for both Canadian
exports and imported products for Canadian consumers.
Vancouver provides a number of critical advantages in comparison to some other North American
gateways to Asia, including reliability, reduced time in transit, and most importantly, lower overall
transportation cost. This existing advantage is demonstrated by the savings of up to 20% to 30%
that are achieved when containers are shipped through Vancouver compared to some other
alternative North American ports of entry (OSC 2016).
Leveraging the advantages of a highly competitive port
The proposed Project builds on the existing geographic advantages of Vancouver, as well as the past
investments in transportation infrastructure in the region. By ensuring there is sufficient capacity to
handle growing container traffic, Canadian businesses and consumers can continue to benefit from
the opportunities presented by international trade.
Adding a third terminal operator will also ensure a healthy competition driving efficiencies, reliability,
and economical cost for users.

2.

New Building Canada Plan
(2014)

Through these investments, the Government will have provided unprecedented support for provincial,
territorial and municipal infrastructure projects. This includes:


Investments in ports and airports—modernizing facilities, to improve their effectiveness and
increase capacity, providing additional transportation options to shippers.

The new plan supports Canada’s infrastructure advantage, a key enabler of economic growth and job
creation. New investments will focus on projects that promote productivity and economic growth,
such as highways and public transit, and are designed to capitalize on innovative approaches, such
as public-private partnerships (P3s).

Modernising facilities, increasing capacity, and providing competitive transportation
options
The proposed Project represents a major investment in port infrastructure, not only increasing
capacity, but providing additional transportation options to shippers. The proposed Project is an
important component of the VFPA’s plan to meet growing demand for container capacity in support
of Canada’s import and export markets.
In addition, the procurement of a new terminal operator at Roberts Bank is consistent with ensuring
service to customers at a reasonable cost, ensuring a healthy and competitive container handling
market within the Port of Vancouver for years to come.
There are currently two companies that operate the three major container terminals on the west
coast of B.C. Typically, ports around the world operate with at least three competitive container
terminals. Thus, the procurement of a third terminal operator at Roberts Bank will increase B.C.’s
competitiveness in the container handling market, which includes shipping lines and cargo owners.
Infrastructure that creates jobs and economic growth
Vancouver’s container-handling sector is a major contributor to B.C.’s and Canada’s economy.
Including indirect and induced employment, the handling and distribution of containerised cargo
supports over 21,700 person-years of total employment across B.C.
During a five-and-a-half-year construction period, the Project will generate significant employment
benefits for B.C. Project construction will generate an estimated total of 12,719 person-years of
direct, indirect, and induced employment for B.C. workers.
The construction period will generate approximately $1 billion in wages, $1.3 billion in provincial
gross domestic product, and $3.65 billion in total economic output.
During the operation phase, on-terminal activities will generate an annual total of 1,553 personyears of direct, indirect, and induced employment. On-terminal activities during operation will
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account for approximately $186 million in wages, $212 million in provincial gross domestic product,
and approximately $291 million in total economic output each year.1
The Project will enable continued growth in the handling of containerised goods in an efficient and
cost-effective manner that protects and promotes Canada’s trade objectives.
3.

Asia-Pacific Gateway and
Corridor Initiative
(2006)

The Asia-Pacific Gateway and Corridor Initiative will strengthen Canada’s competitive position in
international commerce with the Asia-Pacific region. Its mission is to establish Canada’s Asia-Pacific
Gateway and Corridor as the best transportation network facilitating global supply chains between
North America and Asia. Specifically, the Initiative seeks to:




boost Canada’s commerce with the Asia-Pacific region;
increase the Gateway’s share of North America bound container imports from Asia;
improve the efficiency and reliability of the Gateway for Canadian and North American
exports.

The Gateway Opportunity: Competitiveness and Attracting Foreign Investment
Experts are increasingly pointing to investments in trade-related infrastructure as essential to
competitiveness and attracting foreign direct investment. This connection is rooted in centuries of
history, with prosperity tending to concentrate along trade routes, and at their intersections.
Today, goods seldom move via a single mode of transportation. Achieving productivity gains through
increased integration in the transportation system as it relates to global supply chains is a major
driver for a gateway approach.
The “Shanghai to Chicago” Opportunity for Canada’s Asia-Pacific Gateway and Corridor
Canada is geographically positioned to prosper as the crossroads between North America and growing
Asian economies, such as China, India and Korea, and of course Japan. Canada’s Asia-Pacific Gateway
and Corridor offers world-class marine, rail, road and air infrastructure closer to Asia than all its North
American competitors.
Positioning the Gateway and Corridor to successfully serve the entire North American market allows
its transportation providers to achieve significant economies of scale. The resulting efficiencies benefit
exporters and importers alike, including western commodity producers who rely on the Gateway and
Corridor.
However, to seize the opportunity, Canada must move quickly to address a number of challenges,
including:
Capacity: Unprecedented increases in freight flows through Canada’s west coast are stretching
existing infrastructure capacity.
Policy, regulatory and operating practices: Government policy and regulatory requirements, and
private sector operating practices, impact the efficiency and use of the Gateway and Corridor — and
investment in it.
Governance: There is no single “owner” of the Gateway and Corridor. All levels of government and
the private sector must work in partnership to address the full range of measures necessary for a
truly integrated approach. Governance arrangements must foster maximum efficiency in the use of
existing assets.
The primary focus of the Initiative is to enhance the capacity and efficiency of Canada’s Asia-Pacific
Gateway and Corridor. In developing an integrated long-term plan for Gateway and Corridor
infrastructure, the Initiative aims to address emerging bottlenecks and multi-modal transfer points,
and cement the reputation of the Gateway and Corridor as a reliable, efficient and secure connection
between North America and Asia.

Boosting trade with Asia-Pacific
The Project will provide Canadian businesses across the country with more certainty around the
ability to get their commodities and products to and from growing Asian markets in a timely and
cost-effective manner.
The Project would support the Asia-Pacific Gateway and Corridor Initiative by providing additional
capacity at the Port of Vancouver for commerce with the Asia-Pacific region. With the increased
container handling capacity provided by the proposed Project, the Asia-Pacific Gateway will be wellpositioned to increase its share of North America-bound container imports from Asia.
More reliable and efficient supply chain
Even with recent, current, and proposed improvements to infrastructure at container terminals within
the Port of Vancouver and the planned expansion at the Fairview Container Terminal in Prince Rupert,
demand forecasts indicate Canada’s west coast will need additional container capacity by the early
to mid-2020s. When terminals operate above practical capacity (defined as 85% of maximum
capacity) for extended periods of time, inefficiencies, which often occur elsewhere in the
transportation chain, cannot be accommodated which affects the efficiency and reliability of
transportation of goods through the Gateway.
Therefore, additional container capacity provided by the Project would help to improve efficiency and
reliability of the Gateway for Canadian and North American exports.
Leveraging the competitiveness of the Gateway
As an established trade gateway, Roberts Bank is well positioned to accommodate future growth in
trade activity. The location has several competitive advantages:





Deep water, capable of accommodating the largest container ships;
Proximity to major transportation corridors for both truck and rail movements;
Proximity to Juan de Fuca Strait and Pacific Ocean shipping routes; and
Direct access to numerous off-dock facilities.

The combination of lower overall costs and faster transit times offered via Vancouver for containers
travelling between Asia and most Canadian and American Midwest destinations is anticipated to
minimise any redirection in future container traffic volumes.
Efficient intermodal connections – Shanghai to Chicago opportunity
With competitive stevedoring costs, an advantageous location, and efficient and economical rail
services, the Port of Vancouver is a significantly more economical route between Asia and
Toronto/Chicago than any of its immediate competitors in the U.S.A., and indeed even than the allwater routes via east coast ports.
Intermodal links are a critical piece of this efficient transportation of containers between the terminals
on the Pacific coast and their inland destinations, which can be as far away as Montreal, Toronto,
and Chicago. This is especially true within Vancouver, as almost 90% of all import containers leave
the region by rail directly or after transloading.
The efficiency of Vancouver’s existing rail service is understood to be a competitive advantage that
will allow it to retain west coast import market share moving forward. Each of the container terminals
within the Port of Vancouver features on-dock rail facilities, as well as access to nearby off-dock
facilities where containers can be transloaded before being transferred to rail. Vancouver’s position
at the terminus of the Canadian Pacific Railway and Canadian National Railway mainlines, as well as

1 On-terminal and off-terminal activities would generate an estimated annual average of $1.22 billion in gross domestic product (GDP) and $2.36 billion in total economic output. Off-terminal activities associated with increased demand
for approximately 2 million TEUs per year of containerised trade would generate an estimated annual average of $1.01 billion in GDP and $2.07 billion in total economic output.
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Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project: Alignment with Strategy
continued investments by both of these rail companies, has allowed for increased throughput of
containers destined for central Canada and the U.S. Midwest.
The proposed Project would provide additional container capacity for the Transpacific route that
leverages the competitive advantages outlined above, which will help address bottlenecks and multimodal transfer points.
Integrating private and public sector investments
In addition, the VFPA will deliver the Project alongside a private sector Infrastructure Developer and
Terminal Operator. The Project would be a critical piece of an integrated Gateway that would help
achieve economies of scale and productivity gains through increased integration in the transportation
system, as well as provide a competitive link in the supply chain with the potential to attract increased
foreign direct investment in Canada.
Moving goods, addressing bottlenecks, and multi-modal transfer points
As noted above, Roberts Bank is well positioned to accommodate future growth in demand for moving
containerised goods, with several competitive advantages, such as efficient truck and rail
connections.
Performance of the new terminal will be monitored and measured through several real-time
monitoring programs that are in place throughout the Port of Vancouver. Information can be found
on the Port Dashboard, which provides real-time monitoring tools for port users and stakeholders,
plus supply chain performance metrics, maps, and weather data to help keep users informed and
enable better planning (VFPA 2016).
Anchoring the Gateway as a reliable, efficient, and secure connection
Container transportation is a competitive and dynamic environment. If Vancouver cannot provide
required throughput capacity, the excess trade volumes will find the next best alternative. The
economic impact on importers and exporters is the difference in transportation costs between
Vancouver and that next best alternative. These increased costs are eventually passed on to
Canadian consumers and exporters.
As outlined above, the proposed Project will help address bottlenecks and multi-modal transfer
points. Additional container capacity provided by the Project would help to improve efficiency and
reliability of the Gateway for Canadian and North American imports and exports.

4.

Asia-Pacific Gateway and
Corridor Initiative Reaches
a Milestone
(2010)

Roberts Bank Rail Corridor: a series of grade separations on a 70-kilometre stretch of rail connecting
Canada’s largest container facility and a major coal terminal at Roberts Bank (south of Vancouver)
with the North American rail network. This project will increase the capacity and efficiency of the
corridor for trade-related traffic and deliver environmental and quality-of-life benefits to local
communities by improving traffic flow and reducing idling of vehicles at crossings.

The Project is a critical component of this integrated gateway strategy and long-term plan to increase
capacity and efficiency for trade-related traffic.
The Final Report of the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor: Road / Rail Interface Study notes that the
proposed Project was an important consideration in the development of the Roberts Bank Rail
Corridor Project, an essential connection from Roberts Bank to inland markets (ND LEA 2007). Multimodal trade corridors, such as the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor are necessary to facilitate economic
growth (ND LEA 2007).
The Project will capitalise on the investments already made in the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor and
other projects already delivered under this initiative, supporting a highly integrated transportation
network.

B.C. Provincial Strategies
1.

The Pacific Gateway
Transportation Strategy
2012-2020
(2012)

New demand in Asia translates into jobs for British Columbians and revenues for government to pay
for public services. In order to achieve these and other benefits, we must act decisively to build on
our transportation infrastructure.
This Pacific Gateway Transportation Strategy 2012 - 2020 builds on record levels of infrastructure
investments and sets out the steps we will take to enable new development in all the sectors identified
in the BC Jobs Plan. We have a strong foundation.

Building on transportation network investments, and ensuring an attractive climate for
investment
Significant federal and provincial infrastructure investments have improved transportation through
the Pacific Gateway for communities, commuters, and goods movers.
The Project would build on the Pacific Gateway’s world-class transportation network and on recent
investment in this transportation infrastructure.
In particular, the Project will provide Canadians across the country with more certainty around the
ability to get their commodities and products to and from growing Asian markets in a timely and
cost-effective manner. This competitive advantage for Canadian exporters and importers promotes
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Targets:
At least $25 billion in total investment will be required by 2020, beyond the $22 billion previously
committed. This $25 billion in new investment includes $3.8 billion to increase bulk and container
terminal capacity at ports in B.C.
Goals:


Build on our world-class transportation network



Ensure an attractive climate for investment



Enhance collaboration with partners and stakeholders

Pacific Gateway Alliance partners have agreed to move forward in five key areas to build on our
world-class transportation network, which include: increasing major rail and road capacity, and
increasing container terminal capacity at B.C. ports.
Increase container terminal capacity at B.C. Ports
Container traffic through our ports is expected to double in the next eight years. Twenty per cent of
the goods handled at the Ports of Vancouver and Prince Rupert move in containers, and their volume
is rising. To ensure we have the capacity to meet projected growth, the Province will work with its
partners in the Pacific Gateway Alliance to:

investment in Canadian businesses, and contributes to an array of related benefits, including jobs,
infrastructure, and tax revenue.
Due to the intermodal rail connectivity and close proximity to major Asian ports, Roberts Bank can
provide a faster and more direct gateway for container cargo, and is at a particular advantage to
handle this growing trade.
Increasing container terminal capacity to meet demand
As noted above, RBT2 would be a critical piece of B.C.’s world-class transportation network. The
proposed Project would increase container capacity at the Port of Vancouver by 2.4 million TEUs and
help to ensure that container capacity on the west coast of Canada is sufficient to meet projected
demand to 2035.
Phased expansions of the Fairview Terminal at the Port of Prince Rupert are anticipated to increase
capacity to 2.0 million TEUs within the next 8 to 10 years. Planned expansion at the Port of
Vancouver’s Centerm is also anticipated to increase capacity at this terminal to 1.5 million TEUs.
However, even with recent, current, and proposed improvements to infrastructure at container
terminals within the Port of Vancouver and the planned expansion at the Fairview Container Terminal,
demand forecasts indicate Canada’s west coast will need additional container capacity by the early
to mid-2020s.

Carry out more than $2 billion worth of improvements to the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2, adding more than two million TEUs of container capacity to meet
forecast demand until 2030. The project could be designed and constructed in phases,
depending on market conditions. This is the second phase of Port Metro Vancouver’s
Container Capacity Improvement Program – a long-term strategy to support growing
international trade in an efficient and sustainable manner.

This additional container capacity provides the valuable opportunity for B.C. and Canadian businesses
to export goods such as lumber and specialty food, as well as to import goods such as household
goods, foodstuffs such as coffee, and industrial, vehicle, and auto parts to and from Asian markets.
The Project would also allow B.C. to meet the demand growth for Asian imports, helping to keep
costs down for B.C.’s consumers and businesses.

To support effective planning and open engagement, and build on the work we have done to date,
the Province and its Pacific Gateway Alliance Partners will:

The VFPA is a partner in the Pacific Gateway Alliance, which also includes senior representatives from
the governments of Canada and B.C., Canadian National Railway, Canadian Pacific Railway, Prince
Rupert Port Authority, Vancouver International Airport, and TransLink.









Integrate industrial land-use planning by working with local governments and First Nations
to manage transportation impacts and create a more efficient long-term planning process.
This will involve looking broadly at the scope of needs emerging across economic sectors–
helping to ensure an adequate supply of industrial land for future infrastructure investments.
Engage with municipal officials to advance specific projects as they are planned and
developed. This will be done through a variety of means, including regular engagement with
municipal staff on program and project development, and open dialogue with officials on
transportation investment. Direct engagement with provincial and municipal officials will build
relationships supporting joint planning and decision-making.
Consult with communities, including First Nations communities, regarding the details of
individual projects as they develop. This will help ensure that community needs and priorities
are taken into account.

Collaboration with Pacific Gateway partners and stakeholders

The VFPA’s mandate includes promoting the success of the Port of Vancouver to contribute to the
competitiveness of the Canadian economy, ensuring that infrastructure meets the needs of port
users, providing high levels of safety and environmental protection, and taking into account input
from users and the community. For several projects and initiatives, the VFPA works with private
partners and participates in broader engagement regarding land use planning in the region, including
the following:








The VFPA’s participation as a stakeholder in consultation regarding Metro Vancouver’s
regional growth strategy, Metro 2040: Shaping Our Future;
Metro Vancouver’s involvement in the Port of Vancouver Land Use Plan process. Metro 2040
and the Port Land Use Plan share common objectives in terms of protecting industrial lands,
encouraging intensification where possible, supporting an efficient goods movement network,
and laying the foundation for a strong and diverse regional economy;
The VFPA’s leadership of a regional dialogue regarding industrial land;
VFPA-led consultation with more than 100 participants, including key stakeholders such as
terminal operators and tenants, railways, industry organisations, government agencies,
municipalities, community liaison groups, and Aboriginal groups, in a strategic long-term
visioning process called Port 2050, about the future of the port and the Asia-Pacific Gateway;
and
In a parallel but related exercise, port stakeholders also developed and agreed on a definition
of a sustainable gateway through collaboration with industry, agencies, governments, and
other stakeholders.

Engagement and consultation for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
The VFPA’s approach to engagement and consultation for the Project supports this objective of the
Strategy.
The VFPA began a comprehensive engagement and consultation process regarding the Project in
2011, early in Project development, and prior to the initiation of the environmental assessment (EA)
process. Since 2011, the VFPA has participated in over 300 engagement and consultation meetings
associated with the Project.
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Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project: Alignment with Strategy
Engagement and consultation activities with government agencies, technical experts, Aboriginal
groups, local government, and the public were designed to obtain the benefit of their expertise,
experience, and traditional and community knowledge. Several of these activities were undertaken
in addition to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (CEA Agency) and B.C. Environmental
Assessment Office (EAO) requirements of an EA. The specific consultation and engagement activities
can be found in Section 7.0 of the EIS.

2.

Canada Starts Here: The
BC Jobs Plan
(2011)

Enabling job creation

Creating jobs and economic opportunities

As part of this plan, the Ministry of Jobs, Tourism and Innovation will aggressively seek out
entrepreneurs and work with them to create new jobs and new economic opportunities.

As noted above, during a five-and-a-half-year construction period, and throughout operation, the
Project will generate significant employment benefits for B.C. Details regarding the jobs and
economic output that would be created by the proposed Project can be found above, under 2. New
Building Canada Plan (2014).

Opening markets
With our location and our relationships across the Pacific, British Columbia has been successful in
opening markets for some of our products. For example, through a concentrated effort to build
relationships and share expertise, we’ve seen explosive growth from 370 million board feet in 2007
to over 4 billion board feet this year. Since 2007, our metallurgical coal exports to China have soared
from 140,000 to 3.7 million tonnes.
Getting Goods to Market
Canada Starts Here will ensure that British Columbia prospers from these emerging trends. Building
on the forest industry’s inroads into China, the plan will focus on those sectors and industries in which
we have a competitive advantage—and leverage our unique social and cultural ties with the Asia
Pacific to make sure B.C. is top of mind when it comes to investments and market opportunities.
British Columbia’s ties to Asia set us apart from virtually every other jurisdiction in North America.
We will build on these relationships and seek out new opportunities.
Canada Starts Here discusses the importance of ports to the B.C. economy, and will ensure that
our provincial infrastructure offers a competitive advantage for those doing business here, or using
our ports to access markets to the east and south.
In order to ensure producers and shippers have reliable, accessible facilities, British Columbia is
committed to further developing the Port of Prince Rupert and port capacity at Port Metro
Vancouver including investment in the provincially owned corridor that connects Deltaport to
Canada’s rail transportation network.
Leveraging Our Competitive Advantages – Sector-specific Strategies
Along with the advantages we have as a province, B.C. has proven strengths—and untapped
potential—in a number of economic sectors. To get results as quickly as possible, Canada Starts
Here focuses on generating growth in areas where we already have a competitive edge, and where
government action can enable employers in the private sector to do what they do best—invest and
create jobs.

A media release from the Office of the Premier (2012) regarding the South Fraser Perimeter Road
project and the B.C. Jobs Plan also notes the significant investments planned for other Gateway
projects, including “over $2 billion worth of improvements to Roberts Bank Terminal 2 to increase
container terminal capacity.” Similar to the South Fraser Perimeter Road, the Project would provide
B.C. businesses with vital opportunities to get their goods to markets.
Increasing port capacity and opening new markets
Even with recent, current, and proposed improvements to infrastructure at container terminals within
the Port of Vancouver and the planned expansion at the Fairview Container Terminal in Prince Rupert,
demand for trade with emerging markets in Asia is increasing, and forecasts indicate Canada’s west
coast will need additional container capacity by the mid-2020s. RBT2 is a $2 billion investment critical
to positioning B.C. to open new markets, by providing new opportunities for the province’s businesses
to export their goods in a cost-effective manner.
Leveraging competitive advantages of the Gateway
The Project will capitalise on the Port of Vancouver’s competitive advantages for the transport of
goods in comparison to some other North American gateways to Asia, such as reliability, reduced
time in transit, and lower overall transportation cost.
Supporting B.C.’s key sectors by expanding export capacity
By expanding B.C.’s capacity for the export of forestry, mining, and agrifoods products, all of which
are frequently shipped in containers, the Project would support these sectors, which were identified
as critical to B.C.’s growth.
In addition, the proposed Project also supports the Plan’s stated objective for B.C. to become the
shipping destination of choice for exporters in Asia-Pacific and North America, as it would expand the
Port of Vancouver’s capacity to manage higher volumes of containerised goods safely and efficiently.

(Summary) Canada Starts Here identifies the following eight sectors as critical for B.C.’s growth,
which include: Forestry, Mining, Agrifoods, and Transportation: Ports, Marine and Aerospace.
British Columbia is perfectly placed to become the shipping destination of choice for exporters in Asia
Pacific and North America. But we cannot rely on geography alone. Now is the time to expand the
capacity of our infrastructure so we can manage higher volumes safely and efficiently, once the
current economic turbulence subsides.
Building on a decade of investment in our ports, Canada Starts Here commits the government to
working with industry and our federal partners to expand capacity at Deltaport and Ridley Island in
Prince Rupert.
3.

Canada Starts Here: The
BC Jobs Plan: 4-Year
Progress Update
(2015)

Spotlight on a Growing and Diversified Economy

Supporting B.C.’s most competitive sectors by expanding export capacity

The BC Jobs Plan was built on the foundation of eight key sectors of the economy: Agrifoods;
Forestry; International Education; Mining and Energy; Natural Gas; Technology and Green Economy;
Tourism; and Transportation. In the 3-Year Update we added four priority cross-sectors: Small
Business, International Trade, Manufacturing, and Aboriginal Peoples and First Nations. In the 4-Year

The Project would provide the much needed container-handling capacity to grow some of B.C.’s key
export sectors, in particular, agrifoods and forestry.
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update we’ve added a regional perspective with a spotlight on Vancouver Island / Coast as a pilot
effort to assess the impact of the BC Jobs Plan on regional economic development.
Apparel Sector: Clustered for Growth and Growing B.C. Agrifoods for the Global
Marketplace
The B.C. apparel sector is poised for strong growth over the next decade, with the potential to almost
double current levels of employment. The sector faces a few specific challenges including developing
an integrated supply chain with more local links.
Agrifoods for the Global Marketplace
Global access—Our highly integrated transportation system makes it easy to access high-quality
agriculture products and to ship fresh, value-added products worldwide.
Diversifying B.C.’s Forestry Sector: Adding Value
B.C.’s globally renowned forestry sector is recognized as a sustainable renewable resource industry
of diversified, value-added forestry products. While demand for B.C. lumber, pulp and paper in the
U.S. remains strong, long-term markets for pulp and lumber in Asia are expanding. Continued
investment is creating efficiencies, ensuring the forest industry’s continued competitiveness in world
markets.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project: Alignment with Strategy
Developing an integrated supply chain with local links
Apparel and agrifoods are commonly shipped in containers. As a vital link between local supply and
global markets, the Project would help provide a competitive and efficient connection for B.C.
businesses to access key markets in order to grow B.C.’s apparel and agrifoods sectors.
Building and accessing markets, creating efficiencies and adding value
As noted above, the Project would allow Canadian businesses to get their goods, such as forestry
products, which are commonly shipped in containers, to established and emerging Asia-Pacific
markets.
The Project would help to achieve efficiencies for the forestry and other export sectors by providing
additional container handling capacity, and by capitalising on significant past and future federal and
provincial infrastructure investments with the purpose of improving Gateway transportation
infrastructure for goods movers.

B.C.’s Transportation Sector: Building Markets, Growing Jobs
B.C.’s global transportation options—by air, water, road or rail—provide opportunities for B.C.
producers and manufacturers to expand their client base, grow their business and create new jobs.
Our many diverse economic sectors, including tourism, international education, natural resources,
agrifoods and manufacturing, depend on a world-class transportation sector facilitating efficient,
reliable connections.
4.

B.C. on the Move: A 10Year Transportation Plan
(2015)

B.C. is Canada’s Pacific Gateway—the preferred gateway for Asian trade between North America and
the world. Along with the road and aviation networks, port and rail infrastructure play a key role in
maintaining B.C.’s competitive advantage, which supports job creation and economic growth.
Though the U.S. remains our largest single trading partner, our trade relationships with Asian nations
are now as important to provincial and Canadian economies, and continue to offer exciting
opportunities for further growth, supporting a thriving economy for all British Columbians.
Provincial investments, which leverage private-sector commitments to port and rail infrastructure
improvements, are key to continuing to expand our trading relationships and capacity in the global
marketplace.
Priorities for Action:


The Project will help B.C. to expand our trading relationships by accommodating the continued growth
of containerised trade in an efficient and cost-effective manner. By having available container
capacity in place on the west coast of B.C., British Columbians and Canadians can have more
certainty around the ability to get their commodities and products to and from growing Asian
markets.
The Plan specifies expanding container capacity at B.C.’s ports, in particular by delivering a new
container terminal at Roberts Bank.
By providing the needed additional container capacity, the Project will help B.C. maintain its
competitive advantage in the transportation sector, as well as in several export sectors that rely on
B.C.’s highly efficient transportation network.

Invest in infrastructure that enhances access to ports and increases port bulk, breakbulk and
container capacity

The Province is committed to investing in transportation infrastructure that supports British
Columbia’s economy, by maximizing access to ports. In response to increased container traffic,
British Columbia’s ports are planning investments to expand container handling capacity.
To meet forecasted demand, Port Metro Vancouver is proposing a new container terminal
at Roberts Bank, and the Prince Rupert Port Authority is planning an expansion to its Fairview
Terminal.
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Request Number IR1-03: Purpose of the Project
Information Request
1. Provide recent container traffic forecast studies not already presented in the EIS as
supporting information regarding the purpose of the proposed Project.
2. If there are more recent forecasts available, adjust Figures 2-2, 2-3 and 2-4 from the EIS
such that the most recent forecasts are presented.
3. Provide a table showing actual and projected throughput (low, base, high) in yearly TEUs
for each individual port that is under Vancouver Fraser Port Authority jurisdiction from the
year 2000 up to the present.
4. Provide information on the annual TEUs of imports and exports of each of the ports under
the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority jurisdiction from the year 2000 and projected for
2020 and 2030; and provide the percentage of TEUs coming or going to the United States.
VFPA Response
1. Provide recent container traffic forecast studies not already presented in the EIS
as supporting information regarding the purpose of the proposed Project.
1

As part of its mandate to provide the marine infrastructure that supports Canada’s trade

2

objectives, the VFPA regularly obtains independent forecasts to inform planning for required

3

port infrastructure.

4

Ocean Shipping Consultants performed an analysis of global economic and shipping trends

5

for the VFPA in 2016, including a forecast for container traffic through the west coast of

6

Canada.

7

The Container Traffic Forecast Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping

8

Consultants is available on the Project website, as well as appended to this response

9

(Appendix IR1-03-A).

10

The 2016 Ocean Shipping Consultants forecast is the fifth container forecast report developed

11

since the Project was initiated in 2010.

12



2011: Seaport Consultants and WorleyParsons developed a set of container

13

projections for the Canadian west coast to 2030. This report indicated that container

14

volumes through Port of Vancouver and Port of Prince Rupert terminals would reach

15

7.45 million twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs) by 2030 (base case).
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16



2012: Ocean Shipping Consultants performed an analysis of global economic and

17

shipping trends for the VFPA. This forecast indicated that container volumes through

18

Vancouver and Prince Rupert would reach 7.22 million TEUs by 2030 (base case). This

19

report reached a similar conclusion as the 2011 Seaport Report, one of general growth

20

and a need for additional container capacity.

21



2013: Ocean Shipping Consultants updated their forecast. Based on their revised

22

analysis, they forecasted that the Port of Vancouver and Port of Prince Rupert would

23

handle 7.91 million TEUs in 2030 (base case).

24



2014: Ocean Shipping Consultants updated their 2012 forecast for a second time. This

25

forecast indicated that Vancouver and Prince Rupert would handle a collective

26

7.03 million TEUs in 2030 (base case).

27

The 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 forecasts were released during public consultation regarding

28

the Project and are available on the Project website (www.portvancouver.com/RBT2).
2016 Forecast

29

In 2016, Ocean Shipping Consultants developed an all-new container traffic forecast. This

30

report considered emerging global economic trends and data, and forecasted that the Port of

31

Vancouver and Port of Prince Rupert collectively would handle 6.62 million TEUs in 2030 (base

32

case, growing at an annual compound growth rate of about 4% annually through to 2030),

33

with 5.93 million TEUs and 7.53 million TEUs as the low case and high case, respectively.

34

Although the 2016 forecast presents a slightly slower rate of growth for the high and base

35

case scenarios between 2016 and 2030, echoing general forecasts for a declining rate of

36

growth globally, it shares the conclusion from 2014 that the Port of Vancouver remains a

37

highly competitive option for import and export containers. Based on a slightly slower rate of

38

growth compared to the 2014 forecast, the Project would likely be operating at practical

39

capacity1 within 10 years.

40

The report concludes the following (quoted directly from Container Traffic Forecast Study –

41

Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping Consultants, see Appendix IR1-03-A):

42
43



The Port of Vancouver remains a highly competitive option for import and export
container volumes moving forward.

1 Practical capacity is calculated as 85% of maximum capacity, above which terminals begin to lose
efficiency.
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44



By 2025, the port’s terminals are projected to be handling over 4.8 million TEUs per

45

annum in total (under the Base Case growth scenario), compared to the 2015

46

confirmed total of just over 3.0 million TEUs.

47



Continued growth of Asian imports moving to local markets but also to more distant

48

U.S. and Canadian discretionary areas2 will continue to grow through the port’s

49

competitive intermodal and transportation costs, supported by exports from B.C.

50



The Port of Vancouver enjoys a highly competitive cost structure for serving eastern

51

Canada and the U.S. Midwest based upon ability to berth the largest vessels,

52

competitive handling charges, and relatively low cost intermodal links to the east.

53



However, the Port of Vancouver will need intermodal rail capacity to continue to

54

serve these important locations and it must be concluded that there is already a

55

pressing need for container terminal investment if further potential demand is not to

56

be missed.

57

Ultimately, the Container Traffic Forecast Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 confirms that the

58

Project will be needed by the mid-2020s.
2. If there are more recent forecasts available, adjust Figures 2-2, 2-3 and 2-4 from
the EIS such that the most recent forecasts are presented.

59

The VFPA has updated the following figures from the EIS and included them in this response

60

(Appendix IR1-03-B):

61



EIS Figure 2-2;

62



EIS Figure 2-3; and

63



EIS Figure 2-4.

64

Updates to these figures are based on the projections from the Container Traffic Forecast

65

Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping Consultants (Appendix IR1-03-A), as

66

well as container traffic throughput data and updated information regarding the timing of

67

planned container infrastructure improvements on the west coast of Canada. This publicly

68

available information was obtained from the Port of Vancouver website (portvancouver.com)

69

and the Port of Prince Rupert website (rupertport.com).

2 Discretionary areas are broadly defined as North American inland markets, such as cities in the U.S.
Midwest, that can be competitively serviced by multiple gateways, including Vancouver, Prince Rupert,
Seattle-Tacoma, U.S. South Pacific ports, and North American East Coast ports.
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70

In addition, our forecast period has been updated to 2035 to remain consistent with a 20-

71

year planning horizon for the Container Capacity Improvement Program, the VFPA’s long-

72

term strategy to provide container terminal capacity to meet the future needs of Canadian

73

trade.

74

The updated figures feature the following changes:

75



EIS Figure 2-2

76

o

The y-axis, including labels and range, was modified to provide improved clarity;

77

o

Added 2015 data, including forecast and actual throughput; and

78

o

Colours have been changed for consistency with the Port of Vancouver brand.

79



EIS Figure 2-3

80

o

Added 2015 actual throughput data;

81

o

Revised the low, base, and high case lines to reflect the results of the Container

82

Traffic Forecast Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping Consultants

83

(Appendix IR1-03-A);

84

o

Extended the x-axis to include forecast data out to 2035; and

85

o

Colours have been changed for consistency with the Port of Vancouver brand.

86



EIS Figure 2-4

87

o

Added 2015 actual throughput data;

88

o

Improvements labelled as “Deltaport” in the original Figure 2-4 have been

89

relabelled as “DTRRIP (Deltaport)”, and an incremental capacity increase in 2016

90

has been shifted to 2017, as the relevant improvements being undertaken as part

91

of the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project (DTRRIP) are

92

anticipated to be complete in that year;

93

o

Improvements labelled as “Centerm” in the original Figure 2-4 have been relabelled

94

as “Centerm Expansion”, and the increase in capacity attributed to these

95

improvements has been shifted to 2019, as the Centerm Expansion Project is now

96

anticipated to be complete in that year;

97

o

98
99

Completion of RBT2 has been shifted from 2023 to 2024 to reflect the latest
anticipated timeline for construction and operation;

o

Revised the low, base, and high case lines to reflect the results of the Container

100

Traffic Forecast Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping Consultants

101

(Appendix IR1-03-A);

102

o

Extended the x-axis to include forecast and capacity data out to 2035; and

103

o

Colours have been changed for consistency with the Port of Vancouver brand.
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3. Provide a table showing actual and projected throughput (low, base, high) in
yearly TEUs for each individual port that is under Vancouver Fraser Port
Authority jurisdiction from the year 2000 up to the present.
104

Table IR1-03-1 in Appendix IR1-03-C presents actual and projected throughput for

105

terminals within the VFPA’s jurisdiction from 2001 to the present. This table includes the

106

results of a forecast that was developed by Ocean Shipping Consultants in 2001 and contains

107

projected aggregate container volumes for the Port of Vancouver, which shows an overall

108

trend of consistent growth.

109

The actual and projected container throughput volumes of each terminal within the Port of

110

Vancouver are kept commercially confidential, as they are an important element of each

111

terminal operator’s competitive position. Due to the commercial confidentiality of terminal

112

throughput data, the VFPA can only disclose aggregate container throughput figures for the

113

Port of Vancouver.

114

In addition to the 2001 forecast data, Table IR1-03-1 provides aggregate container

115

throughput for all the terminals within the Port of Vancouver and the Canadian west coast

116

between 2000 and 2015. This data is also presented graphically in EIS Figure 2-2

117

(Appendix IR1-03-B).

118

It should be noted that when the 2001 forecast was completed, Fairview Terminal in Prince

119

Rupert had not yet opened, and the only container terminals on the west coast of Canada

120

were in Vancouver. As a result, the assumptions that were made in the development of the

121

2001 forecast effectively made it a forecast for the west coast of Canada. When comparing

122

the forecast to actual volumes, it is important to also consider volumes handled through Prince

123

Rupert after the Fairview Terminal opened in 2007. In several years following 2007, the table

124

presents actual west coast container volumes in excess of the high case due to the incremental

125

volume handled at Prince Rupert, even with the container volume decrease in 2009 as a result

126

of the global financial crisis.

127

As with any long-term forecast, actual volumes do not precisely track a specific forecast

128

scenario on a year-over-year basis; however, the 2001 Ocean Shipping Consultants forecast

129

provides an indication of the general accuracy of container forecasting over the long-term, as

130

well as the overall trend towards growth in container volumes on the west coast of Canada.
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4. Provide information on the annual TEUs of imports and exports of each of the
ports under the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority jurisdiction from the year 2000
and projected for 2020 and 2030; and provide the percentage of TEUs coming or
going to the United States.
131

As noted in the response to Question 3 above, the VFPA can only disclose aggregate

132

container throughput data for the Port of Vancouver. The data presented in the tables below

133

reflect aggregate container information.

134

Table IR1-03-2 in Appendix IR1-03-C presents total import and export traffic volumes for

135

the Port of Vancouver from 2000 to present. The volumes presented include both laden and

136

empty containers. As noted in Section 2.2.2 of the EIS, the Port of Vancouver handles an

137

almost equal volume of import and export containers, which provides for a resilient,

138

commercially attractive port to shippers and shipping lines.

139

The table also presents forecast container volumes for the years 2020 and 2030. Although it

140

is anticipated that planned improvements at existing container terminals in the Port of

141

Vancouver and the Port of Prince Rupert will be sufficient to handle increased container

142

volumes under the low, base, or high case in 2020, this is not true for growth through to

143

2030. Without the capacity provided by the Project, the Container Traffic Forecast Study –

144

Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping Consultants (Appendix IR1-03-A) projects that

145

by 2030, practical capacity would be exceeded by the low and base case forecasts, and that

146

the high case forecast would exceed even the maximum capacity of the Canadian west coast.

147

Table IR1-03-2 also presents the percentage of containers destined for, or originating from,

148

the U.S.A. These figures are based on cargo tonnage data collected by the VFPA, and are

149

calculated as a percentage of total laden imports or total laden exports.

150

As can be seen in this table, import containers destined for the U.S.A. have grown as a

151

percentage of total imports from 7% in 2000 to as high as 24% in 2015. With respect to

152

export containers originating from the U.S.A., they have fluctuated, ranging from 1% to 6%

153

of total exports. The Container Traffic Forecast Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean

154

Shipping Consultants (Appendix IR1-03-A) forecasts that containers carrying cargo to or

155

from the U.S.A.will remain steady at 23% of imports and 4% of exports through to 2020 and

156

2030.

157

It is important to note that, for both port authorities and terminal operators, refusing to handle

158

containers based solely on the fact that those containers originated from or were destined for

159

the U.S.A. would likely be considered unjustly discriminatory and inconsistent with port
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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160

authorities’ mandate to manage Canada’s ports in a competitive, efficient, and commercially-

161

oriented manner. The federal government retains the power and authority to control trade

162

generally, through various acts and regulations, including the ban of trade with certain

163

countries.
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APPENDIX IR1-03-A
CONTAINER TRAFFIC FORECAST STUDY –
PORT OF VANCOUVER, 2016

Container Traffic Forecast Study –
Port of Vancouver, 2016

Prepared for the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority by:
OCEAN SHIPPING CONSULTANTS
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd
2 Abbey Gardens
Great College Street
Westminster
London
SW1P 3NL
England

Ocean Shipping Consultants is part of
the Royal HaskoningDHVgroup.

Tel: +44 (0) 1784 839109
Email: <email address removed>
<email address removed>

1

Legal Notice: This Container Traffic Forecast Study 2016 was prepared by Ocean Shipping Consultants under instructions
of the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority. Neither the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority, nor their directors, officers, employees,
agents and other persons acting on its behalf (a) make any warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the use of any
information or methods disclosed in this report; or (b) assume liability with respect to any information or methods disclosed
in this report.
This document has been prepared for the titled project or named part thereof and should not be relied upon or used for any
other project without an independent check being carried out as to its suitability and prior written authority of Ocean Shipping
Consultants being obtained. Ocean Shipping Consultants accepts no responsibility or liability for the consequences of this
document being used for a purpose other than the purposes for which it was commissioned. Any person using or relying on
the document for such other purpose agrees, and will by such use or reliance be taken to confirm his agreement to
indemnify Ocean Shipping Consultants for all loss or damage resulting therefrom. Ocean Shipping Consultants accepts no
responsibility or liability for this document to any party other than the person by whom it was commissioned.

2

Key Terms and Abbreviations used in the Report
The following key terms and abbreviations are used throughout the report and are listed as a guide.

BC
bn
C$
CAGR
Deepsea
dwt
ECNA
FEU
GDP
GT
ha
IMF
imp/exp
k
kg
km
kn
LOA
m
mt
mta
nm
NPX
OECD
Pacific Gateway (PG)
Pacific Northwest (PNW)
Pacific South (PS)
Pacific West Coast
p.a.
QCC
SPP
sq.m
T
t
TEU
Transshipment
ULCS

British Columbia
billion
Canadian dollar
compound annual growth rate
direct intercontinental container shipping
deadweight tonnes
Eastern seaboard of North America/East Coast of North America
forty foot equivalent units
gross domestic product
gross tonnes
hectares
International Monetary Fund
import/export
thousand
kilogram
kilometre
knots
length overall (of a ship)
metre (length) or million (quantity)
million tonnes
million tonnes per annum
nautical miles
New Panamax (max 13000 TEU)
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Ports of Vancouver and Prince Rupert
Wider geographic region consisting of the ports of Port of Vancouver, Prince Rupert,
Seattle, Tacoma, Portland
Ports of Long Beach, Los Angeles and Oakland
Western seaboard of North America/West Coast of North America
per annum
quayside container crane
super-post-Panamax (crane outreach more than 18 rows)
square metres
terminal
tonnes
twenty foot equivalent units
transfer of containers between vessels
ultra large container ship (10,000TEU+)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Introduction
Vancouver Fraser Port Authority commissioned Ocean Shipping Consultants (OSC) to provide a
Container Forecast Study in 2014. This Report follows previous work completed by OSC since 2011.
This new 2016 market Report is a stand-alone document that provides container traffic projections to
2050 and is designed to be used by Vancouver Fraser Port Authority as it continues to evaluate its
container expansion projects. It is also understood that the container forecasts will also be used as
inputs into the environmental and other approval agencies for the permitting process for expansion and
the development of new capacity.
This Executive Summary document provides the following information:


Part 1 – an introduction to OSC and the members of the team who have provided the
December 2015 Market Report to Vancouver Fraser Port Authority.



Part 2 – a brief synopsis of the container forecasts to 2050 for Vancouver Fraser Port Authority
for market regions served by the port and a supply-demand analysis to 2025.

Part 1 - Introduction to Ocean Shipping Consultants
The Ocean Shipping Consultants Team
OSC is the shipping and port economics division of Royal HaskoningDHV of the Netherlands. OSC was
acquired by Royal Haskoning in early 2011 and the management remain in place. Royal Haskoning
and DHV recently merged to form a large international engineering and project consultancy firm with a
global staff of some 8000 people.
Since 1985 OSC has successfully completed more than 275 individual projects in more than 60
countries for in excess of 200 different clients.
The OSC study team is led by Andrew Penfold, OSC Project Director, with assistance from Dean
Davison, Principal Consultant and Johan-Paul Verschuure, Port & Transport Economist. The following
represents a synopsis of the OSC team and skills brought to this project:


Andrew Penfold:
Andrew has over 30 years of direct experience as a shipping economist and provider of cargo
forecasts. He jointly founded OSC in 1985 and developed a leading independent firm of
market analysts with extensive expertise in shipping, port economics and development
projects.
At the global level his clients include PSA Corporation, Hutchison Ports and the Ports of
Rotterdam, Antwerp, Genoa and Felixstowe. Considerable expertise has also been developed
relating to container shipping operations and leading clients include Lloyd's Register of
Shipping, Maersk Line and other major container liner operators.
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Andrew has worked with Vancouver Fraser Port Authority since 2001 and has provided a
number of forecast and market studies supporting the port’s continued growth. He led and
oversaw all components of the Container Traffic Forecast Study in 2014 and has successfully
completed the same for this 2016 project.


Dean Davison:
Dean offers more than 25 years of port and consulting experience. He joined the Port of
Tilbury, UK, in 1990 and worked as a container stevedore and operative on conventional/ro-ro
terminals before switching to commercial activities. In 1998 Dean moved to Containerisation
International magazine as North American writer before joining Drewry Shipping Consultants at
the end of 2000 where he successfully completed a wide-range of port, shipping and
intermodal projects on a global basis.
In 2005 Dean helped established Moffatt & Nichol’s European presence in London before
relocating to New York in 2007 where he spent almost six years working on projects for a wide
range of North American ports including New York/New Jersey, Savannah, Virginia, Montreal,
Oakland, Los Angeles, Wilmington (NC), Houston and Mobile.
Dean joined OSC in late 2012 to further enhance the company’s consulting capabilities and
worked on the Port of Vancouver Forecast Update Study in 2013 and again in 2014. He is
responsible for writing and editing the Container Traffic Forecast Study in 2016.



Johan-Paul Verschuure:
Johan-Paul has over six years of experience in financial and economic feasibility studies and
market studies. In his role as a Port & Transport Economist he combines his technical
background as a Port Engineer with Financial Economic expertise.
He has a Masters Degree in Civil Engineering with a focus on port development and a Masters
Degree in Financial Economics. With this combination he continues to assist on projects for
business cases for various types of terminals including container terminals and bulk facilities.
Johan-Paul supported the Port of Vancouver Forecast Update Study in 2013 and 2014 is
responsible for generating the updated 2016 forecast model.
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Forecasting Approach by Ocean Shipping Consultants
Led by Andrew Penfold, OSC has substantial experience of successfully completing a high number of
cargo forecasts on a global basis. This includes previously completing container projections for Port of
Vancouver in 2012, 2013 and 2014.
The 2016 forecast approach to this modelling process utilises the following fully updated and robust
methodology:
The schematic shown in Figure ES1 provides a visual summary of this robust methodology used to
determine the container forecasts for Port of Vancouver, with a synopsis noted as follows:
1. The market study model forecasts the future container demand for the following levels of
aggregation:






Total for all North American container ports, broken down to Pacific Coast and Atlantic
Gulf coasts.
Pacific West Coast container demand.
Pacific Northwest region, defined as including Vancouver and Prince Rupert and the
US PNW facilities of Seattle, Tacoma and Portland.
Pacific Gateway facilities of Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert.
Port of Vancouver container demand forecasts.

2. The scenarios underlying the forecasts, as developed in Section I, are:




High, medium and low GDP growth scenarios for North America, China and other
major Asia areas, Other Canada and West Canada.
High, medium and low GDP growth: Demand growth Multipliers for North America and
both China and the other major Asia region of key economies.
Application of four specific risk/opportunity factors (covering US side capacity
development in Pacific Northwest, intermodal transportation from Port of Vancouver
increases, application of intermodal transportation costs/charges and market share of
Port of Vancouver based on mainly ship size and draught developments).

3. The overall container demand outlook is formulated in Section I.11 for North America and
subsequently for the Pacific Northwest region by forecasting a market share for this area on
the following basis:


North American container demand consists of the container volumes handled on the
Pacific West Coast, Atlantic Coast and Gulf Coasts. Trade is split by global regions
(i.e. NE Asia, SE Asia, Australasia, South America, Middle East/India, Africa and
Europe). The total container demand is generated using the North American outlook
for GDP and multipliers.



The Pacific West Coast container demand is generated based on market share of
total North American market versus share of East Coast for each growth scenario.



The market share which ports in the Pacific Northwest region are able to attract from
the total Pacific West Coast demand is subsequently determined.

4. The outlook for the Pacific Gateway area comprises the container volumes for Port of
Vancouver and Prince Rupert. The forecasts for import and export containers are developed
separately and the approach for each consists of the following.
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The forecast of underlying import demand is based on 2015F1 import volumes of both
ports (excluding empty containers). This volume of full imports in 2015F is split to their
destinations. The volumes for each destination are then combined with corresponding
GDP outlook for West Canada, Other Canada and US and the North American
multipliers outlook.



The additional potential of the Pacific Gateway for increased penetration in the US
and Canadian hinterland is captured by an additional market growth factor for
intermodal transport penetration and intermodal cost outlook (see risk/opportunity
factors under point 2 above).



The combined forecast for the Pacific Gateway of the underlying import demand plus
the continued penetration of more distant regions is then split by origin and
commodity type.

The outlook for the export volumes for the Pacific Gateway follows a similar approach:


The forecast for full exports is based on the actual full exports in 2014 and the
projections for 2015F which use January to October year-to-date data. The full
exports are split in two container flows based on 2015 actual destination shares.
These two container exports flows are then projected using China or other major Asia
GDP scenarios and the Asian multiplier scenarios.



The total export container forecast is then split by origin and commodity type, based
on the known position for 2014, for both China and other major Asia areas.

The outlook for empty containers has been carried out as a separate set of steps.


The empty import containers have been forecast based on their average historic
share of full imports and subsequently applying a declining trend.



The empty export containers are determined as the balance between the full and
empty imports minus the full exports. In the near future this balance is set such that
the (full and empty) imports make up for roughly 54 per cent as is currently witnessed.
However, the forecast assumes that the balance between total imports and exports
will move towards a 50-50 per cent split from around 2022 onwards.

5. The volumes for Port of Vancouver are determined by the market share which Port of
Vancouver is anticipated to capture from the Pacific Gateway volumes. The first (US side
capacity development Pacific Northwest) and fourth risk factor (increased ship sizes and
draught) are applied to this forecast.
As with the Pacific Gateway forecast, the Port of Vancouver forecasts are split into a set of
detailed forecasts to identify the origin, destination and commodity type of the container flows.
The import : export ratio is kept the same as that of the total Pacific Gateway to calculate Port
of Vancouver imports and exports from the total traffic forecast.

2015F represents estimated total for 2015, based on year-to-date information available, mostly consisting of January-to-September or
October 2014 details.
1
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Figure ES1: Port of Vancouver Forecast Demand Model Methodology
GDP Scenario
(3 scenarios for each)
•
•
•
•
•
•

North America
West Canada
East & Other Canada
USA
Developing Asia
China

North American Container demand
Forecast Total Containers handled in North America
(Total container volumes Pacific Coast + total
container volumes Atlantic/Gulf) =
Forecast based on
- GDP Forecast North America (US+Canada) *
- Multiplier Forecast North America
Trade split by Global Region (NE Asia, SE Asia,
Australasia, SAM, Middle East/India, Africa, Europe)

Pacific West Coast Container demand
Forecast Pacific North West Container demand
Forecast based on
- Forecast market share West Coast Ports (versus
East Coast Ports (3 scenarios) *
- Forecast “North American Container demand”

Pacific North West Container demand
Forecast Pacific North West Container demand
Forecast based on
- Forecast market share Pacific North West
Container (3 scenarios) *
- Forecast “Pacific West Coast Container demand”

Risk Factors
(4 Risks identified; each 3 scenarios)

Multiplier
(3 scenarios for each)
•
•

1.
2.

North America
Developing Asia

3.
4.

Pacific Gateway demand (Import)

Pacific North West US port capacity unfavourable
Intermodal transportation from Vancouver
increases
Intermodal transportation costs changes
Market Share of Port of Vancouver

Pacific Gateway demand (Export)

Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (import) =
Forecast West Canada Volume PG + Other Canada Volume PG
+ US Volume PG

Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (export) =
Forecast Full PG Export (Developing Asia)
+ Full PG Export (China)

Forecast West Canada Volume PG / Other Canada Volumes based
on:
- Total Import (full + empty) Container from Port of Vancouver
& Prince Rupert
- Share of Containers destined to West Canada / Other Canada
- GDP Forecast West Canada / Other Canada *
- Multiplier Forecast Canada
- Risk factors 2. and 3. (see top of table)

Forecast Full PG Export (Developing Asia) based on:
- Total Export (full only) Container from Port of Vancouver
+ Prince Rupert
- Share Exports to Developing Asia
- GDP Forecast Developing Asia*
- Multiplier Forecast Developing Asia

Forecast US based on:
- Total Import (full + empty) Container from Port of Vancouver
& Prince Rupert
- Share of Containers destined to US
- GDP Forecast US *
- Multiplier US
- Risk factors 2. and 3. (see top of table)

Total Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (import) split by:
- Forecast of split by Origin
- Forecast of split by Destination
- Forecast of split by Type of Commodity
- (Forecast of Empty Import based on average share of
empties in PG imports over 2011 – 2015)

Forecast Full PG Export (China) based on:
- Total Export (full only) Container from Port of Vancouver
+ Prince Rupert
- Share Export to China
- GDP Forecast China *
- Multiplier Forecast Developing Asia
Total Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (export) split by:
- Forecast of split by Origin
- Forecast of split by Destination
- Forecast of split by Type of Commodity

Pacific Gateway demand (Empty Export)
Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (empty) Export=
+ Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (import)
+ Forecast Pacific Gateway Empty Import (share of full import)
- Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (export)
(including short term import/export imbalance; long term balance)

Port of Vancouver demand
Pacific Gateway Container demand
Forecast Pacific Gateway Container demand =
Forecast based on
- Forecast Full Exports and Imports
- Forecast Empties Import and Export

Forecast Port of Vancouver demand =
Forecast based on
- Forecast Pacific Gate PG (import) + Forecast Pacific
Gate PG (export)
- Risk factor 1 and 4. (see top of table)
- Forecast of market share of Port of Vancouver in
Pacific Gateway

Forecast Port of Vancouver import / export based on
- Forecast Port of Vancouver demand
- Average share of exports of import from Port of
Vancouver in period 2008-2013
Forecast Port of Vancouver import / export split by
- Forecast of split by Origin
- Forecast of split by Destination
- Forecast of split by Type of Commodity

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Part 2 – Port of Vancouver Container Forecasts to 2050
Introduction
The following is a list of key components that make-up the container forecasts for Port of Vancouver:









Key Recent Trends.
North American Container Port Demand.
Macro-Economic trends in North America.
Economic Drivers – Key Port of Vancouver Hinterlands, including Commodity Demand.
Drivers of Demand to 2025.
Demand Development 2025-2050.
Container Port Demand Forecasts to 2025 and 2050.
Supply-Demand Analysis at Port of Vancouver.

Key Recent Trends
The following represents a summary of the key macro-economic and market factors of relevance:


The outlook for the Chinese economy is considerably more uncertain than was noted in
earlier forecasts. It is apparent that economic expansion is slowing as a result of the shifting of
demand in favour of domestic consumption. This is unlikely to significantly impact on the
structure of trade between to/from North America in the medium term and may well in actually
stimulate export volumes via Vancouver as the Chinese economy is rebalanced.



The cost differential between Chinese manufacturing and local conditions in North America has
also reduced, although the advantages of Chinese output remain significant. This has seen
increased interest in ‘near-sourcing’ of production to, for example, Mexico and the
‘reshoring’ of some production into the US itself. To date, the overall impact has been limited
and confined to energy intensive primary industry and it should also be noted that the
beneficiaries of this have included cheaper sources of production in, for example, Vietnam and
Indonesia. For the medium term, the model of increased reliance on Chinese and other East
Asian manufacturing is unlikely to be significant modified as major cost differences will be
maintained.



The collapse in commodity prices (especially oil) that has been noted since mid-2014 is a
major trend that will influence the structure of trade in the short to medium term. This has a
complex impact on the Canadian position. On the one hand, this is exerting a negative impact
on the economies of the major oil and commodity producing Provinces (including BC) but,
conversely, this has acted as a major stimulus to demand in the US and in central Canada,
where consumption of imported manufactured goods has benefitted. This has also resulted in
a decline in the value of the Canadian dollar versus its US equivalent and this has further
boosted the competitive position of the Vancouver alternative. While the impact of weak
commodity prices has been generally negative for the Canadian economy the results have
been broadly positive for Vancouver as a container gateway.



There has been considerable progress on the Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement (TPP)
with a full text made public in early November 2015. The primary aim of this agreement will be
to further reduce trade tariffs between the signatories. This will provide a further stimulus to
trade between the members – all of the major Pacific Rim economies apart from China – and
the US and Canada and will provide some further upside on transpacific containerised trade.
The speed of progress on this arrangement was faster than had been anticipated in 2014.



The potential railroad merger of Canadian Pacific and Norfolk Southern could bring additional
upsides for the Port of Vancouver, such as improved access to Chicago and better geographic
access to the eastern regions of the US, if it is successful. Canadian Pacific will need to
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overcome potential surface transportation authority objections and a sense of US nationalism
towards foreign ownerships. It is already clear that the cost advantage enjoyed by Canadian
railroads over US counterparts will continue and there is not seen to be any price changes
implemented by US railroads that will alter this position.
Container shipping merger and acquisition activity will occur during 2016. CMA CGM is
acquiring NOL/APL, with Cosco and China Shipping merging. Some of the major alliances,
notably the G6 Alliance and Ocean Three will see changes. However, for the Port of
Vancouver these developments will have little impact because the need for major shipping
lines/alliances to use the port to meet demand will continue, regardless of the operators.



North American Container Port Demand
Between 1990 and 2007, total North American container port demand increased by 216 per cent to
reach just under 50 million TEU, growing at 6.8 per cent per annum. The Global Financial Crisis saw
the total fall to 40.2 million TEU for 2009, but a strong recovery saw the total rise to almost 55.8 million
TEU for the projected total at the end of 2015.
The distribution of volumes between the Pacific Northwest region where the Port of Vancouver is
located and the Pacific South ports in California has remained largely consistent, although the
Californian ports were more severely impacted by the downturn and are yet to reach pre-recessionary
levels, as Figure ES2 shows.
For 2015F, the Pacific Northwest region ports are projected to handle almost 8.07 million TEU, of which
the Port of Vancouver’s share accounted for 37.8 per cent, a rise from 31.5 per cent in 2011. Prince
Rupert’s share is currently 9.6 per cent, as the Pacific Gateway facilities continue to grow faster than the
US Pacific Northwest ports of Seattle-Tacoma and Portland. Since 2000, the Port of Vancouver has
seen container growth of 6.7 per cent per annum, above the Pacific Northwest regional average of 3.4
per cent.

Figure ES2 - Pacific West Coast Container Port Demand 1990-2015F
20
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* = Pacific Northwest region classification consists of all major ports, including Port of Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Seattle, Tacoma and Portland.

Executive Summary

18

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

Macro-Economic Trends in North America
Container trade volumes (and port demand) are directly related to overall volumes of traded goods,
especially in the manufactured sector. This is particularly true for cargoes imported into North America.
For the Port of Vancouver, the important containerised export sector is driven by the pace of demand for
primary goods in the developing Far East markets.
The economic relation between GDP growth and trade growth (port demand) is noted in Figure ES3,
which is of central importance, but is not the only driver of growth for containers. Other drivers include:


Containerisation of general cargoes is more or less at saturation level as North America is a
developed market.



An imbalance of loaded inbound and outbound containers between North America and the Far
East means shippers are continually searching for more cargoes on return legs to Asia – hence
increasing use of container in sectors not historically regarded as suitable for containerisation,
such as forest products, iron and steel scrap and waste papers. This is an important
consideration for Port of Vancouver export demand.

Figure ES3 - GDP & N.American Container Port Demand since 1990 - percent change
5

20

4

15

3
10

2
1

5

0

0

-1

-5

-2
-10

GDP - left

2014

2015F

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001

2000

1999

1998

1997

1996

1995

1994

1993

1992

-4

1991

-3

-15

Container Port Demand - right

Key Port of Vancouver Hinterlands & Economic Drivers, including Commodity Demand
The development of markets served by the Pacific Northwest region is shown in Figure ES4. The
overall growth of volumes handled is shown, along with the economic reach of the region’s ports
extending. Other key trends include:


Immediate markets (western Canada and Washington/Oregon) have grown, reflecting stronger
economic development of region and declining importance of Californian ports serving these
markets.



Central continental markets have increased in importance and terminals in the Pacific
Northwest region are serving more distant areas.
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Competition with Californian ports (and US East Coast ports) for more distant hinterlands
remains intense, but economics of using Pacific Northwest ports has improved.



Considering ports in British Columbia and the US Pacific Northwest area as competitors is
justifiable.

Figure ES4 - PNW Container Port Demand by Regional Hinterland
1990-2015F (million TEU)
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In 2014 the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of Canada was approximately $1,975 billion according to
IMF data and is projected to be C$1,985 billion by the end of 2015. From 2000 to 2015F, the Canadian
economy will have grown by an average annual rate of 4.0 per cent using this data set. The full effects
of the Global Financial Crisis have been fully eradicated with year-on-year expansion in the 2010 to
2014 period ranging between 3.3-6.1 per cent. Other key economic points include:


British Columbia is the fourth largest regional economy in Canada after Ontario, Quebec and
Alberta with a GDP of $186,472 million estimated for 2015F (in 2002 dollars), reflecting a 2.4
per cent increase over 2014, itself a 2.9 per cent rise on the 2014 total. Since 2000 to 2012
the economy of British Columbia has grown at an average annual rate of 2.4 per cent.



The Canadian prairies consist of Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba and remain the third
largest economy in Canada, contributing around 44 .2 per cent to the total of Western Canada.



Ontario and Quebec collectively represent approximately 60 per cent of the Canadian
economy with an average annual GDP growth of 0.9 and 1.1 per cent respectively between
2007 and 2015F. These two provinces are the largest economies within Canada in terms of
GDP.



The Great Lakes region is a bi-national Canadian-American area that includes parts of eight
US states (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and
Wisconsin), plus the province of Ontario. Collectively this means a population of up to 85
million people and remains a key area served by the Pacific Northwest region.



Within the US market, the Chicago area is a key interchange point for intermodal distribution
to/from the US Midwest, along with more localised demand (Chicago is the largest city in
Illinois and the third largest city in the US by population). These two factors have long made
Chicago a key target of the US West Coast ports, along with Port of Vancouver and Prince
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Rupert. In addition, the major ports on the East Coast of North America from Halifax to
Savannah, continue to actively target these same areas too and are all regarded as
competitors.
The key drivers of import demand for ports on the Pacific West Coast (of North America) are household
and other consumer goods which originate in China. As Table ES1 shows, the total traffic for these
commodities is currently just over four million tonnes, a rise on the three million tonnes seen in 2013.
However, as a share of total imports these commodities have fallen - from 41 per cent in 2003 to just
under 36 per cent by 2015F.
Table ES1
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Import Volumes 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Household Goods

0.31

1.19

1.31

1.90

2.02

2.18

2.42

3.11

3.21

3.20

2.57

3.14

2.88

2.89

3.03

3.72

4.06

Construction & Materials

0.09

0.26

0.27

0.38

0.45

0.51

0.59

0.83

0.91

1.05

0.77

1.07

1.16

1.28

1.41

1.46

1.40

Industrial, Auto and Vehicle Parts

0.11

0.25

0.27

0.39

0.40

0.45

0.51

0.67

0.68

0.70

0.61

0.83

0.93

1.07

1.17

1.34

1.46

Machinery

0.06

0.18

0.20

0.28

0.33

0.34

0.39

0.54

0.53

0.55

0.40

0.51

0.60

0.77

0.77

0.80

0.80

Basic Metals

0.03

0.14

0.15

0.19

0.18

0.23

0.22

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.17

0.24

0.30

0.40

0.33

0.40

0.41

Other Goods

0.67

1.31

1.33

1.61

1.59

1.69

1.86

2.46

2.47

2.87

2.59

2.91

2.91

3.22

3.68

3.15

3.18

Total

1.27

3.33

3.53

4.75

4.97

5.40

5.99

7.96

8.15

8.72

7.11

8.70

8.78

9.63

10.39

10.87

11.32

Million Tonnes

Percentage
Household Goods

24.2%

35.8%

37.1%

40.0%

40.7%

40.4%

40.4%

39.1%

39.4%

36.7%

36.2%

36.1%

32.8%

30.0%

29.2%

34.2%

35.9%

Construction & Materials

7.1%

7.7%

7.5%

8.1%

9.0%

9.5%

9.9%

10.5%

11.2%

12.1%

10.9%

12.3%

13.2%

13.3%

13.6%

13.4%

12.4%

Industrial, Auto and Vehicle Parts

8.5%

7.4%

7.7%

8.1%

8.1%

8.3%

8.6%

8.4%

8.4%

8.0%

8.6%

9.5%

10.6%

11.1%

11.3%

12.3%

13.0%

Machinery

4.8%

5.4%

5.8%

6.0%

6.6%

6.2%

6.4%

6.8%

6.5%

6.3%

5.6%

5.9%

6.8%

8.0%

7.4%

7.4%

7.0%

Basic Metals

2.7%

4.2%

4.3%

3.9%

3.6%

4.3%

3.6%

4.3%

4.2%

3.9%

2.3%

2.7%

3.4%

4.2%

3.2%

3.7%

3.6%

Other Goods

52.6%

39.4%

37.5%

33.8%

32.0%

31.3%

31.1%

30.9%

30.4%

32.9%

36.4%

33.5%

33.2%

33.4%

35.4%

29.0%

28.1%

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

In terms of exports, a summary is shown in Table ES2. Export tonnages exceed import volumes, with
common commodities much denser. Lumber and woodpulp remain the most significant types of cargo,
with these two commodities accounting for almost 50 per cent. Chinese demand remains the primary
driver of this demand, with containerisation being the primary transport mode.
Table ES2
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Export Volumes 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Lumber

0.42

1.22

1.15

1.38

1.35

1.55

1.27

1.50

1.73

2.19

2.51

3.32

4.15

4.26

4.50

3.91

3.93

Woodpulp

0.22

1.00

1.04

1.49

1.65

1.97

1.84

2.37

2.45

2.62

2.56

2.09

2.41

2.33

2.46

2.03

2.12

Specialty Crops

0.38

0.90

0.93

0.82

0.81

0.92

1.11

1.31

1.81

1.68

2.12

1.99

1.74

1.91

2.51

2.67

2.52

Meat, Fish & Poultry

0.15

0.37

0.41

0.47

0.43

0.44

0.47

0.50

0.53

0.62

0.65

0.61

0.64

0.55

0.54

0.52

0.54

Basic Metals

0.17

0.19

0.17

0.27

0.40

0.42

0.42

0.51

0.59

0.65

0.69

0.61

0.59

0.57

0.45

0.41

0.42

Other Goods

1.71

2.97

2.84

2.85

3.00

3.36

3.30

3.49

3.99

3.98

3.64

3.62

3.37

3.77

4.36

4.25

4.28

Total

3.05

6.65

6.54

7.28

7.64

8.66

8.41

9.69

11.10

11.74

12.17

12.23

12.89

13.39

14.82

13.79

13.81

13.9%

18.3%

17.6%

19.0%

17.7%

17.9%

15.1%

15.5%

15.6%

18.6%

20.6%

27.1%

32.2%

31.8%

30.4%

28.4%

28.5%

7.0%

15.1%

15.9%

20.4%

21.6%

22.7%

21.9%

24.5%

22.0%

22.3%

21.0%

17.1%

18.7%

17.4%

16.6%

14.7%

15.4%

12.5%

13.5%

14.2%

11.2%

10.6%

10.6%

13.2%

13.6%

16.3%

14.3%

17.4%

16.2%

13.5%

14.3%

16.9%

19.4%

18.2%

Meat, Fish & Poultry

4.9%

5.6%

6.2%

6.5%

5.7%

5.1%

5.6%

5.2%

4.8%

5.3%

5.4%

5.0%

4.9%

4.1%

3.6%

3.8%

3.9%

Basic Metals

5.5%

2.9%

2.7%

3.7%

5.2%

4.8%

5.0%

5.2%

5.3%

5.5%

5.7%

5.0%

4.6%

4.3%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

Other Goods

56.2%

44.6%

43.4%

39.1%

39.2%

38.8%

39.2%

36.0%

36.0%

33.9%

29.9%

29.6%

26.1%

28.2%

29.4%

30.8%

31.0%

Million Tonnes

Percentage
Lumber
Woodpulp
Specialty Crops

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

The importance of Asian markets continues for Port of Vancouver, for both import and export
containerised cargo, most notably the Chinese markets:
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Chinese imports have increased from a share of 13.2 per cent in 1995 to an estimated 60.0 per
cent for 2015F, reflecting of 6.79 million tonnes. The second largest source in 2015F is South
Korea, with just 10.6 per cent.



China is also the largest destination for exports, rising from just 5.7 per cent in 1995 to 4.34
million tonnes anticipated in 2015F, generating 5.99 million tonnes. Japan remains the second
largest export location with an estimated 2015F share of 17.6 per cent, or 2.43 million tonnes.

Drivers of Demand to 2025
Globalisation has boosted economic growth and intensified the link between GDP and trade, with the
availability of low-cost transportation via containerisation a beneficiary of developments.
There is now renewed confidence in the outlook for the world economy, but the position remains fragile.
The shorter-term outlook for Canada and the US is for sustained economic development, as shown in
Table ES3.
Table ES3
Core Macro-Economic Forecasts to 2025
Real % change
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021-2025

West Canada

4.26%

0.35%

1.38%

2.53%

2.53%

2.53%

2.53%

2.53%

Canada

2.81%

1.20%

1.91%

2.77%

2.68%

2.46%

2.31%

2.30%

USA

2.79%

2.96%

3.27%

3.22%

3.08%

2.53%

2.30%

2.30%

West Canada

3.70%

0.30%

1.20%

2.20%

2.20%

2.20%

2.20%

2.20%

Canada

2.44%

1.04%

1.66%

2.41%

2.33%

2.14%

2.01%

2.00%

USA

2.43%

2.57%

2.84%

2.80%

2.68%

2.20%

2.00%

2.00%

West Canada

2.07%

0.24%

0.96%

1.76%

1.76%

1.76%

1.76%

1.76%

Canada

2.07%

0.88%

1.41%

1.93%

1.86%

1.71%

1.61%

1.60%

USA

2.07%

2.18%

2.41%

2.24%

2.14%

1.76%

1.60%

1.60%

High Case

Base Case

Low Case

Source: Various, incl. Ocean Shipping Consultants

Three drivers of demand have been considered to 2025 and form the basis of the container import traffic
forecasts in this Study:


The Base Case – a consensus view of the position through to 2017, with a continued recovery
towards trend growth. From the current perspective this remains the likely outcome.



The High Case – this takes into account positive developments in 2014, followed by a further
strong increase and then a return to a somewhat higher rate of economic expansion.



The Low Case – anticipates further uncertainties at the macro-economic level, such as seen
in 2014 and 2015, with the chance of some renewed stagnation. Beyond 2017 a more
restrained pace of expansion as the cost of the downturn is worked through the economy.
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Developments at this macro-economic level are critical in determining the position for the regional
economies. Significant risks for the world economy remain and play directly through into the region.
For export demand from the Port of Vancouver a strong link remains with Asian economic development.
Table ES4 collates short-term IMF forecasts with longer-term ranges used in the export forecasting
process.
Table ES4
Core Asian Macro-Economic Forecasts to 2025
Real % change
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021-2025

China

8.40%

7.83%

7.25%

6.90%

7.02%

7.28%

7.28%

7.48%

Other Major Asia

1.55%

1.75%

2.27%

2.16%

2.37%

2.58%

2.47%

3.10-3.60%

China

7.30%

6.81%

6.30%

6.00%

6.10%

6.33%

6.33%

6.50%

Other Major Asia

1.50%

1.70%

2.20%

2.10%

2.30%

2.50%

2.40%

3.00-3.50%

China

5.84%

5.45%

5.04%

4.80%

4.88%

5.06%

5.06%

5.20%

Other Major Asia

1.47%

1.67%

2.16%

2.06%

2.25%

2.45%

2.35%

2.90-3.40%

High Case

Base Case

Low Case

Source: IMF/Ocean Shipping Consultants

The approach taken is to relate the development of GDP to container port demand in the import/export
markets and use this as a basic driver of growth, as follows:


Step 1 – identify relationship between GDP and port ranges.



Step 2 – distribute demand by port ranges, using distribution costs and intermodal services –
include the competitive position of the ports.



Step 3 – generate continental and regional demand forecasts.



Step 4 – apply general macro trends over the period to 2025.

Demand Development 2025-2050
Longer-term container projections have to adopt a scenario-based approach to overcome uncertainties
associated with forecasts so far into the future. These scenarios include:


Continuing Free Trade – globalisation will continue, further GPD expansion and Port of
Vancouver’s market remains focused on China and key Asian markets. (Continuation of High
Case).



Partially Protectionist World – development of commonality of interests between Canada and
the US and (most likely) the broader NAFTA grouping. (Continuation of Base Case).



New Economic & Trade Paradigm – policy encouragement to re-orientate economic activity on
a localised basis, with more limited economic growth in North America and container trade with
Asia stagnating. (Continuation of Low Case).

Executive Summary

23

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

The development of overall container demand has been forecast to the period to 2050 under these
conditions to provide a general estimation of likely container traffic over such a long-term basis.
Container Port Demand Forecasts to 2025 and 2050
Container traffic forecasts are summarised for four deliverables:





North American demand – derived from North American GDP forecasts and North American
TEU growth/GDP growth multipliers.
Pacific Northwest regional demand – covering both British Columbia ports and US ports,
estimated as a fixed share of North American traffic.
Pacific Gateway (Vancouver and Prince Rupert) – derived from Western and Other Canada
GDP and North American multipliers.
Port of Vancouver demand – a fixed percentage of Pacific Gateway demand and key
competitive conclusions established in this Report.

Total North American Demand
Table ES5 summarises the anticipated development of North American container port demand to 2025,
with further estimations of the level of demand under each longer term scenarios to 2050. The Base
Case growth option will see annual growth of 3.1 per cent per annum from 2015 to 2025 as traffic
increases from 55.8 million TEU to 75.7 million TEU. By 2050 volumes could rise to 116.3 million TEU.
Table ES5
Forecast Overall North American Container Port Demand to 2050
- million TEU
2010A 2011A 2012A 2013A 2014A 2015F 2016F 2017F 2018F 2019F 2020F 2025F 2030F 2035F 2040F 2045F 2050F
Low Case

45.7

46.3

48.8

50.8

52.9

55.8

58.0

59.6

61.3

62.7

64.0

69.8

75.7

81.0

85.5

89.0

91.7

Base Case

45.7

46.3

48.8

50.8

52.9

55.8

58.4

60.8

63.2

65.3

67.2

75.7

84.9

94.2

102.8

110.3

116.3

High Case

45.7

46.3

48.8

50.8

52.9

55.8

58.7

62.1

65.5

68.5

71.3

83.6

96.8

109.9

123.0

136.4

149.7

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The general outlook is further shown in Figure ES5, with the range of demand in 2025 placed at 69.9
million TEU to 83.6 million TEU. A slowdown in the pace of demand growth reflects the maturity of the
Transpacific trades, in particular.
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Figure ES5 - Forecast Overall N. American Container Port Demand to 2050 (million TEU)
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Pacific Northwest Region Market
The Pacific Northwest share of total North American container traffic is shown in Table ES6. Under the
Base Case scenario total demand via ports in the region will increase from 8.1 million TEU estimated for
2015 to 12.0 million TEU by 2025 and 18.4 million TEU by 2050. Growth will be influenced by:


Asian trades will continue to dominate container demand.



Availability of export cargoes, particularly from British Columbia.



All-Water services and the larger Panama Canal will impact ports in California more than the
Pacific Northwest region.



Ability to keep pace with demand growth in terms of terminal capacity and rail intermodal
services.

Table ES6
Forecast Pacific Northwest Container Port Demand to 2050
- million TEU
2010A 2011A 2012A 2013A 2014A 2015F 2016F 2017F 2018F 2019F 2020F 2025F 2030F 2035F 2040F 2045F 2050F
Low Case

7.1

7.1

7.6

7.8

7.8

8.1

8.8

9.1

9.4

9.7

9.9

11.1

12.0

12.8

13.6

14.1

14.5

Base Case

7.1

7.1

7.6

7.8

7.8

8.1

8.9

9.3

9.7

10.1

10.4

12.0

13.5

14.9

16.3

17.5

18.4

High Case

7.1

7.1

7.6

7.8

7.8

8.1

9.0

9.5

10.0

10.6

11.1

13.2

15.3

17.4

19.5

21.6

23.7

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Figure ES6 highlights the considerable range of demand for the Pacific Northwest region of 11.1 million
TEU to 13.2 million TEU in 2025 and between 14.5 million TEU and 23.7 million TEU by 2050,
depending on the economic growth scenario.
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Figure ES6 - Pacific Northwest Container Port Demand to 2050 (million TEU)
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Pacific Gateway Market
The Pacific Gateway market comprises the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert. Import demand is
driven by the development of Western Canada, Other (Central) Canada and the US GDP, with the latter
responsible for the intermodal market and projections to 2050 are shown in Table ES7, with the
following key points of note:


Current container import distribution to different North American regions will remain stable.



There may be scope for Pacific Gateway ports to further increase transit flows to US markets.



The current split of containerised imports by commodity grouping will largely remain – i.e.
emphasis on household goods, components and construction materials.



Exported goods will continue to focus on commodities grown and manufactured in (primarily)
British Columbia. The diversity of container shipping services and many export transloading
facilities favour the Port of Vancouver over Prince Rupert.



Ability to keep pace with demand growth in terms of terminal capacity and rail intermodal
services.

Table ES7
Forecast Pacific Gateway - Vancouver + Prince Rupert - Container Port Demand to 2050
- million TEU
2010A 2011A 2012A 2013A 2014A 2015F 2016F 2017F 2018F 2019F 2020F 2025F 2030F 2035F 2040F 2045F 2050F
Low Case

2.9

2.9

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.8

4.0

4.2

4.3

4.5

4.7

5.4

5.9

6.4

6.7

7.0

Base Case

2.9

2.9

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.8

4.0

4.2

4.4

4.7

4.9

5.8

6.6

7.3

8.0

8.6

7.2
9.1

High Case

2.9

2.9

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.8

4.0

4.3

4.6

4.9

5.2

6.4

7.5

8.6

9.7

10.7

11.8

Includes empties
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Under the Base Case growth option, annual growth of 4.8 per cent is projected for the Pacific Gateway
region to 2025 from the estimated total for 2015 as container volumes of almost 3.8 million TEU
increase to 5.8 million TEU by 2025 and then 9.1 million TEU by 2050. Figure ES7 shows the range of
potential growth in more detail over this assessment period.

Figure ES7 - Pacific Gateway Container Port Demand to 2050 (million TEU )
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Forecast Container Handling Volumes at Port of Vancouver
Potential container demand for the Port of Vancouver is determined by the following factors:


Overall capacity available at the port’s terminals to meet potential demand.



Trends and developments in deepsea containerisation – i.e. vessels sizes and market issues.



Competitive position of the Port of Vancouver’s container terminals in terms of marine
accessibility.



Relative costs and capacity of intermodal links to/from the broader hinterland compared to
other port options.

The relative competitive position of the Port of Vancouver and its container terminals is summarised in
Table ES8. The Port of Vancouver is very competitive in all areas of qualitative assessment, supported
by key quantitative factors as infrastructure and transportation costs to key markets.
However, it is crucial that the competitiveness of the port’s facilities and levels of service are maintained
moving forward.
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Table ES8
The Relative Competitive Position of the Port of Vancouver Versus Competing Ports
Vancouver

Prince Rupert

Sea-Tac

San Pedro

Phy sical Capability of Terminals

*****

*****

****

*****

Planned Capacity Dev elopment

*****

*****

**

*****

Productiv ity of Terminals

****

****

***

***

Cost of Transiting Terminals

****

****

****

**

Deliv ered costs to Midw est

****

****

**

****

Intermodal Capacity

*****

*****

***

*****

Import/Ex port Balance

*****

***

****

*****

****

**

****

*****

Location as a Regional Hub

*****

**

*****

*****

Ex isting Customer Base

*****

***

****

*****

46
92.0%

37
74.0%

35
70.0%

44
88.0%

Local Demand

Total
- percentage

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The potential container volumes for the Port of Vancouver to 2050 are shown in Table ES9 and also
Figure ES8. The underlying demand is estimated as varying market shares of the Pacific Gateway
forecast, including further penetration of the Central and Eastern Canada market and the continued
ability to serve key US areas.
Total Base Case traffic is projected to increase from the estimated 2015 figure of just over 3.0 million
TEU to over 4.8 million TEU by 2025 and almost 7.6 million TEU by 2050.
The range in 2025 will be between almost 4.5 million TEU and nearly 5.3 million TEU and by 2050 will
be almost 6.0 million TEU to almost 9.8 million TEU, depending on economic growth scenario.

Table ES9
Forecast Potential Total Vancouver Volumes to 2050
- '000 TEU
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

2050

Low Case

2514.3

2507.0

2713.2

2825.5

2912.9

3054.5

3161.1

3317.4

3481.6

3643.7

3807.7

3966.0

4131.0

4236.1

4343.7

4453.7

4904.7

5259.9

5563.8

5809.8

5998.7

Medium Case

2514.3

2507.0

2713.2

2825.5

2912.9

3054.5

3177.1

3371.9

3577.4

3780.5

3986.7

4178.8

4380.2

4520.2

4664.3

4812.6

5479.4

6082.5

6645.3

7139.8

7552.7

High Case

2514.3

2507.0

2713.2

2825.5

2912.9

3054.5

3192.8

3435.4

3693.7

3950.1

4212.1

4450.7

4702.9

4892.3

5089.0

5293.2

6233.7

7108.0

7994.7

8894.8

9793.3

Total

Includes empties
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Figure ES8 - Forecast Potential Port of Vancouver Volumes to 2050 ('000TEU)
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A summary breakdown of imports and exports under the Base Case demand is also shown in Figure
ES9.
It is important to note that there is some discontinuity in the forecasts developed to 2025 and the much
longer-term projections. The period 2025 to 2050 adopts a scenario-based approach and is to be
regarded as a snapshot of potential demand only.

Figure ES9 - Potential Port of Vancouver Base Case Imports & Exports to 2030 ('000TEU)
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Comparison of Forecasts by CAGR
Table ES10 compares the annual growth rates (CAGR) for the following regions and time periods, with
assumptions and conclusions added:
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North America, Pacific Northwest Region and the Port of Vancouver are listed. The Pacific
Gateway region (Vancouver and Prince Rupert) is excluded because historic data is
unavailable for Prince Rupert as the facility only opened during 2007.



The Port of Vancouver has matched the North American growth for the period 2000 to 2015
but surpassed the demand generated by the Pacific Northwest region.



Between 2016 and 2025, and also for the 2025 to 2050 period, the Port of Vancouver will
continue to see its total container demand growth surpass projections for North America and
the Pacific Northwest region.



North America, the Pacific Northwest region and the Port of Vancouver are all mature markets,
which is reflected in the lower growth in overall terms (if compared to emerging or developing
economies).

Table ES10
Comparison of Annual Growth Rates of Total TEU - Historic Container Demand and Projected Volumes
North America

Pacific North West Region

Time Period

Scenario

2010-2014

Historic

2015

Average Annual Growth Rate
3.7%
5.5%

Time PeriodS cenario
2010-2014 Historic
2015

Port of Vancouver
Average Annual Growth Rate
2.2%
4.6%

Time PeriodScenario
2010-2014 Historic
2015

Average Annual Growth Rate
3.7%
4.9%

2016-2025

High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

4.1%
3.1%
2.3%

2016-2025 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

5.0%
3.9%
3.1%

2016-2025 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

5.7%
4.7%
3.8%

2026-2050

High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

2.4%
1.7%
1.1%

2026-2050 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

2.4%
1.7%
1.1%

2026-2050 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

2.5%
1.8%
1.2%

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Supply-Demand Analysis at the Port of Vancouver
The scope of this Report is not to conduct a detailed capacity analysis of the Port of Vancouver
container terminals. However, it is still very useful to offer a summary of the projected supply-demand
position to 2025.
Figure ES10 compares the Port of Vancouver container forecasts with known capacity at the port to
2025.
An effective utilisation rate of around 85 per cent of the maximum or “design” of terminal capacity
typically indicates less then optimal use and the first signs of congestion and is shown.
It should be noted that there is already a pressing need for further investment in capacity at container
terminals in Vancouver if potential demand is not to be lost.
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Figure ES10 - Port of Vancouver Capacity & Demand Development to 2025 ('000 TEU)
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Key Conclusions for the Port of Vancouver


The Port of Vancouver remains a highly-competitive option for import and export
container volumes moving forward.



By 2025, the port’s terminals are projected to be handling over 4.8 million TEU per
annum in total (under the Base Case growth scenario), compared to the 2015 confirmed
total of just over 3.0 million TEU.



Continued growth of Asian imports moving to local markets but also to more distant US
and Canadian discretionary areas will continue to grow through the port’s competitive
intermodal and transportation costs, supported by exports from British Columbia.



The Port of Vancouver enjoys a highly competitive cost structure for serving eastern
Canada and the US Midwest based upon ability to berth the largest vessels, competitive
handling charges and relatively low cost intermodal links to the east.



However, the Port of Vancouver will need intermodal rail capacity to continue to serve
these important locations and it must be concluded that there is already a pressing
need for container terminal investment if further potential demand is not to be missed.
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SECTION I – MACRO-ECONOMIC TRENDS & FORECAST CONTAINER
PORT DEMAND TO 2050

1.1 Introduction
Key macro-economic factors and trends form drivers behind container demand in North America and
the region’s trading partners.
The container terminals at the Port of Vancouver compete with a range of different facilities in serving
the following container trade routes:






Transpacific routes to/from North East Asia – i.e. the Hong Kong-Japan range.
Transpacific routes to/from South East Asia – i.e. ASEAN range.
Other liner services connecting the Pacific West Coast with Europe and the Suez Canal routing
from Asia to the East Coast of North America.
The Pacific Northwest region to/from Europe via the Panama Canal, including the new
Panamax dimensions/Panama Canal expansion due to opening in 2016.
Other relevant trades, including on North-South routes.

Therefore, the future development of container demand will be a function of the following factors:


The overall scale of demand in the North American markets and specifically demand routed via
the Port of Vancouver and competing ports in North America.



The competitive position of the Port of Vancouver’s container terminals versus competing ports
in North America.



The capacity of the terminals to handle containerised cargoes.

As Figure 1.1 clearly identifies, there are a number of different key gateway import-export ports and
regions in North America. It can be noted that the following represent the main areas of port activity for
container traffic:






Southern California ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles.
Port of Vancouver and the Pacific Northwest region (including Prince Rupert, to the north,
which collectively comprises the Pacific Gateway area).
The North East of North America, with ports in Canada and the US.
The US Southeast region.
Some limited volumes via the US Gulf.

It should be noted that this Traffic Forecast Study uses the term “Pacific Northwest” to cover the major
container ports of Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Seattle and Tacoma. Portland is also included in some
analysis of container volumes.
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Figure 1.1:

Container Gateway Ports in North America, 2015

On this basis, the following represents the key market areas for Vancouver:


Local Demand – i.e. Vancouver and British Columbia.



Western, Central and Eastern Canadian Demand – i.e. Prairies, Ontario and Quebec.



US Midwest – i.e. Chicago and other discretionary markets.



Continental Demand – North American East & Pacific West Coast (including the Pacific South
region of Long Beach and Los Angeles.

There is not deemed to be any regional demand competition between Vancouver and Seattle-Tacoma,
with the ports’ each serving local (separate) markets. Goods cannot easily move across the border
between Canada and the US, which means that cargo destined for Western Canada all go through the
Port of Vancouver/Prince Rupert and freight destined for the US Pacific Northwest is handled via
regional US ports. Any change in the border position would enhance the Port of Vancouver’s cargo
potential as it is a more cost effective option to these hinterlands than the US Pacific Northwest.
This means that Port of Vancouver competes with Prince Rupert for Canadian cargo, with Prince
Rupert, Seattle-Tacoma, US Pacific South ports and North American East Coast ports (notably
Savannah, Charleston, Virginia, New York/New Jersey, Halifax and Montreal) for the discretionary US
Midwest markets. The role of the ports on the East Coast of Canada and the US being linked to Asia
via the Suez Canal is an important consideration for ports serving the Transpacific trades (and those
facilities on the US East Coast linked to Asia via the Panama Canal).
While it is in Section VII that the container handling volumes at the Port of Vancouver’s terminals are
identified to 2050, the approach taken in this Section is to identify broad developments in container port
demand in the wider geographic region over the longer term and to assess the core driving forces that
will determine container volumes at the regional levels in the coming period.
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The analysis is structured as follows:


The development of North American container port demand is detailed for the period since
1990. This is an important perspective as the relative shares of the major port ranges have
developed significantly over the period. In the future, further shifts can be anticipated as a
result of the Panama Canal development and other factors.



The links between GDP, trade expansion and container port volumes over the historical study
period are defined.



The development of the Pacific West Coast markets – and the Port of Vancouver’s role in this
sector – is considered. General trends are identified.



The importance of the Asian trades as the primary driver of Pacific West Coast demand is
detailed. The future of trade volumes here will be a critical determinant of future demand over
the longer run.

This detailed analysis is used to firmly ground the demand forecasts at the overview level that are
summarised in this Section and which form the overall market that the Port of Vancouver will continue to
compete within over the longer-term assessment period.
1.2 Overview: North American Container Port Demand Since 1990
Table 1.1 summarises overall demand development in North America since 1990. The developments
observed are the following:


Between 1990 and 2007 the total volumes of containers handled in North American ports
increased by some 216 per cent to reach a peak total of just under 50m TEU. This equates to
a CAGR of around 6.8 per cent;



Demand then contracted sharply over 2008 and 2009 on account of the Global Financial Crisis
to a low of 40.2m TEU. There followed an immediate rebound in 2010, with good growth
thereafter, with 2013 seeing over 49.9 million TEU, surpassing peak pre-recessionary volumes
and the estimated total for 2015 of in excess of 55.7 million TEU;



During the period to 2006 there was a steady increase in the market share of Pacific terminals,
with this increasing from 49.6 per cent in 1990 to around 57.4 per cent in 2006. This reflected
the strong economic position of post-Panamax vessels plus landbridge connections to the east
via Pacific terminals.
However, since 2012 the Pacific region has seen its estimated total share decline from 56.2
per cent to an estimated 53.1 per cent for 2015. This is primarily because the US Atlantic
North and South regions have benefitting from cargo switching from the Transpacific routes to
the Suez Canal option and the recent workforce disruption on US Pacific West Coast ports.
For example, the US Pacific South ports are estimated to see its share decline to just 31.9 per
cent in 2015, down on the 34.0 per cent for 2012.
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Table 1.1
North America: Container Throughput by Port Range, 1990-2015F

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Million TEU
Pacific Northw est*
US Pacific South
Mex ican Pacific
Pacific West Coast
Atlantic North
Atlantic South
US Gulf Coast
Atlantic/Gulf
Total

2.77
4.99
0.09
7.84
4.59
2.33
1.05
7.96
15.81

2.90
5.23
0.12
8.25
4.53
2.58
1.13
8.24
16.49

3.18
5.57
0.15
8.89
4.67
2.59
1.17
8.43
17.32

3.24
5.80
0.15
9.20
4.68
2.89
1.19
8.76
17.96

3.67
6.66
0.16
10.49
5.04
3.25
1.22
9.51
20.00

3.82
6.99
0.17
10.99
5.51
3.77
1.19
10.47
21.45

3.88
7.28
0.22
11.37
5.64
4.01
1.36
11.01
22.39

4.10
8.03
0.30
12.43
6.05
4.42
1.49
11.96
24.39

4.28
9.09
0.32
13.69
6.26
4.61
1.47
12.34
26.03

4.62
9.96
0.37
14.95
6.78
4.90
1.62
13.30
28.25

4.92
11.32
0.48
16.71
7.14
5.19
1.69
14.02
30.74

4.57
11.34
0.51
16.41
7.29
5.21
1.70
14.21
30.62

5.28
12.40
0.70
18.38
7.99
5.49
1.72
15.19
33.57

5.97
13.90
0.77
20.64
8.58
5.85
1.84
16.27
36.92

6.47
15.29
0.93
22.69
9.35
6.27
2.07
17.70
40.38

7.07
16.59
1.10
24.75
10.09
6.95
2.15
19.19
43.94

7.15
18.29
1.56
27.01
10.59
7.20
2.24
20.03
47.04

7.28
18.18
1.83
27.29
10.95
7.39
2.53
20.87
48.16

7.13
16.56
2.08
25.77
10.79
7.25
2.54
20.59
46.36

6.13
13.99
1.85
21.97
9.29
6.36
2.54
18.19
40.16

7.14
16.52
2.05
25.71
10.31
7.03
2.61
19.95
45.66

7.13
16.62
2.10
25.86
10.83
6.95
2.70
20.48
46.34

7.56
16.60
3.24
27.40
10.97
7.51
2.91
21.39
48.79

7.79
17.15
3.35
28.28
11.81
7.65
3.03
22.49
50.77

7.78
17.76
3.54
29.08
12.49
8.23
3.06
23.78
52.86

8.07
17.77
3.69
29.52
13.59
9.24
3.34
26.17
55.70

Per cent share
Pacific Northw est*
US Pacific South
Mex ican Pacific
Pacific West Coast
Atlantic North
Atlantic South
US Gulf Coast
Atlantic/Gulf
Total

17.5%
31.5%
0.6%
49.6%
29.0%
14.7%
6.6%
50.4%
100.0%

17.6%
31.7%
0.7%
50.0%
27.4%
15.7%
6.9%
50.0%
100.0%

18.3%
32.2%
0.8%
51.3%
26.9%
14.9%
6.8%
48.7%
100.0%

18.1%
32.3%
0.8%
51.2%
26.1%
16.1%
6.6%
48.8%
100.0%

18.3%
33.3%
0.8%
52.5%
25.2%
16.2%
6.1%
47.5%
100.0%

17.8%
32.6%
0.8%
51.2%
25.7%
17.6%
5.5%
48.8%
100.0%

17.3%
32.5%
1.0%
50.8%
25.2%
17.9%
6.1%
49.2%
100.0%

16.8%
32.9%
1.2%
51.0%
24.8%
18.1%
6.1%
49.0%
100.0%

16.4%
34.9%
1.2%
52.6%
24.0%
17.7%
5.6%
47.4%
100.0%

16.4%
35.3%
1.3%
52.9%
24.0%
17.4%
5.7%
47.1%
100.0%

16.0%
36.8%
1.6%
54.4%
23.2%
16.9%
5.5%
45.6%
100.0%

14.9%
37.0%
1.7%
53.6%
23.8%
17.0%
5.6%
46.4%
100.0%

15.7%
36.9%
2.1%
54.8%
23.8%
16.3%
5.1%
45.2%
100.0%

16.2%
37.7%
2.1%
55.9%
23.2%
15.9%
5.0%
44.1%
100.0%

16.0%
37.9%
2.3%
56.2%
23.2%
15.5%
5.1%
43.8%
100.0%

16.1%
37.8%
2.5%
56.3%
23.0%
15.8%
4.9%
43.7%
100.0%

15.2%
38.9%
3.3%
57.4%
22.5%
15.3%
4.8%
42.6%
100.0%

15.1%
37.7%
3.8%
56.7%
22.7%
15.3%
5.3%
43.3%
100.0%

15.4%
35.7%
4.5%
55.6%
23.3%
15.6%
5.5%
44.4%
100.0%

15.3%
34.8%
4.6%
54.7%
23.1%
15.8%
6.3%
45.3%
100.0%

15.6%
36.2%
4.5%
56.3%
22.6%
15.4%
5.7%
43.7%
100.0%

15.4%
35.9%
4.5%
55.8%
23.4%
15.0%
5.8%
44.2%
100.0%

15.5%
34.0%
6.6%
56.2%
22.5%
15.4%
6.0%
43.8%
100.0%

15.3% 14.7% 14.5%
33.8% 33.6% 31.9%
6.6%
6.7%
6.6%
55.7% 55.0% 53.0%
23.3% 23.6% 24.4%
15.1% 15.6% 16.6%
6.0%
5.8%
6.0%
44.3% 45.0% 47.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:
The 2015F totals are estimated but based on Year-to-Date information released by ports in each region. On av erage, almost all ports hav e released throughput data for the period January -September 2015 (and in some cases, October 2015)
Port of Vancouv er and Prince Rupert totals are confirmed.
* = Pacific Northw est region classification consists of all major ports, including Port of Vancouv er, Prince Rupert, Seattle, Tacoma and Portland.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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The share of the Port of Vancouver and the Pacific Northwest ports remained quite stable in the 1990s
at between 16-18 per cent of total continental demand, but market share then declined marginally
before stabilising since 2006.
However, there is a current trend of the overall share itself falling, with the 2010 total of 15.6 per cent
down to 14.7 per cent in 2014, followed by the estimated figure of 14.6 per cent for 2015. This is
entirely due to falling volumes at Seattle-Tacoma and the smaller ports in the region seeing no growth.
Moving forward the improvement of the Panama Canal will also potentially impact the relative cost
structures of serving the US Midwest markets. These pressures will be felt most acutely in the
Californian ports which will be squeezed between reinvigorated All-Water services and the lower
transport costs of the Pacific Northwest (especially Canadian) ports.
These developments are further detailed in Figure 1.1.
Figure 1.2- North American Container Port Demand by Region 1990-2015F
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* = Pacific Northwest region classification consists of all major ports, including Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Seattle, Tacoma and Portland.

Californian ports severely impacted by Global Financial Crisis and yet to return to prerecessionary levels
The development of container port demand in the Vancouver and Pacific Northwest areas, plus
Californian ports is further summarised in Figure 1.2.
It is apparent that the distribution between the two port ranges has been fairly uniform over the period,
with Pacific Northwest (Port of Vancouver, Prince Rupert and US Pacific Northwest) terminals
representing between 28 and 36 per cent of total Pacific West Coast container port demand. In fact,
since 2007, the Pacific Northwest has accounted for between 27-28 per cent consistently on an annual
basis.
However, on a collective basis the Californian ports were more severely impacted by the downturn and
even by the end of 2015 are still estimated to have failed to recover to peak volumes, whereas the
Pacific Northwest region has seen more of an upturn to recover beyond pre-2007 recessionary levels.

Section I – Macro-Economic Trends & Container Port Demand to 2050

36

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________

For the current trends, including the estimated position in 2015, the following summary should be noted:
Oakland saw a nominal increase in 2014 total volumes, but for 2015 year-to-date (October)
traffic was down by 5.0 per cent due to weak export volumes. As a port that is predominantly
an export facility, any weakness in this activity will more significantly impact overall throughput.
Los Angeles reported a year-to date (September 2015) total of -2.9 per cent, primarily due to
exports being down by 14.7 per cent. As a result, the 2014 total of 8.34 million TEU is
expected to be lower. The port acknowledged that bigger ships calling to its terminals had
offset the declining traffic to some extent.
Long Beach is clearly having more success with exports, reporting that its year-to-date
(October 2015) volumes for the activity was up by 6.5% and helped generated a total
throughput improvement for the assessment period of 5.4 per cent. With a 2014 total of 6.82
million TEU, the port is expecting to surpass 7.0 million TEU for 2015.






Figure 1.3 - Pacific West Coast Container Port Demand 1990-2015F
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* = Pacific Northwest region classification consists of all major ports, including Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Seattle, Tacoma and Portland.

Against this background a more detailed picture of the development of demand on the Pacific West
Coast has been derived on a port-specific basis for the period between 1985 and 2015F and this is
summarised in more detail in Table 1.2 and Table 1.3.
This represents a more focused review of demand growth and only includes containers handled by the
major continental ports between southern California and British Columbia. Container port demand in
Hawaii and Alaska is excluded from the analysis – as these will clearly continue to constitute a separate
aspect of the market and will only indirectly influence potential demand at the Port of Vancouver,
although Mexican Pacific ports are included.
Port of Vancouver share of Pacific Northwest market increasing
Based on 2015F estimates, it is estimated that ports in the Pacific Northwest region will handle almost
8.14 million TEU (including domestic containers). Of this figure, it is anticipated that the Port of
Vancouver will be responsible for an estimated 38.0 per cent, on the basis that the port’s terminals
handling just over 3.09 million TEU. This share represents continued growth since 2012.
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The continued development of Prince Rupert since it opened in late 2007 has seen its share rise to an
estimated 9.9 per cent for 2015F, reflecting an increase on the 2014 total of 7.9 per cent – reflective of
the port’s strong January-July throughout increase of 30.7 per cent.
The position with respect to Seattle and Tacoma is more complex. After increasing in the early 2000s,
demand at Seattle has been stagnant over much of the subsequent period. Volumes handled reached
a level of 2.1m TEU in 2005 and have since then mirrored the overall development of the market, with a
contraction followed by a recovery. Market share fell back sharply over 2011 and 2012, however. This
pattern has been reciprocated at Tacoma, where demand increased sharply in the early part of the
period and has since contracted. There is a considerable degree of short term switching by shipping
lines between terminals in these two ports.
To seek to alleviate the position, the two ports finally created the “Northwest Seaport Alliance” in 2015
which is now seeing a port development authority operating that is responsible for managing the ports
as a collective facility and unifying investment, operations, planning and marketing activities. As a
consequence, the container traffic previously reported individually per port is now offered together and
makes the Seattle-Tacoma the “third largest container gateway in North America” according to its
marketing material. However, it is difficult to see how this cosmetic change will greatly improve the
fundamental problems of fragmented terminal structure and poor intermodal links.
As Table 1.2 shows, the estimated share retained of the Pacific Northwest market in 2015 is put at 44.7
per cent, a marginal rise on the 2014 figure of 44.4 per cent so on this basis the continuing decline in
share that has been ongoing since 2005 has been stopped. This is because these two ports accounted
for an estimated 58.7 per cent in 2005 and the figure has fallen ever since until it fell to the assessmentperiod low of 44.4 per cent.
On this basis, the development of the new port alliance of Seattle-Tacoma is an acknowledgement of
the need to act, although there are no guarantees that the decision will increase volumes and
competitiveness. The difficulties facing both ports continue to be severe and the strong competitiveness
for local US markets posed by Southern California and for discretionary regions from the Port of
Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Southern California and the eastern seaboard remains.
The position at the Port of Vancouver continues to be far more positive. Total volumes increased from
1.16m TEU in 2000 to an estimated total for 2015 of just over 3.0 million TEU, based on the port’s
January-August 2015 throughout being up by 6.1 per cent.
Growth at the Port of Vancouver continues to surpass the regional average. For example, between
2000 and 2015 the port enjoyed annual growth of 6.6 per cent per annum, which compares with just 3.4
per cent for the Pacific Northwest area overall. The trend is also evident more recently with the 20002015F growth noted to be 5.7 per cent per annum, compared to just 1.4 per cent for the Pacific
Northwest in this more recent assessment period. It should be noted that the Port of Vancouver total for
2015 is confirmed, but the other ports are forecast totals.
It is not possible to draw comparisons over the same assessment periods for Prince Rupert because it
only commenced operations in 2007. However, for illustrative purposes, if the first full year of operating
at Prince Rupert is used (2008) until the confirmed 2015 total, it has seen average growth of 23.0 per
cent per annum.
However, it is necessary to remember that in 2008 the terminals that comprise the Port of Vancouver
were already handling 2.49 million TEU, a substantial throughout that is still three times what Prince
Rupert handled in 2015. This compares to the total Pacific Northwest annual growth figure between
2008 and 2015F of only 1.8 per cent, which means both Vancouver and Prince Rupert are clearly
driving regional demand.
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Table 1.2
North America Pacific Northwest: Container Throughput by Port, 2000-2015F

'000 TEU
Seattle
Tacoma
Vancouv er (BC)
Prince Rupert
Others
Pacific Northwest
Percentage
Seattle
Tacoma
Vancouv er (BC)
Prince Rupert
Others
Pacific Northwest

1985

1990

1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

845.0
505.0
178.2

1171.1
937.7
322.6

1479.1
1092.1
496.4

1488.3
1376.4
1163.2

1315.1
1320.3
1146.6

1438.9
1470.8
1458.2

1486.5
1738.1
1539.1

1775.9
1797.6
1664.9

2087.9
2066.4
1767.4

1987.4
2067.2
2207.7

12.3
1540.5

35.9
2467.3

80.8
3148.4

889.3
4917.1

784.6
4566.6

911.9
5279.8

1206.2
5969.8

1227.8
6466.1

1144.3
7066.0

892.0
7154.3

1973.5
1924.9
2307.3
16.7
1057.4
7279.8

1704.5
1861.4
2492.1
181.9
888.3
7128.1

1584.6
1545.9
2152.5
265.2
582.5
6130.6

2139.6
1455.5
2514.3
343.4
687.0
7139.7

2033.5
1488.8
2507.0
410.5
695.0
7134.8

2012

2013

2014

2015F

1869.5
3461.7 3456.2 3639.2
1711.1
2713.2 2825.5 2912.9 3054.5
564.9
536.4
618.2
776.4
700.0
962.5
796.8
600.5
7558.7 7786.1 7784.1 8070.6

54.9% 47.5% 47.0% 30.3% 28.8% 27.3% 24.9% 27.5% 29.5% 27.8% 27.1% 23.9% 25.8% 30.0% 28.5% 24.7%
44.5% 44.4% 45.1%
32.8% 38.0% 34.7% 28.0% 28.9% 27.9% 29.1% 27.8% 29.2% 28.9% 26.4% 26.1% 25.2% 20.4% 20.9% 22.6%
11.6% 13.1% 15.8% 23.7% 25.1% 27.6% 25.8% 25.7% 25.0% 30.9% 31.7% 35.0% 35.1% 35.2% 35.1% 35.9% 36.3% 37.4% 37.8%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.2%
2.6%
4.3%
4.8%
5.8%
7.5%
6.9%
7.9%
9.6%
0.8%
1.5%
2.6% 18.1% 17.2% 17.3% 20.2% 19.0% 16.2% 12.5% 14.5% 12.5%
9.5%
9.6%
9.7%
9.3% 12.4% 10.2%
7.4%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:
Vancouv er (BC) includes Fraser Port from 2008 and the 2015 total is confirmed. Prince Rupert 2015 total is confirmed.
Seattle-Tacoma now reporting all v olumes together and hav e back-dated indiv idual port traffic to 2013 onw ards.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 1.3
North America Pacific South: Container Throughput by Port, 2000-2015F

'000 TEU
Oakland
San Francisco
Northern California
Los Angeles
Long Beach
San Pedro Bay
Others
Mex ico
Pacific South
Percentage
Oakland
San Francisco
Northern California
Los Angeles
Long Beach
San Pedro Bay
Others
Mex ico
Pacific South

1985

1990

855.6
107.2
962.8
1103.7
1171.5
2275.2
0.0
25.0
3263.0

1124.1
140.4
1264.5
2116.4
1598.1
3714.5
0.0
65.0
5044.0

1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

1549.9 1776.9 1643.6 1707.8 1923.1 2047.5 2272.5 2391.6 2387.9 2236.2 2050.0 2330.2 2360.5 2344.4 2346.5 2394.1 2274.3
45.0
50.1
34.6
23.7
20.6
32.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1594.9 1827.1 1678.2 1731.5 1943.7 2079.5 2272.5 2391.6 2387.9 2236.2 2050.0 2330.2 2360.5 2344.4 2346.5 2394.1 2274.3
2555.2 4879.4 5183.5 6105.9 7178.9 7321.4 7484.6 8469.9 8355.0 7850.0 6749.0 7801.0 7820.5 8077.7 7868.6 8340.1 8098.1
2843.5 4600.8 4463.0 4526.4 4658.1 5779.9 6709.8 7290.4 7312.5 6350.1 5067.6 6263.5 6313.6 6045.7 6730.6 6820.1 7188.3
5398.7 9480.2 9646.5 10632.2 11837.1 13101.3 14194.4 15760.3 15667.5 14200.1 11816.6 14064.5 14134.1 14123.4 14599.2 15160.2 15286.4
0.0
16.7
17.2
31.6
117.7
112.3
130.6
135.1
123.7
122.2
121.5
125.5
128.0
130.0
197.9
206.4
207.0
88.0
477.1
505.5
705.0
774.7
929.4 1095.9 1564.2 1830.4 2078.8 1850.0 2050.0 2121.7 3239.9 3346.0 3540.0 3685.0
7081.6 11801.1 11847.4 13100.3 14673.2 16222.5 17693.5 19851.2 20009.5 18637.3 15838.1 18570.2 18744.3 19837.7 20489.6 21300.7 21452.7

26.2% 22.3% 21.9% 15.1% 13.9% 13.0% 13.1% 12.6% 12.8% 12.0% 11.9% 12.0% 12.9% 12.5% 12.6% 11.8% 11.5% 11.2% 10.6%
3.3%
2.8%
0.6%
0.4%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
29.5% 25.1% 22.5% 15.5% 14.2% 13.2% 13.2% 12.8% 12.8% 12.0% 11.9% 12.0% 12.9% 12.5% 12.6% 11.8% 11.5% 11.2% 10.6%
33.8% 42.0% 36.1% 41.3% 43.8% 46.6% 48.9% 45.1% 42.3% 42.7% 41.8% 42.1% 42.6% 42.0% 41.7% 40.7% 38.4% 39.2% 37.7%
35.9% 31.7% 40.2% 39.0% 37.7% 34.6% 31.7% 35.6% 37.9% 36.7% 36.5% 34.1% 32.0% 33.7% 33.7% 30.5% 32.8% 32.0% 33.5%
69.7% 73.6% 76.2% 80.3% 81.4% 81.2% 80.7% 80.8% 80.2% 79.4% 78.3% 76.2% 74.6% 75.7% 75.4% 71.2% 71.3% 71.2% 71.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0.1%
0.2%
0.8%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.6%
0.7%
0.8%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
0.8%
1.3%
1.2%
4.0%
4.3%
5.4%
5.3%
5.7%
6.2%
7.9%
9.1% 11.2% 11.7% 11.0% 11.3% 16.3% 16.3% 16.6% 17.2%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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1.3 North American Economic Development and Container Port Demand
Container trade volumes (and port demand) are directly related to the overall volumes of traded goods –
especially in the manufactured sector. This is particularly the case for cargoes imported into North America. In
addition, in the case of the Port of Vancouver, the important containerised export sector is driven by the pace of
demand for primary goods in the other major Asian markets of interest to the port.
In the North American economies there is also found to be a close relation between the year-on-year
development of GDP and the annual development of trade volumes. Although short-term forecasting of the
development of container trade volumes clearly requires an analysis of specific commodity sectors, the timescale
of the current study is more appropriate to an aggregated approach to demand growth.
Table 1.4 summarises the development of Canadian and US economies in the period since 1990. Following the
recession of the early 1990s, a period of virtually unprecedented expansion of the economies was recorded in
the period to 2007. Even the economic uncertainties of 2001 did not severely impact on the level of economic
expansion. Between 1990 and the estimated total for 2015 the size of the US and Canadian economies
increased by almost 75 and 72 per cent, respectively.
Table 1.4
North America: Overall GDP Development 1990-2015F
- index ed dev elopment

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015F

USA
100.0
99.1
102.2
104.9
109.1
112.1
116.1
121.0
126.2
131.5
136.4
137.5
139.7
143.1
148.2
152.8
156.9
159.9
159.4
153.8
158.4
161.1
164.0
166.4
170.5
174.9

Canada
100.0
98.1
99.0
101.3
106.0
109.0
110.8
115.3
118.8
123.8
130.2
132.6
136.4
139.0
143.3
147.6
151.8
155.1
156.2
151.8
156.7
160.6
162.7
166.0
170.0
171.8

Source: IMF/Ocean Shipping Consultants
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The more recent economic downturn represented the first real dislocation of the container demand model noted
since the 1980s. The US economy declined sharply by around 3.8 per cent between 2007 and 2009, but has
since recovered this loss with the upturn continuing into 2014, with the trend expected to continue to accelerate
through 2015. The same general pattern was noted in Canada, but the decline was somewhat less severe,
namely a decline of 2.1 per cent, as a result of strong commodity exports over the period. However, since this
drop both exports and imports have continued to improve.
Table 1.5
North America: Trade Volume Development 1990-2015F
- index ed dev elopment
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015F
USA
- Ex ports

100 106 113 117 127 140 152 171 174 185 208 207 213 224 249 270 294 318 330 292 332 356 378 402 427

454

- Imports

100

99 106 116 129 140 152 173 193 215 243 236 244 255 283 301 319 327 318 275 309 324 343 363 384

406

- Ex ports

100 102 110 122 138 151 160 173 187 207 234 229 237 248 276 294 314 325 321 280 315 332 352 373 395

418

- Imports

100 103 110 118 128 135 143 164 174 187 202 192 195 203 220 235 247 262 265 230 260 279 293 307 322

338

Canada

Source: OECD/Ocean Shipping Consultants

The overall scale of total North American trade growth is detailed in Table 1.5, using an indexed development.
Once again, by basing development on 1990, the volume of trade (real values) is identified for the period1. In the
US, imports expanded by around 327 per cent between 1990 and 2007 as a result of the process of
manufacturing relocation to China and a strong consumer boom. The economic downturn was reflected in a
contraction of imports of some 16 per cent between 2007-2009, with this directly reflecting the downturn in
Transpacific container flows.
This pattern was also noted with regard to Canada, and here the downturn was somewhat more restricted at
around 12 per cent. The scale of the import boom has been less pronounced in Canada than it has been in the
US.
The other important trend has been the divergence between imports and exports, as also shown in Table 1.5.
The former have driven overall demand growth, but there has been a recent increase in the volume of exports,
with this reflecting continuing strong demand from the Asian importers and also a limited rebalancing of relative
costs. Over the longer term a further rebalancing can be anticipated, with this impacting on container logistics in
the Pacific Northwest region and the broader markets that ports in North America will continue to serve.
For containerisation the effects of these developments have been primarily:




A continued increase in demand which has placed severe pressures on each stage of the distribution
chain.
In the US, a severe worsening of the balance of trade with this generating severe difficulties for the
repositioning of empty containers.
An assumption that demand will continue to expand at historic rates, with this leading to overinvestment in shipping and terminal capacity.

This run of data relates to the total real value of trade in goods and services. This is seen to be a useful indicator when
considering the spectrum of containerised goods flows in the aggregate.
1
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The close relation between GDP and trade volumes in the Canadian economy is further underlined in graphic
terms in Figure 1.4, with the estimated 2015 position continuing the trend.

Figure 1.4 - Canada GDP and Trade Development since 1990
(indexed development 1990=100)
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The development of trade is seen to be highly susceptible to macro-economic uncertainties. This was noted to a
limited degree over 2000-2001 and in a much more far-reaching manner in the 2007-2009 period. The speed of
recovery from such downturns is also apparent. The general upturn from 2010 onwards is also noteworthy, with
2012 levels surpassing pre-recessionary levels, reflected by container volume and trends over the same period
of time. This has continued through estimated figures for 2015.
There have been considerable differences recorded in the regional development of the US and Canadian
economy and these are summarised in Table 1.6. This data collates returns from the US Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA) and Statistics Canada that records the economic activity of each of the provinces, states and
regions of the US. The collation of this data represents a major undertaking and the most recent comprehensive
data is limited to 2013. Subsequent estimates have been made on the basis of overall economic expansion and
reports from major individual states. Whilst this approach has some limitations, it still provides an effective
means of analysis of GDP progress in the major existing and potential Port of Vancouver hinterlands.
In order to make a true analysis feasible inflation has been excluded from the analysis and the data is quantified
in terms of constant US dollars. It is not the absolute development of the economy that is of interest here but,
rather, the contribution of each region and their changing importance.
The data has been assessed in terms of the regions/hinterlands that are of primary significance for Pacific South
and Pacific Northwest ports. Accordingly, local markets have been defined for California and
Washington/Oregon and the category 'other west' includes all other demand from the US western region. Other
regions utilise the broader definitions applied by the US BEA.
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In terms of proportional developments, several trends are of direct relevance to the current assessment, notably:


The western states progressively increased their share of the total US economy over the early years of
the assessment and then maintained a largely constant share, with a similar pattern noted in the
western provinces of Canada.



This trend has developed with the more established economic regions of the Midwest and the Northeast
seeing shares decline marginally despite strong economic growth.

Despite the increasing importance of the immediate Pacific hinterland markets, it is also important to note that
the overall development of continental demand remains focused on the major central and eastern markets.
Although local demand will remain very important for the foreseeable future, for ports in the Pacific Northwest like
the Port of Vancouver it will be the economics of serving these distant markets (by landbridge) that remains of
central importance in the overall development of potential demand.
Table 1.6
USA and Canada: Gross Domestic Product by Region (Current Prices), 1996-2015F
1996 1997*

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014 2015F

US$bn (current)
West Canada**

197

205

194

205

235

231

233

284

332

392

408

421

427

419

432

455

467

493

507

East Canada

417

432

424

456

490

484

503

586

661

738

755

771

770

733

755

769

748

776

781

788

California & Haw aii

1011

1057

1123

1219

1327

1343

1384

1457

1569

1683

1787

1864

1911

1841

1896

1930

1969

2053

2090

2144

Al’sk,/Org’n/Wshgt’n

279

300

320

343

361

363

378

392

424

450

484

513

532

539

555

565

581

608

618

634

Rockies plus Nev ada

285

312

332

358

387

403

416

440

478

517

556

589

614

599

617

627

639

672

689

707

Great Lakes/Plains

1760

1910

2000

2084

2175

2214

2300

2402

2523

2602

2701

2815

2894

2798

2883

2918

2940

3036

3079

3159

US Northeast

1911

2010

2111

2225

2358

2460

2526

2624

2796

2954

3134

3284

3391

3322

3422

3483

3530

3667

3729

3826

US Southeast

1684

1798

1902

2023

2115

2203

2289

2410

2593

2782

2959

3069

3148

3068

3160

3216

3283

3423

3481

3572

US Southw est

785

852

892

950

1026

1073

1105

1172

1273

1386

1508

1606

1699

1646

1696

1726

1796

1892

1973

2025

7716

8238

8680

9201

614

637

617

661

8330

8875

9297

West Canada**

2.4

2.3

2.1

2.1

2.2

2.1

2.1

2.4

2.6

2.9

2.9

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.9

2.9

2.9

3.0

East Canada

5.0

4.9

4.6

4.6

4.7

4.5

4.5

5.0

5.2

5.5

5.3

5.2

5.0

4.9

4.9

4.9

4.7

4.6

4.6

4.5

California & Haw aii

12.1

11.9

12.1

12.4

12.7

12.5

12.4

12.4

12.4

12.4

12.5

12.5

12.4

12.3

12.3

12.3

12.3

12.3

12.2

12.1

Al’sk,/Org’n/Wshgt’n

3.4

3.4

3.4

3.5

3.5

3.4

3.4

3.3

3.3

3.3

3.4

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.5

Rockies plus Nev ada

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.6

3.7

3.7

3.7

3.7

3.8

3.8

3.9

3.9

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

Great Lakes/Plains

21.1

21.5

21.5

21.1

20.8

20.5

20.7

20.4

19.9

19.2

18.9

18.9

18.8

18.7

18.7

18.6

18.3

18.1

18.0

18.0

US Northeast

22.9

22.6

22.7

22.6

22.5

22.8

22.7

22.3

22.1

21.8

22.0

22.0

22.1

22.2

22.2

22.2

22.0

21.9

21.8

21.9

US Southeast

20.2

20.3

20.5

20.5

20.2

20.4

20.6

20.5

20.5

20.6

20.8

20.6

20.5

20.5

20.5

20.5

20.4

20.4

20.4

20.4

US Southw est

9.4

9.6

9.6

9.6

9.8

10.0

9.9

10.0

10.1

10.2

10.6

10.8

11.1

11.0

11.0

11.0

11.2

11.3

11.5

11.6

92.6

92.8

93.4

93.3

93.1

93.4

93.4

92.6

92.1

91.2

91.8

92.0

92.2

92.2

92.2

92.1

92.2

92.2

92.2

92.3

7.4

7.2

6.6

6.7

6.9

6.6

6.6

7.4

7.9

8.4

8.2

8.0

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.9

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.7

Total USA
Canada
USA & Canada

515

9749 10058 10398 10896 11655 12339 13091 13716 14166 13797 14211 14452 14814 15430 15769 16179
725

716

736

871

993

1130

1163

1192

1197

1167

1204

1235

1256

1313

1337

1353

9862 10474 10774 11134 11767 12649 13533 14254 14908 15362 14964 15415 15687 16069 16743 17106 17532

Per Cent Share

USA
Canada
USA & Canada

2.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Figures may not sum ex actly due to rounding.
* = Discontinuity in US data in 1997, due to change from SIC industry definitions to NAICS industry definitions
** = British Columbia east to Manitoba, Yukon, NW Territories
Sources: US Bureau of Economic Analy sis, Statistics Canada, Ocean Shipping Consultants

Section I – Macro-Economic Trends & Container Port Demand to 2050

44

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Macro-economic trends and container port demand see relation continuing
The relationship between the expansion of the North America economies and the level of trade is fundamental to
the analysis of recent developments and future prospects. There are, obviously, limits to the ultimate expansion
of container trade volumes, but it is unlikely that demand saturation will affect the North American markets over
the timeframe of this study.
A close relation is found to exist between the development of regional GDP, total trade volumes and container
port demand. In most regions and throughout the period under review, the variables have moved broadly in
tandem and, indeed, the link was seen to be sustained during the recent contraction and subsequent recovery.
Given the timescale of the current analysis, it is also necessary to remark upon the penetration of
containerisation into general cargo trade. Although by the late 1970s the role of containers was already firmly
established on the major long-haul trades (Transatlantic and Transpacific), the overall penetration of
containerisation remained limited on other secondary trades. At the outset of the study period, container trade
volumes were being further boosted by the conversion of conventional liner trade to containers. This resulted in
an additional layer of demand growth over and above that indicated by the progress of total trade. There is little
scope for further conversion for import cargoes, but a further shift of some commodities (such as grains, forest
products etc.) into empty units will help with export demand.
The indexed development of North American trade volumes and container port demand since 1990 is detailed in
Figure 1.5. There is seen to have been a very close relation between these two variables over the period and
this has remained highly robust even during periods of economic downturn.

Figure 1.5 - N.America Trade and Container Port Indices
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Table 1.7 employs national economic statistics to contrast the growth of the combined GDPs of Canada and the
US with the growth in total container port demand in those countries since 1991. These analyses help to show
that container port demand has consistently replicated the overall GDP trends over the period, though it does
also include periods of negative development, such as during 2008 and 2009.
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Table 1.7
North America: Real GDP Growth and Container Port Demand Growth , 1991-2015F
- annual real % change

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014 2015F

GDP - A

-0.9

3.1

2.6

4.0

2.7

3.6

4.2

4.3

4.2

3.7

0.8

1.6

2.5

3.5

3.1

2.7

1.9

-0.3

-3.5

3.0

1.7

4.3

1.7

2.4

1.8

Port demand - B

4.4

5.0

3.7

11.4

7.3

4.4

8.9

6.7

8.5

8.8

-0.4

9.6

10.0

9.4

8.8

7.0

2.4

-3.7

-13.4

13.7

1.2

11.9

4.1

4.1

5.5

Ratio (A/B)

-4.8

1.6

1.4

2.8

2.6

1.2

2.1

1.6

2.0

2.4

-0.5

6.0

4.0

2.7

2.8

2.6

1.3

12.5

3.8

4.6

0.7

2.8

2.4

1.7

3.1

Av erage Ratio 1991-2015F = 1 : 2.64
Av erage Ratio 2000-2015F = 1 : 3.52
Sources: IMF & deriv ation from IMF, US Bureau of Economic Analy sis & Statistics Canada, Ocean Shipping Consultants

In addition to direct, trade-related factors, container port demand has also been boosted by the continuing
containerisation of general cargoes in other Asian markets of interest to the Port of Vancouver and of backhaul
bulk cargoes in developed markets, as well as by transshipment demand (although transshipment is of marginal
importance in the North American markets). These factors, and others discussed below, mean that the
relationship between output growth and container port demand growth is not clear-cut. However, as Figure 1.6
indicates, a correlation remains evident and is expected to continue moving forward.

Figure 1.6 - GDP & N.American Container Port Demand since 1990 - percent change
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The economic relation between GDP growth and trade growth is very useful in forecasting the development of
the containerised sector. However, this underlying relationship is not a sufficient explanation of the growth in
container port demand. There are numerous other factors at work, and the limitations of economic data (which
are often revised) and container handling statistics further complicate the picture.
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Some other factors affecting the development of container port demand, and issues relating to the measurement
and comparison of output growth and container port demand growth include:


In addition to imports and exports, container throughput also includes empty containers, which do not
represent cargo actually being traded. The proportion of empty containers within a port's throughput
can vary significantly.



Transshipment trebles the number of port moves per container (and hence the TEU count), but again it
does not represent additional cargo. This is not a major aspect of regional North American demand,
however.



The increasing penetration of containerisation is a significant factor in other major Asian markets of
interest to the Port of Vancouver, although less so in developed markets, where the containerisation of
general cargoes is more or less at saturation level. However, an imbalance of loaded inbound and
outbound containers (notably, between North America and Asia) means that shippers continually search
for more cargo to containerise on return legs of voyages. This has led to the increasing use of
containers in cargo sectors that were not historically regarded as suitable for containerisation – for
example iron and steel scrap and waste paper. There are also ‘neo-bulks’ such as forest products that
are increasingly containerised. This is an important driver for Port of Vancouver demand.



Containerisation itself generates trade, by making it easy to transport goods cheaply over considerable
distances.



Container throughput is quantified in volume terms and output is measured in value terms, so the two
measures are not directly comparable. In recent years, the volume of containerised cargo has
increased more rapidly than its real value, due to factors such as the fall in price of electronic goods.



There are also significant economic relationships which modify the underlying link between economic
growth and trade growth. These include fluctuations in the relative propensities to consume or save, to
import or purchase domestically, to export or sell domestically, all mediated by relative movements in
prices, incomes, exchange rates, tastes, confidence and other factors.



In addition to the limitations of available economic data, there are lags in the economy between causes
and their effects, so that it is not always clear which periods should be compared when different aspects
of economic development (such as output and trade) are contrasted.



OSC generally uses the container handling statistics published by ports themselves. Whilst every effort
is made to employ comparable statistics, on inspection it is found that the methods of calculation can
differ between ports and distort the data. Furthermore, ports may not distinguish clearly between
different elements of throughput. Not all ports record transshipment (and few distinguish between huband-spoke and relay).

Despite the numerous factors – which need to be built into, or allowed for in the interpretation of, forecasts – the
generation of trade through economic growth provides the most rational foundation for predicting the future
direction and scale of import/export container handling demand.
For the purposes of the medium term development of forecasts direct relation between GDP and container port
volumes is of central importance. Throughout the period the relation between economic expansion and the level
of containerised imports and exports is firmly grounded, although it is apparent that there has been some decline
in the intensity of this relation for the reasons detailed.
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The ratio between North American container port demand and GDP development on an annual basis for the
period since 1985 has been calculated. These relations are of central importance in understanding the
development of the overall port market and it is necessary to identify trends for the period.
These may be summarised as follows:







1985-1990
1990-1995
1995-2000
2000-2005
2005-2015F
2005-2015F

1 : 1.98
1 : 2.73
1 : 1.96
1 : 3.04
1 : 3.52
1 : 2.88 (If impact of Global Financial Crisis removed)

It is important to note that the period between 2000-2005 recorded a very intense relation. This was the result of
strong economic expansion and the acceleration of the ‘China Effect’ with very strong demand growth. At the
same time, the 2008 Global Financial Crisis also distorted the figures. For example, if 2008 is omitted from the
assessment, then the ratio for the period between 2000 and 2015F reduces to 1 : 2.88, which is more consistent
with the overall trends anticipated relating to more gradual declining intensity.
In order to further illustrate this relation Figure 1.7 relates the development of container port demand for the West
Coast of North America, with the overall development of GDP in the western region of the continent. This offers
only a partial picture of the hinterlands of the Pacific ports, but once again, the nature of the relation is very well
illustrated and is expected to continue moving forward.

Figure 1.7 - N.America West GDP & Container Demand 1996 - 2015F
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Regional hinterlands and container port demand confirm Pacific Northwest region’s widespread markets
An analysis has been undertaken that helps to better define the development of North American hinterlands for
each port region under review. This complex assessment has been defined on the basis of regional economic
development as considered in this Section and also on the basis of partial inland distribution data maintained by
the major container ports and terminals.
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Although the analysis requires a degree of estimation – and gathers data from a variety of (sometimes
inconsistent) sources – this represents a useful analysis of demand growth and hinterland structures.
These analyses have been undertaken on a five-yearly basis for the period since 1990, with a projection provided
for 2015 to help provide a degree of dynamic to the analyses. This assessment is detailed in Table 1.8 through to
Table 1.12.
The data and information generated helps to provide an important overview of the relative importance of various
hinterlands within the overall North American container port market as part of generating the broad patterns of
container trade over time for each of the different port ranges.
Table 1.8
Estimated Container Flows by Region and Port Range 1990
mTEU

West Canada
East Canada
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
Northeast
Southeast
Southw est

North Atlantic
0.00
0.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.27
3.61
0.00
0.00

S.Atlantic/Gulf
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17
0.00
2.32
0.89

Port Range
Pacific South
0.00
0.00
1.82
0.07
0.13
0.21
1.64
0.29
0.58
0.34

Pacific Northwest
0.32
0.05
0.17
0.38
0.09
0.17
1.17
0.02
0.22
0.18

Total
0.32
0.76
1.99
0.44
0.22
0.38
3.25
3.93
3.12
1.41

4.59

3.38

5.08

2.77

15.82

North Atlantic
0.00
0.72
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.34
4.45
0.00
0.00

S.Atlantic/Gulf
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.00
3.41
1.35

Port Range
Pacific South
0.00
0.00
2.23
0.04
0.25
0.41
2.22
0.63
0.71
0.67

Pacific Northwest
0.48
0.12
0.16
0.62
0.04
0.16
1.80
0.04
0.41
0.00

Total
0.48
0.84
2.39
0.66
0.29
0.57
4.55
5.12
4.53
2.03

5.51

4.96

7.16

3.82

21.45

Total

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
Table 1.9
Estimated Container Flows by Region and Port Range 1995
mTEU

West Canada
East Canada
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
Northeast
Southeast
Southw est
Total

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 1.10
Estimated Container Flows by Region and Port Range 2000
mTEU

West Canada
East Canada
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
Northeast
Southeast
Southw est

North Atlantic
0.00
0.91
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.67
5.55
0.00
0.00

S.Atlantic/Gulf
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.36
0.00
4.63
1.89

Port Range
Pacific South
0.00
0.00
3.81
0.14
0.36
0.63
3.72
1.12
0.98
1.04

Pacific Northwest
0.51
0.64
0.00
0.83
0.07
0.27
1.78
0.19
0.58
0.05

Total
0.51
1.55
3.81
0.97
0.43
0.90
6.53
6.86
6.19
2.98

7.14

6.88

11.80

4.92

30.74

North Atlantic
0.00
1.29
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.95
7.85
0.00
0.00

S.Atlantic/Gulf
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.48
0.00
6.12
2.50

Port Range
Pacific South
0.00
0.00
5.71
0.21
0.54
0.95
5.58
1.68
1.47
1.56

Pacific Northwest
0.74
0.92
0.00
1.19
0.10
0.39
2.55
0.27
0.84
0.07

Total
0.78
2.22
5.51
1.38
0.62
1.50
8.49
9.67
9.13
4.65

10.09

9.10

17.70

7.07

43.96

Total

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 1.11
Estimated Container Flows by Region and Port Range 2005
mTEU

West Canada
East Canada
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
Northeast
Southeast
Southw est
Total

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 1.12
Estimated Container Flows by Region and Port Range 2015F
mTEU

West Canada
East Canada
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
Northeast
Southeast
Southw est

North Atlantic
0.00
1.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.99
8.14
0.00
0.00

S.Atlantic/Gulf
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.60
0.00
7.68
3.13

Port Range
Pacific South
0.00
0.00
8.33
0.30
0.78
1.39
8.13
2.44
2.14
2.27

Pacific Northwest
0.84
1.05
0.00
1.36
0.11
0.44
2.91
0.31
0.96
0.08

Total
0.84
2.39
8.33
1.66
0.89
1.83
12.63
10.89
10.78
5.48

10.47

11.41

25.81

8.07

55.76

Total

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

In general terms, it is apparent that the Pacific Northwest port market has recorded significant expansion and
development in the period since 1990. At the outset of the study period the immediate geographical hinterland
(western Canada and Washington/Oregon) accounted for an estimated 25.9 per cent of regional port demand.
The more distant western region generated a further 22.3 per cent of demand. Some significant trends have
since been noted in the period to 2015F in the distribution of the regional hinterlands:


The share attributable to the immediate market (western Canada and Washington/Oregon) has seen
continued growth throughout the assessment, although the important conclusion is that there is only a
limited role of Californian ports in serving these markets as shipping services continue to develop directly
to the region where Port of Vancouver is located (along with the US Pacific Northwest ports).



The ability to serve the more distant Plains/Great lakes areas (which includes Chicago, as a gateway to
the US Midwest) remain of crucial importance. The size of these markets is hugely significant, which is
why ports in all parts of North America seek to serve them. However, the Pacific South region remains
the most dominant point of entry/exit, with the Pacific Northwest second.



The major central continental markets were already of some significance to the Pacific Northwest region
in the early 1990s, although the role of the Port of Vancouver was far less important than that of the
neighbouring US ports. These markets have increased in proportional terms and it can be concluded
that terminals in the Pacific Northwest, especially Vancouver and Prince Rupert, are increasingly serving
wider continental hinterlands.

Therefore, over the study period the economic reach of the Pacific Northwest ports has continued to be extended,
especially for the Port of Vancouver and more recently, Prince Rupert. Although competition with Californian
ports remains intense and the large-scale ports on the US East Coast cannot be ignored, it is apparent that the
economics of using these terminals has significantly improved in recent years. This underlines the need for
additional expansion at the Port of Vancouver and will be the likely rationale for Prince Rupert looking to move to
its own Phase 2 development.
The importance of various hinterland regions for the Pacific Northwest region is detailed in Figure 1.8.
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It can be noted that there is currently a period of stabilisation occurring, with the projected position in 2015F
largely reflecting that had occurred in both 2014 and 2013.

Figure 1.8 - Pacific Northwest Region Container Port Demand by Regional Hinterland
1990-2015F (million TEU)
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1.4 The Asia-North America Container Trades
Table 1.13 summarises the distribution of containerised imports from Asia among port ranges according to the
US Marine Administration (MARAD). By the end of 2015 MARAD has released data for full-year 2013 only, not
2014, although a robust estimate is still provided.
However, because the trends have been tracked since 1994 it is still possible to offer a strong indication of
development of trade between Asia and North America, as the following notes:


The share of the Pacific South range declined from a high of 62.6 per cent in 2001 to 53.3 per cent in
both 2009 and 2010 and has stabilised to between 56-57 per cent in the period to the end of 2013.
The earlier decline was initially driven by a lack of port capacity and resulting congestion and the impact
of the recent labour unrest has not yet been included, but will likely see the 2013 figure reduce once
again.
There is also no doubt that the gradual erosion of the cost advantages of the Pacific West Coast option
as intermodal and stevedoring charges have increased will remain factors moving forward.



The reduction in the share of trade across the Pacific seaboard was initially reciprocated by an increase
in all-water transportation through both the Panama and Suez Canals, to the benefit of the Atlantic and
Gulf port ranges.
The share of containerised US imports from Asia handled at Atlantic and Gulf coast ports rose from 22
per cent in 2000 to a peak of 32.1 per cent in 2009 and 2010 and then was broadly maintained
thereafter before seeing a small increase in 2013 to 33.4 per cent.
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The attractiveness of the All-Water options to the US East and Gulf coasts has also been boosted by
expansions in marine terminal capacity on these coasts and the establishment of distribution centres for
retailers and importers. In addition, harbour deepening programmes to allow access to larger vessels
and crucial improvements to the intermodal rail and barge infrastructure and services linking East and
Gulf-coast ports with markets in the Midwest are also improving the position. The development of the
Panama Canal to permit the introduction of much larger vessels from the end of 2016 will further
improve the relative position of the All-Water option.
Table 1.13
Canada and US: Containerised Imports from Asia by Port Range, 1994-2014

Million tonnes
Pacific Northw est
US Pacific South
US Pacific Coast
US Atlantic South
Altantic North
US Gulf Coast
US Atlantic/Gulf
Total

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

5.86
15.53
21.39
2.29
3.25
0.17
5.71
27.09

5.92
15.80
21.72
2.50
3.39
0.22
6.11
27.83

5.08
16.81
21.88
2.51
3.06
0.19
5.76
27.64

5.29
18.23
23.52
3.10
3.52
0.26
6.88
30.40

6.53
22.29
28.82
3.95
4.04
0.37
8.36
37.18

6.96
24.82
31.78
4.30
4.52
0.47
9.28
41.06

6.95
27.39
34.34
4.64
4.77
0.53
9.94
44.28

6.20
27.75
33.95
4.83
5.04
0.38
10.26
44.21

7.16
30.86
38.02
6.31
6.57
0.37
13.25
51.27

8.13
33.39
41.52
7.53
7.16
0.56
15.24
56.76

9.59
37.75
47.34
8.62
9.13
1.28
19.04
66.38

10.96
42.89
53.85
9.93
10.50
1.45
21.87
75.72

12.26
46.66
58.92
11.47
12.16
1.56
25.19
84.11

12.40
45.88
58.28
11.96
12.71
1.52
26.19
84.47

11.46
42.52
53.97
11.18
12.05
1.55
24.78
78.75

10.13
36.97
47.10
9.75
10.76
1.71
22.23
69.33

11.40
41.59
52.98
10.97
12.11
1.93
25.00
77.99

11.96
42.87
52.44
10.25
13.66
2.02
24.15
76.59

11.95
45.55
54.55
10.60
14.09
2.10
25.12
79.67

11.95
46.70
54.81
11.87
15.64
2.36
27.49
82.30

12.41
49.48
57.59
12.95
16.99
2.72
29.86
87.26

Per cent share
US Pacific Northw est 21.6% 21.3% 18.4% 17.4% 17.6% 16.9% 15.7% 14.0% 14.0% 14.3% 14.5% 14.5% 14.6% 14.7% 14.5% 14.6% 14.6% 15.6% 15.0% 14.5% 14.2%
US Pacific South
57.3% 56.8% 60.8% 60.0% 60.0% 60.4% 61.9% 62.8% 60.2% 58.8% 56.9% 56.6% 55.5% 54.3% 54.0% 53.3% 53.3% 56.0% 57.2% 56.7% 56.7%
US Pacific Coast
78.9% 78.0% 79.2% 77.4% 77.5% 77.4% 77.6% 76.8% 74.2% 73.1% 71.3% 71.1% 70.1% 69.0% 68.5% 67.9% 67.9% 68.5% 68.5% 66.6% 66.5%
US Atlantic South
8.5%
9.0%
9.1% 10.2% 10.6% 10.5% 10.5% 10.9% 12.3% 13.3% 13.0% 13.1% 13.6% 14.2% 14.2% 14.1% 14.1% 13.4% 13.3% 14.4% 14.8%
US Altantic North
12.0% 12.2% 11.1% 11.6% 10.9% 11.0% 10.8% 11.4% 12.8% 12.6% 13.8% 13.9% 14.5% 15.0% 15.3% 15.5% 15.5% 17.8% 17.7% 19.0% 19.4%
US Gulf Coast
0.6%
0.8%
0.7%
0.9%
1.0%
1.1%
1.2%
0.9%
0.7%
1.0%
1.9%
1.9%
1.9%
1.8%
2.0%
2.5%
2.5%
2.6%
2.6%
2.9%
3.1%
US Atlantic/Gulf
21.1% 22.0% 20.8% 22.6% 22.5% 22.6% 22.4% 23.2% 25.8% 26.9% 28.7% 28.9% 29.9% 31.0% 31.5% 32.1% 32.1% 31.5% 31.5% 33.4% 34.2%
Total
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Sources: US Maritime Administration confirmed data for full-y ear 2013. Ocean Shipping Consultants. Includes estimates.



The position of the Pacific Northwest, including the Port of Vancouver, has been one of relative stability
of share of market since 2000. The region’s ports have consistently maintained a figure of between
14.0 and 15.5 per cent over this relatively long assessment period.
This position has occurred on the basis of the Canadian ports of Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert
off-setting the lacklustre activity at Seattle and Tacoma.

Total levels of recent containerised imports into the Pacific Northwest (US and Canadian ports) have fluctuated in
line with market uncertainties, but the proportional importance of Canadian terminals has increased in line with
strong demand from Vancouver and the developing position of Prince Rupert.
The Pacific South (the range of ports from Oakland south to the major Mexican transit terminals) has also been
highly volatile, with the role of Mexican ports increasing their share at the margin, while the Atlantic region is
benefitting from US Pacific West Coast labour issues and, from the end of 2016, the Panama Canal expansion.
1.5 Economic Drivers – Key Port of Vancouver Hinterlands
With increasing containerised cargoes shipped to/from eastern Canada and the US Midwest, demand at the Port
of Vancouver generated by the local economy has been declining in proportional terms. Nevertheless, it remains
an important market to be served, so attention is now directed towards the development of the economy in the
region under review.
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As background, in 2014 the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of Canada was approximately $1,975 billion
according to IMF data and is projected to be C$1,985 billion by the end of 2015. From 2000 to 2015F, the
Canadian economy will have grown by an average annual rate of 4.0 per cent using this data set.
It can also be noted that the full effects of the Global Financial Crisis have also now been fully eradicated. While
the economy contracted by around 5.0 per cent in 2009 the subsequent rebound has been good, with year-onyear expansion in the 2010 to 2014 period ranging between 3.3-6.1 per cent.
Table 1.14
Western Canada GDP Development 2000-2015F
constant 2002 million C$
British Columbia

Alberta

Saskatchewan

GDP

% Change

GDP

% Change

GDP

2000

131355

0.0%

143252

0.0%

2001

133508

1.6%

147126

2.7%

2002

138193

3.5%

150594

2003

141312

2.3%

2004

146562

2005

Manitoba

Total

% Change

GDP

% Change

GDP

% Change

35160

0.0%

35476

0.0%

345243

0.0%

34370

-2.2%

35778

0.9%

350782

1.6%

2.4%

34343

-0.1%

36559

2.2%

359689

2.5%

155670

3.4%

36074

5.0%

37090

1.5%

370146

2.9%

3.7%

163864

5.3%

37939

5.2%

37752

1.8%

386117

4.3%

153195

4.5%

172202

5.1%

39179

3.3%

38603

2.3%

403179

4.4%

2006

159419

4.1%

182215

5.8%

38176

-2.6%

40103

3.9%

419913

4.2%

2007

164386

3.1%

185937

2.0%

39304

3.0%

40871

1.9%

430498

2.5%

2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

164543
162215
165792
170599
173499

0.1%
-1.4%
2.2%
2.9%
1.7%

187819
184017
189940
199817
207610

1.0%
-2.0%
3.2%
5.2%
3.9%

40866
40333
41424
43412
44367

4.0%
-1.3%
2.7%
4.8%
2.2%

41975
42485
43453
43931
45117

2.7%
1.2%
2.3%
1.1%
2.7%

435203
429050
440609
457760
470593

1.1%
-1.4%
2.7%
3.9%
2.6%

2013
2014
2015F

176969
182101
186472

2.0%
2.9%
2.4%

215707
225413
222483

3.9%
4.5%
-1.3%

46497
47241
47052

4.8%
1.6%
-0.4%

46110
46801
47784

2.2%
1.5%
2.1%

485282
501557
503791

3.2%
2.6%
0.7%

Source: Statistics Canada: Prov inces and territories

Western Canada
Against the backdrop of Canada in overall terms, the development of the Western Canada economy since 2000
is detailed in Table 1.14 and includes the provinces of British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba.
This region of Canada has seen consistent GDP growth of 2.6 per cent between 2000 and 2015F and while the
annual growth isn’t overly spectacular, in overall terms it is very stable with little major fluctuation year-on-year.
The highest growth occurred in 2006 (3.9 per cent), with the lowest growth in the past 10 years being 1.1 per
cent (in 2011). Admittedly, 2000 recorded no growth and 2001 saw just 0.9 per cent, which both came in an
economic recession cycle).
Each of the individual provinces is outlined in more detail:


British Columbia is the fourth largest regional economy in Canada after Ontario, Quebec and Alberta
with a GDP of $186,472 million estimated for 2015F (in 2002 dollars), reflecting a 2.4 per cent increase
over 2014, itself a 2.9 per cent rise on the 2014 total. Since 2000 to 2012 the economy of British
Columbia has grown at an average annual rate of 2.4 per cent.
Approximately 78 per cent of workers in British Columbia are employed in the service industries while
the remainder are employed in the manufacturing, construction and resources. Finance, insurance, real
estate and leasing remains the largest individual component, accounting for 31 per cent of the service
sector GDP and 24 per cent of total GDP.
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British Columbia’s manufacturing industry continues to be dominated by processing natural resources
harvested or extracted in the province such as canning salmon, processing fruits and berries, producing
lumber and paper, and smelting and refining ores. This provides a major anchor for containerised
export volumes. However, a growing share of British Columbia’s manufacturing industry is dealing with
many different types of activities, such as shipbuilding, building aircraft parts, manufacturing signs, or
manufacturing plastics. British Columbia firms also produce vitamins and health care products,
computers and electronic products, and other types of goods.
Manufacturing accounts for 40 per cent of all non-service sector GDP, followed by the construction
sector which contributes 27 per cent. Resources and resource extraction are also major components of
the British Columbia economy. The largest component is the forestry industry, followed by mining.
Approximately half of the softwood lumber produced in Canada comes from British Columbia. Forestry
industry products are also the province’s most important export commodity. However, the forestry sector
has faced many challenges in recent years such as the downturn in US housing, the mountain pine
beetle epidemic and lower prices for forestry products.


The Canadian prairies consist of Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba. On the basis of 2015F data,
Alberta remains the third largest economy in Canada, contributing around 44 .2 per cent to the total of
Western Canada and estimated to be generating a GDP of $223, 483 million (in 2002 dollars) as
illustrated in Table 1.14. Saskatchewan and Manitoba are projected to reach a provincial GDP of
$47,052 million and $47,784 million, respectively, thus representing 3.2 and 3.3 per cent of the national
economy.
Between 2000 and 2015F Alberta’s economy will have grown by an average rate of 3.0 per cent, which
included a contraction in 2009 of 2.0 per cent due to the Global Financial Crisis. There was a good
rebound after this event and the province was one of the strongest performing regions amongst all
Canadian areas.
However, for 2015 a decrease of 1.3 per cent is projected on account of weaker commodity pricing and
demand, especially oil. In Alberta, natural resources such as oil sands (for example in Fort McMurray)
and other forms of oil production are major economic drivers, which also supports related industries
such oil refinement and processing and is endorsed by the major exports of crude petroleum and liquid
gas accounting for over 65 per cent of export activity.



Saskatchewan’s GDP grew at an average annual growth rate of 2.0 per cent between 2000 and 2015F.
There has been a degree of fluctuating GDP growth over this assessment period, ranging from a low of
-2.6 per cent in 2006 to a high of 5.0 per cent in 2003 and 4.8 per cent for 2011.
The economy in Saskatchewan depends heavily on natural resources, especially agriculture. According
to the government of Saskatchewan, approximately 95 per cent of all goods produced depend directly
on the province’s basic resources, i.e. grains, livestock, oil and gas, potash, uranium and wood, and
their refined products. The projected fall in GDP for 2015 of 1.3 per cent reflects lower pricing and
demand for some of these key commodities, especially oil and gas.



In Manitoba, GDP also grew by an annual average of 2.0 per cent between 2000 and 2015F. While
most Canadian provincial economies contracted in 2009 due to the global recession, Manitoba’s
economy still grew at 1.2 per cent from 2008 to 2009, reflecting the ability of the province to see much
smaller fluctuations in growth – instead it has largely been small and consistent.
The moderate and stable economy in Manitoba is also based largely on natural resources. This
includes agriculture such as cattle farming and grains (mostly found in the southern half of the
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province), energy, oil, mining, and forestry play an important role in Manitoba. According to the
University of Manitoba, the province is Canada’s largest producer of sunflower seed and dry beans, as
well as one of the leading sources for potatoes providing French fries for major fast food chains.
Eastern Canada and the US Midwest
The Port of Vancouver (and other ports in North America) continue to seek to serve the more distant eastern
regions of Canada as well as the highly competitive US Midwest region. These are key regions of trade for the
port (and all competing facilities).
As such it is necessary to present an overview of economic development in these regional markets and the
development of Ontario, the Great Lakes, Illinois and Chicago are individually shown in Table 1.16, with 2015
projected figures also included.
On an aggregate basis, this area has seen annualised GDP improvement of 0.7 per cent between 2007 and
2015F and while there was negative growth in 2008-2009 due to the Global Financial Crisis there have been
small, but positive, developments since ranging between 1.3 per cent (2013) and 1.9 per cent (2012).
Table 1.15
Eastern Canada / US Midwest GDP Development 2007-2015F
constant 2002 million C$

GDP

Ontario
% Change

GDP

Quebec
% Change

GDP

Great Lakes
% Change

GDP

Illinois
% Change

GDP

Chicago
% Change

GDP

Total
% Change

2007
2008
2009
2010

530475
520023
503501
520670

1.7%
-2.0%
-3.2%
3.4%

264606
267057
265416
271109

1.6%
0.9%
-0.6%
2.1%

1969826
1933161
1862155
1910180

0.0%
-1.9%
-3.7%
2.6%

621110
615281
598807
610322

0.0%
-0.9%
-2.7%
1.9%

514966
507503
490742
500268

0.0%
-1.4%
-3.3%
1.9%

3900983
3843025
3720620
3812549

0.0%
-1.5%
-3.2%
2.5%

2011
2012
2013
2014
2015F

531083
538519
544981
558060
569780

2.0%
1.4%
1.2%
2.4%
2.1%

275718
278475
281538
285480
289762

1.7%
1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
1.5%

1938833
1967915
1999402
2027394
2053750

1.5%
1.5%
1.6%
1.4%
1.3%

620087
631869
637555
645206
654239

1.6%
1.9%
0.9%
1.2%
1.4%

508272
528095
537600
544052
549492

1.6%
3.9%
1.8%
1.2%
1.0%

3873993
3944872
4001077
4060192
4117023

1.6%
1.9%
1.3%
1.5%
1.5%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analy sis, Statistics Canada

Each of these important regions is assessed in more detail:


Ontario and Quebec collectively represent approximately 60 per cent of the Canadian economy with an
average annual GDP growth of 0.9 and 1.1 per cent respectively between 2007 and 2015F. These two
provinces are the largest economies within Canada in terms of GDP. Ontario contributes almost 40 per
cent to the national GDP, with Quebec providing around 20 per cent. For 2015 Ontario’s GDP is
projected to increase by 2.1 per cent over 2014, which itself was a 2.4 per improvement over the 2013
figures.
The province continues to see steady increases in its economic development. It primarily remains a
service sector economy with strong manufacturing elements. The provincial capital, Toronto is the
centre of Canada's financial services and banking industry. Manufacturing also plays an important
role, especially the auto industry. Seven of the world’s largest vehicle manufacturers operate 14 plants
in Ontario. According to Statistics Canada, Ontario's main exports are motor vehicles parts and
accessories, accounting for approximately 40 per cent of total exports. The province’s leading trading
partner is Michigan in the US.
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In Quebec, the economy grew on average by 1.1 per cent annually over the assessment period,
reflecting steadily improvements at a moderate pace, with recent year-on-year growth continuing at
modest, but consistent levels.
Quebec’s economy is dominated by manufacturing and the service sectors and the province has more
than 250 companies involved with the aerospace manufacturing sector, including Bombardier which is
the third largest airplane manufacturer worldwide and is headquartered in Quebec. Within the service
industry, it is finance, insurance, real estate and leasing industry the represents the major contributors.


The Great Lakes region is a bi-national Canadian-American area that includes parts of eight US states
(Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin), plus the province
of Ontario. Collectively this means a population of up to 85 million people.
Clearly, this is an important economic region, with average growth of 0.5 per cent annually between
2007 and 2015F. However, it should be noted that the Global Financial Crisis saw growth reduced by
1.9 per cent and 3.7 per cent in 2008 and 2009, respectively, but following a rebound of 2.6 per cent in
2010 the economic development has risen by between 1.3 per cent and 1.6 per cent – small, but
consistent improvements nonetheless.
The Great Lakes has a strong traditional shipping heritage and although the growth in vessel sizes has
tended to preclude more modern ships accessing many of the wharves and locations, there are still
sizeable quantities of cargoes moving. Of course, these are all commodities that will not necessary be
then moving via the likes of the Port of Vancouver and other larger gateway facilities in North American
on the eastern and western seaboards. Nevertheless, it remains a large geographic area and has a
substantial population amongst a number of key cities, albeit that some of these can also be classified
in other regions already discussed, such as in Ontario and Chicago.



Within the US market, the Chicago area is a key interchange point for intermodal distribution to/from the
US Midwest, along with more localised demand (Chicago is the largest city in Illinois and the third
largest city in the US by population). These two factors have long made Chicago a key target of the US
Pacific South ports, along with Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert. In addition, the major ports on the
East Coast of North America from Halifax to Savannah, continue to actively target these same areas too
and are all regarded as competitors.
Between 2007 and 2015F the Chicago economy has grown by an average of just 0.8 per cent per
annum, although the Global Financial Crisis of 2008 and 2009 caused reductions of -1.4 per cent and 3.3 per cent, respectively, clearly pulled down the average. Since 2010, the region has seen continued
growth, albeit at lower levels of between 1.0 per cent and 3.9 per cent – largely to be expected for such
a large-scale, mature economy.
Chicago’s economy is considered to have a balanced level of diversification. The Chicago metropolitan
area is home to many large companies, such as McDonalds, Boeing and Motorola. The financial sector
plays an important role in Chicago, as does the manufacturing activity, with leading manufacturers in the
chemicals, food and machinery-related fields.

1.6 A Closer Analysis of Pacific Northwest Container Port Demand
Total demand in the Pacific Northwest region increased by some 48 per cent between 2000 and 2007 and
reached a peak of 7.28 million TEU. Demand then reduced in line with the broader economic contraction with a
decline of 15.8 per cent recorded between 2007 and 2009. Volumes rebounded in 2010 and by 2012 surpassed
pre-recessionary levels.
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Overall volumes further stabilised in 2013 and 2014 and are anticipated to increase for 2015F to 8.13 million
TEU. This represents average annual growth of 4.3 per cent over the assessment period.
The development of this demand over the assessment period of 2000 to 2015F is detailed on a per-port basis in
Figure 1.9.

Figure 1.9: Container Demand in Pacific Northwest Region by Port, 2000-2015F
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On a port-specific basis the level of container demand has varied. It is clear that while the Port of Vancouver has
seen continued, stable growth and Prince Rupert has been able to increase its volumes strongly (albeit as a
brand new port commencing operations entirely), the US facilities of Seattle and Tacoma have seen their
throughputs largely stagnate.
The dynamic development in demand that was noted in the early 2000s has now been superseded by a more
uncertain trade profile, culminating in these two ports forming the new Northwest Seaport Alliance in an attempt
to better operate, market and increase their volume throughputs.
The development of demand in terms of the type of containers handled at the regions ports is summarised for the
period since 2008 in Table 1.16. Here, the analysis focuses on the development of demand in terms of container
status (i.e. loaded/empty and inbound/outbound).
The US ports handle a significant volume of domestic container flows – i.e. containers shipped to/from Alaska
and Hawaii and this complicates the overall picture. These volumes are largely a separate business using
Jones Act vessels on specific trades.
In total, these containers accounted for around 0.87 million TEU in 2014 and volumes have directly tracked the
level of the US economy over the period, which means that the total has only just reached the pre-recessionary
level of 0.84 million TEU seen in 2008.
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Table 1.16
Pacific Northwest Region Container Port Demand 2008-2014
- TEU
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

1,238,350

1,007,304

1,233,051

1,234,585

1,349,375

1,418,528

1,499,079

915,465

925,411

940,921

999,725

1,048,824

1,125,619

1,045,676

2,153,815

1,932,715

2,173,972

2,234,310

2,398,198

2,544,147

2,544,755

55,958

115,546

63,894

86,026

101,934

89,464

57,599

282,334

104,201

276,443

186,697

213,028

191,865

310,547

Port of Vancouver
Int Full

Inbound
Outbound
Total

Int Empty

Inbound
Outbound
Total

TOTAL

338,292

219,747

340,337

272,722

314,962

281,329

368,146

2,492,107

2,152,462

2,514,309

2,507,032

2,713,160

2,825,476

2,912,901

101,080

155,675

193,511

233,146

318,065

301,804

358,902

25,280

38,777

63,107

100,389

124,542

151,624

156998

126,360

194,452

256,618

333,535

442,607

453,428

515,900

2

126

0

1,596

3

2,036

2,045

55,515

70,645

86,748

75,339

122,247

80,975

100,222

Prince Rupert
Int Full

Inbound
Outbound
Total

Int Empty

Inbound
Outbound
Total

55,517

70,771

86,748

76,935

122,250

83,011

102,267

181,877

265,223

343,366

410,470

564,857

536,439

618,167

Inbound

648,947

472,533

476,746

479,828

611,085

695,748

1,217,366

Outbound

483,665

420,791

337,538

375,744

457,078

529,255

907,867

1,132,612

893,324

814,284

855,572

1,068,163

1,225,003

2,125,233

0

0

0

0

0

0

161,139

215,363

182,322

162,461

166,385

196,739

219,722

270,458

TOTAL
Tacoma
Int Full

Total
Int Empty

Inbound
Outbound
Total

215,363

182,322

162,461

166,385

196,739

219,722

431,597

Int

Total

1,347,975

1,075,646

976,745

1,021,957

1,264,902

1,444,725

2,556,830

Domestic

Total

513,377

470,209

478,762

466,838

446,231

446,843

870,733

1,861,352

1,545,855

1,455,507

1,488,795

1,711,133

1,891,568

3,427,563

Inbound

664,472

612,236

897,224

768,964

728,557

543,655

Outbound

434,546

459,557

558,237

612,450

525,913

468,253

1,099,018

1,071,793

1,455,461

1,381,414

1,254,470

1,011,908

Tacoma

Inbound

133,189

102,119

182,455

164,154

136,321

102,242

Volumes

Outbound

144,289

110,629

197,659

167,105

139,076

107,252

as

Total

277,478

212,748

380,114

331,259

275,397

275,397

Northw est

Int

Total

1,376,496

1,284,541

1,835,575

1,712,673

1,529,867

1,218,875

Seaport

Domestic

Total

327,996

300,055

304,002

320,862

339,625

373,878

Alliance

1704492

1584596

2139577

2033535

1,869,492

1,592,753

Inbound

2,652,849

2,247,748

2,800,532

2,716,523

3,007,082

2,959,735

3,075,347

Outbound

1,858,956

1,844,536

1,899,803

2,088,308

2,156,357

2,274,751

2,110,541

Total

4,511,805

4,092,284

4,700,335

4,804,831

5,163,438

5,234,486

5,185,888

Inbound

189,149

217,791

246,349

251,776

238,258

193,742

220,783

Outbound

697,501

467,797

723,311

595,526

671,090

599,814

681,227

TOTAL
Seattle
Int Full

Total
Int Empty

TOTAL

Included
in

TOTAL Pacific Northwest
Int Full

Int Empty

Total
TOTAL

886,650

685,588

969,660

847,301

909,348

859,459

902,010

5,398,455

4,777,872

5,669,995

5,652,132

6,858,642

6,846,236

6,958,631

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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It is the international business that is of primary significance and within these volumes it is apparent that there is
a significant loaded export component based upon local produce. This is a feature of the region as a whole, but
the volumes exported by the Port of Vancouver are seen to be by far the highest in the range. This is a
significant aspect of local demand. In addition, it should be noted that loaded export containers are of far less
proportional importance at Prince Rupert than at the Port of Vancouver.
The breakdown of container volumes in the Pacific Northwest region by type of activity is shown in Figure 1.10
for the period of 2008 to 2014. The handling of loaded containers continues to dominate the overall share of
activity, as expected, based on the higher demand for full containers arriving from Asia to meet local demand but
also more distant Canadian and US markets. While the total volumes have fluctuated, initially due to the Global
Financial Crisis, the make-up of the throughput remains much more constant – a factor that is not expected to
significantly alter moving forward.

Figure 1.10 - Pacific Northwest Container Demand by Type 2008-2014
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Before focusing on the development of demand volumes at the Port of Vancouver, attention is directed towards
the relation between economic development in Western Canada (the primary local hinterland that the Port of
Vancouver serves and competes with Prince Rupert to meet demand) and the level of containers handled over
the period.
Figure 1.11 summarises the nature of this link in the period between 2001 and through to 2015F in terms of yearon-year real development of the two indicators. The broader link that has been noted at a higher level is clearly
noted in this specific instance, with demand closely tracking GDP development in the hinterland. For the entire
period since 2001, the average link between GDP and container port demand is placed at 1 : 2.93.
It is important to note that this ratio has also been maintained for the period since 2007 – i.e. including the
downturn and subsequent recovery.
This link is seen to be considerably more intense than is noted for either the Pacific Northwest region or for the
Pacific West Coast as a whole and reflects the increasing market share of British Columbia ports, while
illustrating how the ports are less and less dependent upon local conditions and more related to the overall
continental position.
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Figure 1.11 - British Columbia Container Port Demand and W.Canada GDP 2001-2014
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1.7 The Structure of Port of Vancouver Container Demand
Containerised Demand by Commodity
The types of commodities being shipped through the Port of Vancouver in containers and the direction of the
flows (i.e. imports or exports) is an important part of the assessment of cargo demand for the port’s facilities.
Using data from the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority the international origin and source of containerised cargoes
and also at regions within the North American hinterland where demand is generated is noted since 1995, with a
robust estimate provided for 2015.
Table 1.17 presents a summary of the long term development of containerised imports in terms of major
commodity groupings based on confirmed data for the period to 2014 and then year-to-date to September 2015,
with the following key factors to be noted:


In 2000, a total of 3.33 million tonnes was imported and by the end of 2015 this figure is expected to
reach 11.32 million tonnes, reflecting good, continued growth annually.



For the Pacific West Coast as a whole one of the key drivers of import demand is the broad spectrum of
consumer and other household goods which are primarily originated in China. These commodities have
continued to see good, double-digit volume growth over the assessment period, though the proportional
importance of these items has declined from a peak of almost 41 per cent in 2003 to an estimated level
of just under 36 per cent likely for 2015, although this latest estimate reflects an increase on the recent
low share of 29.2 per cent in 2013.



The change in share of consumer goods has been reciprocated by an increase in the role of
construction materials in the containerised cargo base. The total in 2000 was just 7.7 per cent of all
imports and this total peaked at 13.6 per cent in 2013 before falling back slightly in 2014 and 2015F, to
13.4 per cent and 12.4 per cent, respectively. Nevertheless, this overall improvement reflects both
strong demand and the increasing containerisation of these commodities.
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The balance of the import demand has been stable, although it should be noted that there has been
growth in the role of Industrial components (including auto parts) in the container sector, increasing from
7.4 per cent in 2000 to an estimated 13.0 per cent for 2015.



As a result of all of these specific classifications seeing increases the commodities known as “other
goods” has fallen considerably, from the 52.6 per cent share in 1995 down to just 28.1 per cent
projected for 2015. This trend indicates that there continues to be a greater concentration of the highervolume commodities being imported into the Port of Vancouver.

Table 1.17
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Import Volumes 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Household Goods

0.31

1.19

1.31

1.90

2.02

2.18

2.42

3.11

3.21

3.20

2.57

3.14

2.88

2.89

3.03

3.72

4.06

Construction & Materials

0.09

0.26

0.27

0.38

0.45

0.51

0.59

0.83

0.91

1.05

0.77

1.07

1.16

1.28

1.41

1.46

1.40

Industrial, Auto and Vehicle Parts

0.11

0.25

0.27

0.39

0.40

0.45

0.51

0.67

0.68

0.70

0.61

0.83

0.93

1.07

1.17

1.34

1.46

Machinery

0.06

0.18

0.20

0.28

0.33

0.34

0.39

0.54

0.53

0.55

0.40

0.51

0.60

0.77

0.77

0.80

0.80

Basic Metals

0.03

0.14

0.15

0.19

0.18

0.23

0.22

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.17

0.24

0.30

0.4

0.33

0.40

0.41

Other Goods

0.67

1.31

1.33

1.61

1.59

1.69

1.86

2.46

2.47

2.87

2.59

2.91

2.91

3.22

3.68

3.15

3.18

Total

1.27

3.33

3.53

4.75

4.97

5.40

5.99

7.96

8.15

8.72

7.11

8.70

8.78

9.63

10.39

10.87

11.32

Million Tonnes

Percentage
Household Goods

24.2%

35.8%

37.1%

40.0%

40.7%

40.4%

40.4%

39.1%

39.4%

36.7%

36.2%

36.1%

32.8%

30.0%

29.2%

34.2%

35.9%

Construction & Materials

7.1%

7.7%

7.5%

8.1%

9.0%

9.5%

9.9%

10.5%

11.2%

12.1%

10.9%

12.3%

13.2%

13.3%

13.6%

13.4%

12.4%

Industrial, Auto and Vehicle Parts

8.5%

7.4%

7.7%

8.1%

8.1%

8.3%

8.6%

8.4%

8.4%

8.0%

8.6%

9.5%

10.6%

11.1%

11.3%

12.3%

13.0%

Machinery

4.8%

5.4%

5.8%

6.0%

6.6%

6.2%

6.4%

6.8%

6.5%

6.3%

5.6%

5.9%

6.8%

8.0%

7.4%

7.4%

7.0%

Basic Metals

2.7%

4.2%

4.3%

3.9%

3.6%

4.3%

3.6%

4.3%

4.2%

3.9%

2.3%

2.7%

3.4%

4.2%

3.2%

3.7%

3.6%

Other Goods

52.6%

39.4%

37.5%

33.8%

32.0%

31.3%

31.1%

30.9%

30.4%

32.9%

36.4%

33.5%

33.2%

33.4%

35.4%

29.0%

28.1%

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

The trends from Table 1.17 are further noted in se developments are also summarised in Figure 1.12, with the
continued good growth notable after the Global Financial Crisis in 2009, including for the 2015 projections.

Figure 1.12 - Port of Vancouver Containerised Imports by Commodity 1995-2015F
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A parallel assessment has been developed that summarises the important Port of Vancouver containerised
export cluster. Table 1.18 highlights the following significant points:


The tonnage of containerised exports continues to exceed the total tonnage of container imports – for
2015F imports were 11.32 million tonnes, compared with 13.81 million tonnes for exports. This is
because the commodities exported are generally considerably denser than the broad spectrum of
containerised imports. This results in difficulties with regard to inventory – both ratios of 20’ : 40’
containers and also empty container availability.



Lumber and wood pulp are the most significant cargo sectors in the local cargo base. The market share
of these commodities has increased from 37 per cent in 2005 to a peak of 50.9 per cent in 2011
although market share has since fallen back somewhat since to an estimated 43.9 per cent for 2015.
Chinese demand has been the primary driver of this trend, with containerisation being the primary mode
for these rapidly developing volumes. This routing back to China is expected to continue moving
forward.



Specialty crops have seen some increase in market share and this reached some19.4 per cent of
demand in 2014, before dropping back slightly to an estimated 18.2 per cent for 2015. This sector will
continue to be directly driven by East Asian demand over the forecast period and is expected to see
some marginal fluctuations as a result.



The balance of demand has remained fairly stable over the period, with the increase in forest product
market share reciprocated by a decline in the ‘Other Goods’ category.

Table 1.18
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Export Volumes 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Lumber

0.42

1.22

1.15

1.38

1.35

1.55

1.27

1.50

1.73

2.19

2.51

3.32

4.15

4.26

4.50

3.91

3.93

Woodpulp

0.22

1.00

1.04

1.49

1.65

1.97

1.84

2.37

2.45

2.62

2.56

2.09

2.41

2.33

2.46

2.03

2.12

Specialty Crops

0.38

0.90

0.93

0.82

0.81

0.92

1.11

1.31

1.81

1.68

2.12

1.99

1.74

1.91

2.51

2.67

2.52

Meat, Fish & Poultry

0.15

0.37

0.41

0.47

0.43

0.44

0.47

0.50

0.53

0.62

0.65

0.61

0.64

0.55

0.54

0.52

0.54

Basic Metals

0.17

0.19

0.17

0.27

0.40

0.42

0.42

0.51

0.59

0.65

0.69

0.61

0.59

0.57

0.45

0.41

0.42

Other Goods

1.71

2.97

2.84

2.85

3.00

3.36

3.30

3.49

3.99

3.98

3.64

3.62

3.37

3.77

4.36

4.25

4.28

Total

3.05

6.65

6.54

7.28

7.64

8.66

8.41

9.69

11.10

11.74

12.17

12.23

12.89

13.39

14.82

13.79

13.81

13.9%

18.3%

17.6%

19.0%

17.7%

17.9%

15.1%

15.5%

15.6%

18.6%

20.6%

27.1%

32.2%

31.8%

30.4%

28.4%

28.5%

7.0%

15.1%

15.9%

20.4%

21.6%

22.7%

21.9%

24.5%

22.0%

22.3%

21.0%

17.1%

18.7%

17.4%

16.6%

14.7%

15.4%

12.5%

13.5%

14.2%

11.2%

10.6%

10.6%

13.2%

13.6%

16.3%

14.3%

17.4%

16.2%

13.5%

14.3%

16.9%

19.4%

18.2%

Meat, Fish & Poultry

4.9%

5.6%

6.2%

6.5%

5.7%

5.1%

5.6%

5.2%

4.8%

5.3%

5.4%

5.0%

4.9%

4.1%

3.6%

3.8%

3.9%

Basic Metals

5.5%

2.9%

2.7%

3.7%

5.2%

4.8%

5.0%

5.2%

5.3%

5.5%

5.7%

5.0%

4.6%

4.3%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

Other Goods

56.2%

44.6%

43.4%

39.1%

39.2%

38.8%

39.2%

36.0%

36.0%

33.9%

29.9%

29.6%

26.1%

28.2%

29.4%

30.8%

31.0%

Million Tonnes

Percentage
Lumber
Woodpulp
Specialty Crops

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

These export volumes developments are further summarised in Figure 1.13, with the small decline in overall
tonnes for 2014 noted, followed largely flat growth anticipated for 2015 (based on January to September 2015
activity).
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Figure 1.13 - Port of Vancouver Containerised Exports by Commodity 1995-2015F
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Of the individual export commodities, those items listed as specialty crops are noteworthy. While not the largest
cargo in terms of volumes, there are known industry trends of importance to the Port of Vancouver, as the
following notes:


World grain demand has continued to increase year-on-year, rising by just over 3.1 per cent per annum
between 2000 and 2014, which is double the CAGR generated between 1980 and 2000 (a CAGR of
1.46 per cent), with volumes forecast to increase from 345.7m tonnes in 2011/12 to some 418.6m
tonnes in 2020/21 – a CAGR of 2.15 per cent.



Containerised grain shipping no longer regarded as just a niche market or acting just as an economical
backhaul. The US Midwest Shippers Association has noted that although only 10 per cent of total grain
exports use containers at present, the trend is growing and will continue to do so. The US Department
of Agriculture endorsed this view, confirming that growth of around 10 per cent is occurring annually
since 2013 in terms of grain exports using containers.



The US Soybean Council confirms that 25 per cent of all exports from North America are being shipped
to China, to meet the country’s growing food demand requirements. Further strong export growth, of up
to 60 per cent in total, is anticipated by 2020.



There are distinct advantages of using containers that support global food manufacturing (such as food
safety and quality assurance, greater traceability and minimal damage).



Transloading facilities are crucial for export grain and the new Canadian National facility in Chicago will
assist serving the US Midwest area and Pacific Gateway ports can benefit. With 40 per cent of total US
corn and soyabean originating from the US (Midwest) states of Illinois, Iowa, Michigan and Wisconsin,
the new Canadian National is well-placed to attract cargo that can be moved west, subject to sufficient
rail capacity.



To further endorse infrastructure developments supporting export demand to Asia for North American
grains, known projects outside of the Pacific Gateway region include:
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o

o
o
o
o

Total Terminals Inc (TTI) facility at Long Beach which is seeking to develop a transload
operation at its Pier T operation. The plan is to be able to (initially), transfer 750,000 tonnes of
grain sourced from the US Midwest into empty containers for shipment to China. Full build-out
could see a capacity of 2.8 million tonnes developed.
Union Pacific offers a new transload facility in Yermo, Southern California, specifically
designed for unit trains of grain from the US Midwest that are then moved to Los Angeles and
Long Beach.
Oakland has a new transload facility in San Leandro.
Tacoma Transload facility is served by major railroads, including Canadian Pacific and can
handle corn, soybeans and wheat.
Minot, North Dakota (North Dakota Port Services) intermodal rail provided by BNSF that offers
transloading and inland container access for specialty crops.

In essence, it is imperative that the Port of Vancouver is able to offer comparable transload services to
effectively compete with Pacific Northwest region ports and facilities in California. In the same way that
there are import discretionary markets for imports from Asia, there is also a seemingly growing market
for exports too in reverse for cargo moving back to Asia.
The economic importance of forest products to the Pacific Gateway region, and therefore the Port of Vancouver,
is identified in Section 1.7. The Forest Products Association of Canada (FPAC) advocates on behalf of the
sector regarding transportation, trade and taxes for 66 per cent of certified forest lands in Canada. It states that
the Canadian forest products industry is worth C$57 billion per year, of which almost 50 per cent of revenues are
generated from selling products in international market. The group also confirms the following:





British Columbia has 60 million hectares of forest (of which 50 per cent is time production).
Forest products are the number one export commodity from Canada to Asia.
Forest product exports to the US are dropping in favour of Canada – in the past 10 years the share
moving to the US has fallen from 80 per cent to 62 per cent.
A new free trade deal between Canada and South Korea (Canada’s fourth largest export market in
Asia) is expected to help boost export demand further. Currently C$500 million of wood, pulp and paper
is exported, of which 50 per cent is from western Canada.

In addition, as part of FPAC’s Vision 2020 initiative it is targeting generating an additional C$20 billion in
economic activity from the forest products industry, of which a large component will be serving growing markets.
With forest products already being Canada’s leading export commodity to Asia, of which the largest proportion is
generated by western Canada, then the Pacific Gateway ports are well-placed to meet this growing demand.
However, while FPAC offers no conclusive comments relating to likely increasing traffic, it does acknowledge the
need for an efficient transportation network to support growth and future export activities.
China is expected to continue to be the major driver for Canadian forest products. In 2010, Canada surpassed
Russia to become the largest supplier of softwood lumber to China.
Forestry Innovation Investment (FII), the market development agency for forest products of the British Columbia
government, announced that by the end of October 2013 the previous record for 2011 had been beaten, with
total lumber softwood exports to China reaching C$1.17 billion. This overall trend has continued into 2014.
Monthly volumes of products moving totaled around 865,000m3 and with a noted 20,000+ major wood-building
projects being served by Canadian forest products, future demand is expected to remain strong. Japan is a
smaller market but remains the largest market for British Columbia in terms of high-grade lumber. The Japanese
government announced in 2010 that it intends to expand the use of wood products in building construction and
the position was re-affirmed during 2015.
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The production of forest products locally in British Columbia and western Canada means that Pacific Gateway
ports remain the preferred location for exports of these products when moving in containers (and via breakbulk).
The need for transportation access to centres for transloading of these goods into international containers will
also be an important consideration in the future.
Conversion of tonnes to TEU based on historical data continues to see weights rising, slowly
The development of container cargo volumes and weights are summarised in Table 1.19. This is an important
perspective in the current context, not just with respect to the container inventory issues already mentioned but
also because container cargo statistics are maintained in tonnage terms and it will be necessary to translate
these volumes into TEU numbers for the forecasting process.
Table 1.19 summarises the development of container weights over the period since 2008. It is calculated that
the average cargo weight for an export laden TEU via the Port of Vancouver has generally been around 13
tonnes.
This trend is expected to continue for 2015, with the projected total of just over 13.3 tonnes reflecting recent
developments in commodities moving through the port. One noted development in 2015 was the amount of
machinery/parts moving, with the January to September 2015 period seeing a total of 2.3 million tonnes
exported, an increase on the 2014 total of 131,000 tonnes.
Obviously it is necessary to monitor this trend into 2016 to see if it continues to occur or if 2015 was simply due
to a specific large-scale contract for this commodity.
The corresponding figure for imports is much lower at between 7.1 to 7.2 tonnes per laden TEU. There have
been only limited variations to these weights over the study period, with this fact reflecting largely stable
commodity profiles in each sector of commodities being shipped via the Port of Vancouver.
Table 1.19
Port of Vancouver Containerised Export Volumes 2008-2015F
- million tonnes
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Exports
Million Tonnes

11.741

12.167

12.232

12.892

13.396

14.618

13.792

16.688

Million TEUs

0.915

0.925

0.941

1.000

1.048

1.126

1.043

1.253

Tonnes/TEU

12.82

13.15

13.00

12.90

12.78

12.98

13.22

13.31

Million Tonnes

8.718

7.112

8.696

8.783

9.626

10.224

10.874

11.317

Million TEUs

1.238

1.007

1.233

1.235

1.349

1.419

1.498

1.58

Tonnes/TEU

7.04

7.06

7.05

7.11

7.14

7.21

7.26

7.17

Imports

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

Containerised demand by trading partner – Importance of Asia, notably China, continues
The importance of the Asian markets in driving containerised cargo flows through the region (and via the Port of
Vancouver) is clearly evident. Table 1.20 outlines the containerised imports by source country and the
dominance of Asian locations is evident, along with the following additional key conclusions:
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China continues to be the single largest country source of imports, with an estimated 6.79 million tonnes
anticipated for 2015F, equating to 60.0 per cent of total activity. The emergence of this country has
impacted all other locations with shares falling as China’s dominance has increased.



The second largest grouping is some distance behind, at just 17.6 per cent and comprising all other
locations not specifically noted – in 2000 the share was 26.2 per cent.



Other significant individual countries in are South Korea with a projected 1.20 million tonnes (10.6 per
cent) for 2015, Taiwan at 0.47 million tonnes (4.2 per cent), Hong Kong (0.46 million tonnes / 4.1 per
cent) and Thailand (0.41 million tonnes / 3.6 per cent). The major Asian locations listed individually still
account for the vast majority of the port’s container imports and this is will not alter moving forward.

Table 1.20
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Imports by Source 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

China

0.17

0.96

1.17

1.83

2.33

2.77

3.38

4.94

5.20

5.35

4.05

5.15

5.09

5.32

5.95

6.61

6.79

Hong Kong

0.27

0.64

0.60

0.76

0.62

0.55

0.47

0.53

0.52

0.53

0.45

0.56

0.52

0.59

0.44

0.44

0.46

South Korea

0.06

0.31

0.32

0.41

0.36

0.39

0.37

0.61

0.58

0.64

0.65

0.72

0.83

1.23

1.17

1.12

1.20

Taiw an

0.13

0.32

0.32

0.36

0.35

0.35

0.35

0.37

0.37

0.37

0.30

0.38

0.42

0.62

0.54

0.46

0.47

Thailand

0.11

0.23

0.27

0.34

0.34

0.35

0.34

0.39

0.38

0.36

0.36

0.39

0.37

0.34

0.39

0.41

0.41

Others

0.53

0.87

0.85

1.04

0.97

0.99

1.07

1.11

1.10

1.47

1.30

1.50

1.54

1.88

2.12

1.83

1.99

Total

1.27

3.33

3.53

4.75

4.97

5.40

5.99

7.96

8.15

8.72

7.11

8.70

8.78

9.98

10.61

10.87

11.32

China

13.2%

28.8%

33.3%

38.4%

46.8%

51.4%

56.5%

62.1%

63.8%

61.4%

57.0%

59.2%

57.9%

53.3%

56.1%

60.8%

60.0%

Hong Kong

21.6%

19.1%

16.9%

16.1%

12.5%

10.2%

7.8%

6.6%

6.3%

6.0%

6.3%

6.4%

6.0%

5.9%

4.1%

4.0%

4.1%

South Korea

4.4%

9.4%

9.0%

8.7%

7.3%

7.2%

6.2%

7.7%

7.1%

7.3%

9.1%

8.3%

9.5%

12.3%

11.0%

10.3%

10.6%

Taiw an

10.2%

9.6%

9.0%

7.7%

7.0%

6.4%

5.9%

4.7%

4.6%

4.3%

4.3%

4.4%

4.8%

6.2%

5.1%

4.2%

4.2%

Thailand

8.6%

6.9%

7.7%

7.2%

6.9%

6.6%

5.7%

5.0%

4.7%

4.1%

5.1%

4.5%

4.2%

3.4%

3.7%

3.8%

3.6%

42.1%

26.2%

24.1%

21.9%

19.5%

18.3%

17.9%

14.0%

13.5%

16.9%

18.2%

17.2%

17.6%

18.8%

20.0%

16.8%

17.6%

Million Tonnes

Percentage

Others
Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

With respect to export destinations from the Port of Vancouver, these are summarised in Table 1.21 and again
China is the dominant single location, as the following key conclusions note, which is subject to the potential
developments from the Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP) agreement currently under discussion:


It is projected that for 2015 Chinese exports will reach almost 6.0 million tonnes, a marginal rise over
the 5.8 million tonnes for 2014. This will see China’s share of containerised tonnes remain around 43.3
per cent of total activity.



The next largest single country location will be Japan, with an anticipated 2.43 million tonnes for 2015,
equal to an estimated 17.6 per cent share of the total.



Other notable locations are Taiwan with an expected 0.76 million tonnes (or a 5.5 per cent share),
followed by South Korea (with 0.61 million tonnes / 4.4 per cent share) and Hong Kong (with 0.30 million
tonnes / 2.2 per cent share).



The remaining share of 26.9 per cent, or 3.72 million tonnes, will be generated by all other countries in
2015. This share has seen some relatively minor fluctuations over the past 10 years, ranging from 20.8
per cent in 2000 to 28.1 per cent for 2014. However, the major destinations in Asia listed still comprise
for the majority of all export activity through the Port of Vancouver and this is not expected to alter
moving forward.
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Table 1.21
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Exports by Destination 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

China

0.17

1.06

1.22

1.74

2.21

2.62

2.80

3.49

3.75

4.07

5.17

4.84

5.68

5.55

6.72

5.97

5.99

Japan

1.21

2.59

2.52

2.46

2.21

2.55

2.18

2.37

2.48

2.58

2.23

2.51

2.47

2.89

2.38

2.18

2.43

Taiw an

0.50

0.79

0.69

0.75

0.79

0.86

0.77

0.84

0.98

0.89

0.69

0.79

0.81

0.74

0.73

0.76

0.76

South Korea

0.15

0.43

0.44

0.53

0.55

0.56

0.55

0.68

0.88

0.91

0.75

0.62

0.59

0.65

0.58

0.64

0.61

Hong Kong

0.30

0.50

0.40

0.43

0.39

0.40

0.36

0.44

0.44

0.54

0.44

0.46

0.43

0.45

0.43

0.37

0.30

Others

0.73

1.29

1.27

1.37

1.50

1.66

1.75

1.88

2.58

2.75

2.90

3.02

2.91

3.11

3.77

3.88

3.72

Total

3.05

6.65

6.54

7.28

7.64

8.66

8.41

9.69

11.10

11.74

12.17

12.23

12.89

13.39

14.61

13.80

13.81

China

5.7%

15.9%

18.7%

23.9%

28.9%

30.3%

33.3%

36.0%

33.8%

34.7%

42.5%

39.6%

44.0%

41.4%

46.0%

43.3%

43.4%

Japan

39.5%

38.9%

38.5%

33.8%

28.9%

29.5%

25.9%

24.4%

22.3%

22.0%

18.3%

20.5%

19.2%

21.6%

16.3%

15.8%

17.6%

Taiw an

16.3%

11.8%

10.5%

10.3%

10.3%

10.0%

9.1%

8.7%

8.9%

7.6%

5.7%

6.5%

6.3%

5.5%

5.0%

5.5%

5.5%

South Korea

4.9%

6.4%

6.8%

7.3%

7.2%

6.5%

6.5%

7.0%

7.9%

7.7%

6.1%

5.0%

4.6%

4.9%

4.0%

4.6%

4.4%

Hong Kong

9.8%

7.5%

6.1%

5.9%

5.1%

4.6%

4.3%

4.5%

3.9%

4.6%

3.6%

3.7%

3.4%

3.4%

2.9%

2.7%

2.2%

23.8%

19.4%

19.4%

18.8%

19.6%

19.2%

20.8%

19.4%

23.2%

23.4%

23.8%

24.7%

22.6%

23.2%

25.8%

28.1%

26.9%

Million Tonnes

Percentage

Others
Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

Containerised trade by North American hinterland – importance of US continues to increase
In considering the development of the Port of Vancouver demand it is important to define and assess the role
played by various North American hinterlands in driving containerised cargo volumes. Table 1.22 details the long
term development of import demand in terms of ultimate destination for the period through to estimates for 2015,
based on January to September year-to-date data.
Throughout the 1990s the Port of Vancouver was primarily a port serving local containerised import demand, with
British Columbia accounting for around 53.1 per cent of demand in 1995. The proportional importance of local
markets declined sharply in the period to 2000 and then fell further in the first years of the 2000s and between
2010 and 2015 has fluctuated between 27 per cent and 30 per cent of total demand. This represents a sizeable
cargo base for shipping lines calling at the port that equates to an estimated 3.36 million tonnes for 2015, a rise
on the 3.04 million tonnes noted for 2014.
The strong economic growth in Alberta and the Prairies has also seen the market share increase with these
regions surpassing 11 per cent in 2011 and maintaining a double-digit share until 2014. The projected figure for
2015 is expected to be 0.99 million tonnes, which makes it the lowest total since 0.81 million tonnes was
recorded for 2010.
The role of the Port of Vancouver as a gateway for eastern and central Canada has shown some decline over
the past 10 years and has fallen from 56.9 per cent in 2005 to an estimated 37.4 per cent for 2015. This does
not reflect a particular weakness at the Port of Vancouver as the 2011 and 2012 figures suggest stabilisation in
shares but, rather, is a manifestation of the broader trend in favour of all-water services and Atlantic ports2.
It should still be noted that even though the share of the port’s total import market has fallen, the actual volumes
handled for this area has in fact increased since 2011 when it had fallen to 3.93 million tonnes. There were
increases noted year-on-year in 2012, 2013 and 2014, when 4.24 million tonnes was handled and the projected
figure for 2015 is virtual parity with this 2014 total.

It should also be noted that the picture is distorted by the ‘transloading’ of containers at depots in BC. This entails the
unloading of maritime containers and the reloading of goods into domestic (53’) containers for onward distribution – primarily
by rail – to the east. This further complicates the position with Vancouver being more dependent upon eastern markets than
would be indicated by this run of data.
2
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Table 1.22
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Imports by N. American Destination 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

British Columbia

0.67

1.15

1.17

1.43

1.43

1.80

1.91

2.26

2.39

2.76

2.28

2.61

2.68

2.70

2.76

3.04

3.36

Alberta & Prairies

0.03

0.10

0.16

0.20

0.24

0.27

0.39

0.61

0.64

0.80

0.67

0.81

1.04

1.05

1.07

1.14

0.99

C&E Canada

0.56

1.83

1.96

2.52

2.72

2.92

3.36

4.53

4.56

4.49

3.59

4.39

3.93

3.97

4.05

4.24

4.23

NW Territories

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Other Canada

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

US

0.00

0.23

0.23

0.61

0.58

0.41

0.33

0.54

0.56

0.65

0.58

0.89

1.13

1.91

2.34

2.45

2.71

Unknow n

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.03

Total

1.27

3.33

3.53

4.75

4.97

5.40

5.99

7.96

8.15

8.72

7.11

8.70

8.78

9.63

10.22

10.88

11.32

British Columbia

53.1%

34.6%

33.1%

30.0%

28.8%

33.3%

31.9%

28.4%

29.3%

31.7%

32.0%

30.0%

30.5%

28.0%

27.0%

28.0%

29.7%

Alberta & Prairies

2.4%

3.1%

4.4%

4.1%

4.7%

5.0%

6.5%

7.7%

7.9%

9.2%

9.4%

9.3%

11.9%

10.9%

10.5%

10.5%

8.7%

C&E Canada

44.3%

54.9%

55.6%

53.0%

54.7%

54.1%

56.1%

56.9%

55.9%

51.5%

50.5%

50.5%

44.7%

41.2%

39.6%

39.0%

37.4%

NW Territories

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Other Canada

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

US

0.1%

7.0%

6.6%

12.8%

11.7%

7.6%

5.5%

6.8%

6.8%

7.5%

8.1%

10.2%

12.9%

19.8%

22.9%

22.5%

24.0%

0.1%

0.3%

0.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.2%

Million Tonnes

Percentage

Unknow n
Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

The other clear and highly noticeable trend has been the increase in the US as a market for the Port of
Vancouver. This was only 6.6 per cent in 2001 and had reached just 8.1 per cent by 2009 but strong growth
from 2011 onwards should be noted and the projected share for 2015 is 24.0 per cent - hence it should be noted
that the Port of Vancouver is an important gateway for US imports of Asian cargo.
These import developments are further summarised by Figure 1.14, with the recent development of US markets
clearly noticeable.

12

Figure 1.14 -Port of Vancouver Containerised Imports by
N.American Destination 1995-2015F
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The position with regard to export cargoes is different. The role of locally-sourced BC commodities is more
significant, with these volumes increasing from 58.2 per cent of all demand in 2000 to an estimated level of 78.1
per cent anticipated for 2015, as Table 1.23 identifies.
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In terms of actual tonnages handled, the estimated total for 2015 is 10.78 million tonnes, which is an
improvement of the 10.33 million tonnes for 2014 and almost back to the highest ever figure for the port achieved
in 2013 when it noted 10.98 million tonnes.
This factor underlines the degree to which the local export cluster has become a driving force for the port, which
provides a relative advantage for ships calling with import cargoes that are then able to gain export loads
returning to Asia.
The strength of the Port of Vancouver for exports is a combination of the manufacturing of goods in British
Columbia and Western Canada, plus the diversity of transloading facilities in Vancouver and the number of
shipping lines calling to the port’s container terminals.
Other regions have seen reciprocal decline in proportional importance, with Central & East Canada expected to
provide 1.29 million tonnes for 2015, a share of 9.3 per cent and the Alberta & Prairies region contributing an
estimated 0.98 million tonnes (or a 7.1 per cent share) for the current year.
It should be noted that the Port of Vancouver’s role as an export point for US goods has fallen since the decadehigh total of 6.2 per cent in 2013, with the estimated total for 2015 at 5.3 per cent. This equates to 0.73 million
tonnes for 2015F and although it is significantly lower than import volumes moving to US destinations, the Port of
Vancouver has a small, but largely stable, US export trade.
Table 1.23
Port of Vancouver: Containerised Exports by N. American Origin 1995-2015F
1995

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

British Columbia

2.16

3.87

4.01

4.95

5.15

5.77

5.20

5.72

6.73

7.74

8.92

8.90

9.88

10.27

10.98

10.33

10.78

Alberta & Prairies

0.15

0.67

0.74

0.70

0.63

0.82

1.00

1.34

1.46

1.28

1.05

0.97

0.90

0.94

1.00

1.06

0.98

C&E Canada

0.73

1.49

1.39

1.51

1.72

1.93

2.02

2.21

2.28

2.18

1.79

1.72

1.55

1.61

1.72

1.56

1.29

Other Canada

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.01

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

US

0.01

0.08

0.14

0.11

0.14

0.13

0.17

0.41

0.63

0.50

0.39

0.60

0.53

0.55

0.90

0.83

0.73

Unknow n

0.00

0.52

0.26

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.01

0.53

0.01

0.01

0.03

Total

3.05

6.65

6.54

7.28

7.64

8.66

8.41

9.69

11.10

11.74

12.17

12.23

12.89

13.40

14.62

13.79

13.81

British Columbia

70.7%

58.2%

61.3%

68.0%

67.4%

66.6%

61.9%

59.0%

60.6%

66.0%

73.3%

72.8%

76.7%

76.6%

74.2%

74.9%

78.1%

Alberta & Prairies

5.0%

10.0%

11.3%

9.6%

8.2%

9.5%

11.9%

13.8%

13.2%

10.9%

8.6%

8.0%

7.0%

7.0%

6.8%

7.7%

7.1%

C&E Canada

24.0%

22.4%

21.3%

20.7%

22.4%

22.2%

24.0%

22.8%

20.5%

18.6%

14.7%

14.0%

12.0%

12.0%

11.6%

11.3%

9.3%

Other Canada

0.0%

0.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.0%

0.1%

0.0%

0.2%

0.1%

0.2%

0.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

US

0.2%

1.2%

2.2%

1.5%

1.9%

1.4%

2.0%

4.2%

5.6%

4.2%

3.2%

4.9%

4.1%

4.1%

6.2%

6.0%

5.3%

Unknow n

0.0%

7.8%

3.9%

0.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.2%

0.2%

0.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.2%

0.0%

4.0%

7.3%

0.1%

0.2%

Million Tonnes

Percentage

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Port of Vancouv er data

The Port of Vancouver’s containerised exports by North American origin are further highlighted in Figure 1.15,
which clearly shows the dominance of the localised British Columbia market.
Moving forward this region is expected to continue to account for the majority of export container tonnes handled
at the port’s container terminals.
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Figure 1.15 - Port of Vancouver Containerised Exports by N.American Origin 1995-2015F
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Introduction to Container Port Demand Forecasts to 2050

Against the background of a detailed review of the structure of regional and the Port of Vancouver demand,
attention is now directed towards the overall development of demand in the markets where the port will be
competing. This means developing a series of forecasts covering these developments prior to an assessment of
the specific outlook for the container terminals at the Port of Vancouver that is outlined in Section VII.
A discontinuity is noted in the approach to forecasting. The model which has driven demand in the period since
the mid-1990s has been based on globalisation. That is to say, the migration of manufacturing from North
America to East Asia (particularly China) and the resulting scale of containerised imports into North America has
been the driving force of Transpacific demand. More recently, the pace of economic development in East Asia
has stimulated the level of containerised exports, with this particularly focusing demand on the Port of
Vancouver.
Given the long term perspective on demand that is the subject of this study, it is apparent that a simple (if
modified) extrapolation of these trends will not provide an adequate picture of future demand levels. In order to
accommodate possible developments a twin-track approach has been developed:


For the period to 2025 the basic structure of globalisation is forecast to continue, with strong import
demand growth and also significant export growth driven by Chinese and other emerging Asian trade.



Beyond 2025 a scenario-based approach has been developed. There are clearly different models for
subsequent economic development and these are likely to have divergent impacts on both the volumes
and directions of North American trade.

This Section develops the analyses from these two perspectives, while adopting the following broad approach to
the container port demand traffic forecasts produced:


North American demand is derived from North American GDP forecasts and North American TEU
growth/GDP growth multipliers, which serves as the basis of forecasts for the Pacific Northwest region.



The projection for the Pacific West Coast, including the US Pacific South region of Los Angeles, Long
Beach and Oakland is also specifically noted as part of the coastal split between the Pacific Northwest
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and Pacific South areas, on the basis of share of volumes being maintained in accordance with longterm averages.

1.9



Pacific Northwest regional demand is estimated as a fixed percentage of the forecast North American
traffic.



Pacific Gateway demand derived from Western Canada GDP forecasts and North American TEU
growth/GDP growth multipliers, plus an allowance for increase intermodal potential for distant markets.
Forecast Container Demand Development to 2025

It is necessary to present a picture of the future development of demand on the basis of a ‘top-down’ macroeconomic analysis and projection. This Section develops such a review for the North American markets as a
whole before focusing on the different market components for the Port of Vancouver. The actual development of
container volumes at the port will be a function of the overall scale of demand, the competitive position of the
port’s terminal and the availability of capacity to meet demand on a cost-effective basis.
Globalisation has boosted economic growth and intensified the link between GDP and trade
In recent decades, as economies have expanded, trade has also increased to meet the demands of industry for
raw materials and intermediate goods, and the demands of consumers for competitive products. Trade in
manufactured goods (and intermediate goods) – the prime constituents of containerisation – has been at the
centre of this global economic expansion.
During this period, the fundamental structure of the world economy has altered. The ability to source finished or
partially manufactured goods in areas of low costs has been at the centre of the 'globalisation' of industries. Not
only has this boosted world output, but it has also intensified the relation between economic output and trade. In
the longer run, it will be the sustainability of this pattern of growth that will define the outlook for containerisation,
and therefore demand development at Port of Vancouver’s container terminals.
The availability of low cost transportation has stimulated globalisation and stimulated demand
The container system has been both a catalyst and a beneficiary of these developments. The availability of lowcost transport effectively eliminates freight charges as a significant consideration in the cost of most higher-value
commodities. This allows complex global sourcing patterns to be developed. With the continued availability of
low-cost labour in China and other major Asian regions, the migration of manufacturing to these locations seems
certain to continue.
Although the period since 2008 has delivered a considerable shock to the world trading system, the resilience of
the container sector has been clearly noted, with the business lost between the second half of 2008 and early
2010 now recovered. However, looking forward from the current perspective, it is clear that considerable
uncertainty is still noted at the macro-economic level relating to key events, especially those currently occurring.
The overall structure of the market outlook has remained broadly stable in terms of major market drivers and
general prospects. From the current perspective (end-2015), there are seen to be some significant changes that
may well influence the outlook and that are considered in some detail in the current report. Essentially, these
relate to changes in the macro-economic outlook for the markets and also specific trends relating to the container
shipping industry itself. The overall impact of these changes has been carefully modelled and factored-into the
forecasts here developed.
The following represents a summary of the key macro-economic factors of relevance:
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The outlook for the Chinese economy is considerably more uncertain than was noted in earlier
forecasts. It is apparent that economic expansion is slowing as a result of the shifting of demand in
favour of domestic consumption. This is unlikely to significantly impact on the structure of trade
between to/from North America in the medium term and may well in actually stimulate export volumes
via Vancouver as the Chinese economy is rebalanced.



The cost differential between Chinese manufacturing and local conditions in North America has also
reduced, although the advantages of Chinese output remain significant. This has seen increased
interest in ‘near-sourcing’ of production to, for example, Mexico and the ‘reshoring’ of some
production into the US itself. To date, the overall impact has been limited and confined to energy
intensive primary industry and it should also be noted that the beneficiaries of this have included
cheaper sources of production in, for example, Vietnam and Indonesia. For the medium term, the
model of increased reliance on Chinese and other East Asian manufacturing is unlikely to be significant
modified as major cost differences will be maintained.



The collapse in commodity prices (especially oil) that has been noted since mid-2014 is a major trend
that will influence the structure of trade in the short to medium term. This has a complex impact on the
Canadian position. On the one hand, this is exerting a negative impact on the economies of the major
oil and commodity producing Provinces (including British Columbia) but, conversely, this has acted as a
major stimulus to demand in the US and in central Canada, where consumption of imported
manufactured goods has benefitted. This has also resulted in a decline in the value of the Canadian
dollar versus its US equivalent and this has further boosted the competitive position of the Vancouver
alternative. While the impact of weak commodity prices has been generally negative for the Canadian
economy the results have been broadly positive for Vancouver as a container gateway.



There has been considerable progress on the Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement (TPP) with a full
text made public in early November 2015. The primary aim of this agreement will be to further reduce
trade tariffs between the signatories. This will provide a further stimulus to trade between the members
– all of the major Pacific Rim economies apart from China – and the US and Canada and will provide
some further upside on transpacific containerised trade. The speed of progress on this arrangement
was faster than had been anticipated in 2014.

The overall impact of these changes will influence the structure of demand forecasts for the Port of Vancouver.
However, it should be noted that these are modifications rather than structural shifts, and the basic cost and
market rationale that has been noted for the port remains in place. These issues inform the revision of the
forecasts detailed in this study.
Analysis of GDP outlook scenarios as input parameters for the trade forecasting
Given the strong link between GDP and container demand, the starting point for regional demand projections
must be a summary of the development trends for the economies under review. These projections have been
fully updated and are based upon the position in Q4 2015. A review has been undertaken of published forecasts
covering national and provincial GDP developments from a variety of sources. The following sections provide a
brief economic outlook, especially a GDP outlook, for Canada and the US, as well as provincial outlooks for
British Columbia, the Prairies, and Eastern Canadian provinces, based on published GDP data available from
various banks directly.
National economic outlooks – sustained development for Canada and US
The position for Canada is summarised in Tables 1.24. The outlook is for sustained economic development over
the remainder of the current decade, with the average growth level ranging between 2.5 per cent in 2016 to 2.0
per cent for 2020 (and beyond – based on current estimates). This data is sourced directly from each of the
financial institutions listed and is not attributable to OSC.
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Of course, this national figure is sourced from a wide range of different sources and each offers some minor
fluctuations but the overall level of increase remains largely consistent and it can be assumed that the total
Canadian GDP will see relatively small, but consistent, improvements moving forward.
Table 1.24
Canada - GDP Forecasts
Real % change
Year

BMO Prov. Scotia Global
Econ. Outlook

TD Prov.

Forecast Econ. Update

RBC Prov. CIBC Prov.
Outlook

Forecast

IMF

Average

2014

2.4%

2.2%

2.3%

2.5%

2.4%

2.4%

2.4%

2015

1.2%

1.1%

1.2%

1.2%

1.8%

1.0%

1.3%

2016

2.1%

1.8%

2.0%

2.5%

4.9%

1.7%

2.5%

2.3%

1.9%

2.4%

2.2%

2018

2.3%

2.3%

2019

2.1%

2.1%

2020

2.0%

2.0%

2017

2021-2050

2.0%

Source: Collated by Ocean Shipping Consultants

The situation for the US is shown in Table 1.25. The US economy has gathered pace and on average is
predicted to grow at 2.6 per cent in 2015 and 3.0 per cent for 2016. Further average increases are anticipated
for the remainder of the current decade, albeit by 2020 a figure similar to Canada, of 2.0 per cent per annum, is
projected. Again, relatively small but consistent improvements are being noted by the banks providing the data.
Table 1.25
USA - GDP Forecasts
Real % change
Year

BMO Prov. Scotia Global
Econ. Outlook

TD Prov.

Forecast Econ. Update

RBC Prov. CIBC Prov.
Outlook

Forecast

IMF

Average

2014

2.4%

1.9%

2.7%

3.0%

2.4%

2.4%

2.5%

2015

2.5%

2.4%

2.5%

2.2%

3.7%

2.6%

2.6%

2016

2.6%

2.5%

2.6%

2.9%

4.4%

2.8%

3.0%

2017

2.3%

2.7%

2.4%

2.8%

2.6%

2018

2.7%

2.7%

2019

2.2%

2.2%

2020

2.0%

2.0%

2021-2050

2.0%

Source: Collated by Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Regional economic outlooks, including stability in British Columbia
Although the Port of Vancouver is primarily a gateway for the national market (and, to a lesser extent, for the US)
the outlook for the western provinces of Canada is very important as a generator of local demand and as a
source of containerised exports. Province-specific GDP forecasts are prepared by several financial institutions
and the results of the most recent estimations are summarised in Table 1.26. To show better short-term trends,
both 2013 and 2014 data is included, along with estimates for 2017 (based on when available).
A fairly narrow range of projections for the short term is noted, with the following important points being noted:


Local demand in British Columbia will remain stable, with consistent growth anticipated for 2015 and
through to 2017. This is a manifestation of the broader economic recovery now underway.



The western provinces will record a mixed outlook, with Alberta continuing to benefit from increased
energy production and exports, whilst Manitoba and Saskatchewan will record more limited – but still
positive demand growth.



Eastern Canada – here represented by Ontario and Quebec will also demonstrate continued economic
growth – broadly in proportion to the anticipated national averaged.

The GDP projections for West Canada have been taken as basis as we believe this gives a better approximation
than the overall Canadian GDP figures, including for the parts of Canada neighbouring the West Canadian area,
which are believed to follow the West Canadian GDP better than the overall Canadian GDP.
It is apparent that the Port of Vancouver is very well placed to benefit from the relatively strong demand
anticipated for Canada and, specifically, for the western provinces that comprise key hinterlands for import
volumes. This will result in strong and sustained demand growth in the medium term.
Asian demand will remain the key driver of Port of Vancouver exports
Given the importance of containerised exports within the Port of Vancouver cargo base, it is also necessary to
summarise the economic development of the key importing regions in East Asia. It has been strong levels of
economic expansion that have driven demand for containerised commodities shipped via the port.
There have been wide variations in the year-on-year development of this relation, but in the period since 2000
this has begun to stabilise and this provides a useful tool for the forecasting of demand in these sectors.
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Table 1.26
Canada: Short Term GDP Forecasts by Province
Real % change
2013

2014

British Columbia

1.9%

3.2%

Alberta

3.8%

4.8%

Saskatchew an

5.0%

1.9%

Manitoba

2.2%

Western Canada (calculated)

2015 F

2016 F

2017 F

2.6%

2.5%

2.4%

-2.8%

-2.5%

2.1%

-0.5%

0.0%

1.8%

2.3%

2.2%

1.8%

2.1%

3.1%

3.7%

-0.2%

0.0%

2.2%

Ontario

1.3%

2.7%

2.5%

2.2%

2.3%

Quebec

1.0%

1.5%

1.6%

1.7%

1.8%

Canada

2.0%

2.5%

1.2%

1.0%

2.1%

British Columbia

1.9%

3.2%

2.9%

3.1%

2.9%

Alberta

3.8%

4.8%

-1.3%

0.9%

2.7%

Saskatchew an

5.0%

1.9%

-0.6%

2.5%

1.8%

Manitoba

2.2%

2.3%

1.8%

2.4%

2.6%

Western Canada (calculated)

3.1%

3.7%

0.6%

2.0%

2.7%

Ontario

1.3%

2.7%

2.1%

2.5%

2.7%

Quebec

1.0%

1.5%

1.3%

1.9%

1.7%

Canada

2.0%

2.5%

1.2%

2.2%

2.7%

British Columbia

1.9%

3.2%

2.5%

2.4%

2.1%

Alberta

3.8%

4.8%

-1.4%

1.2%

1.6%

Saskatchew an

5.0%

1.9%

-0.8%

1.7%

1.9%

Manitoba

2.2%

2.3%

2.3%

2.2%

2.1%

Western Canada (calculated)

3.1%

3.7%

0.4%

1.8%

1.9%

Ontario

1.3%

2.7%

2.0%

2.4%

2.0%

Quebec

1.0%

1.5%

1.7%

2.1%

2.0%

Canada

2.0%

2.5%

1.2%

2.0%

1.9%

British Columbia

1.9%

3.2%

2.3%

2.3%

2.4%

Alberta

3.8%

4.8%

-1.6%

-0.2%

2.2%

Saskatchew an

5.0%

1.9%

-0.2%

1.0%

2.2%

Manitoba

2.2%

2.3%

2.2%

2.2%

2.3%

Western Canada (calculated)

3.1%

3.7%

0.3%

1.0%

2.3%

Ontario

1.3%

2.7%

2.2%

2.3%

2.4%

Quebec

1.0%

1.5%

1.6%

1.9%

2.0%

Canada

2.0%

2.5%

1.2%

1.6%

2.3%

BMO - January 22, 2016

RBC - December 2015

TD - October 2015

ScotiaBank - January 13, 2016

Source: Banks
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Medium Term Macro-Economic Outlook
It is clearly necessary to consider how the regional economy will expand over the forecast period – indeed, this
will be one of the primary determinants of container port demand in the Port of Vancouver markets. There is now
renewed confidence in the outlook for the world economy, but the position remains fragile, with structural
weaknesses with regard to trade and government deficits. Given these uncertainties, it is unclear at what rate
the world economy will continue to recover and whether the current recovery is sustainable. Therefore, three
macroeconomic growth forecasts have been developed to cope with the range of possible outcomes, taking into
account the summary core macro-economic forecasts shown in Table 1.27.
The inter-dependencies within the world’s economy and foreign trade mean that it is necessary to consider the
global and regional economic scenarios that are likely to underpin economic growth, trade and hence port
demand both within the region and in the broader relay context. Three cases have been developed:


The Base Case – this represents a consensus view of the position through to 2017, with a continued
recovery towards trend growth. From the current perspective this remains the likely outcome.



The High Case – this takes into account positive developments in 2014, followed by a further strong
increase and then a return to a somewhat higher rate of economic expansion.



The Low Case – anticipates some further uncertainties at the macro-economic level, such as seen in
2014 and 2015, with the chance of some renewed stagnation. Beyond 2017 a more restrained pace of
subsequent expansion as the cost of the downturn is worked through the economy.

Developments at this macro-economic level are critical in determining the position for the regional economies.
Significant risks for the world economy remain and play directly through into the region.
Table 1.27
Core Macro-Economic Forecasts to 2025
Real % change
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021-2025

West Canada

4.26%

0.35%

1.38%

2.53%

2.53%

2.53%

2.53%

2.53%

Canada

2.81%

1.20%

1.91%

2.77%

2.68%

2.46%

2.31%

2.30%

USA

2.79%

2.96%

3.27%

3.22%

3.08%

2.53%

2.30%

2.30%

West Canada

3.70%

0.30%

1.20%

2.20%

2.20%

2.20%

2.20%

2.20%

Canada

2.44%

1.04%

1.66%

2.41%

2.33%

2.14%

2.01%

2.00%

USA

2.43%

2.57%

2.84%

2.80%

2.68%

2.20%

2.00%

2.00%

West Canada

2.07%

0.24%

0.96%

1.76%

1.76%

1.76%

1.76%

1.76%

Canada

2.07%

0.88%

1.41%

1.93%

1.86%

1.71%

1.61%

1.60%

USA

2.07%

2.18%

2.41%

2.24%

2.14%

1.76%

1.60%

1.60%

High Case

Base Case

Low Case

Source: Various, incl. Ocean Shipping Consultants

These core macro-economic GDP forecasts are used in the projections of container demand to 2025 under the
same scenarios of Base Case, High Case and Low Case. The North American forecasts utilise Canadian/US
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GDP growth rates, with Western Canada GDP growth used for the Pacific Gateway projections, with the
following essential conditions subsequently applied:
Base Case
 Economic fall-out of the Global Financial Crisis has finally settled and the scope for economic uncertainty
over 2016 and 2017 is limited;
 Credit availability continues to improve through 2016 and 2017;
 Continued long-term growth of US economy, accompanied by free-trade policies;
 Euro Zone pressures continue to restrain growth, but uncertainties are contained;
 Economic growth and free trade policies in the EU;
 More flexible economic management within Euro Zone;
 Economic and currency stability in East Asia;
 Renewed attempts to deregulate and restructure Japanese economy;
 Political stability, economic expansion and continuing structural reforms in China;
 Oil price returns to a stable level in the US$65-75 per barrel range;
 Stable trade framework and continued foreign direct investment in other major Asian economies included.
The High Case
 Economic fall-out now contained and more rapid expansion from 2016 and 2017;
 Credit availability improves sharply during 2016 and 2017 and approaches pre-crisis levels;
 Earlier return to long-term growth of US economy, stimulating earlier expansion in trade and eased credit
conditions;
 Economic growth and free trade policies in the EU;
 Euro Zone pressures are successfully managed;
 Japanese economy recovers more strongly than in the Base Case;
 Return to economic and currency stability in East Asia but at an accelerated rate;
 Political stability, economic expansion and accelerated structural reforms in China;
 Oil price stable at relatively high levels;
 Stable trade framework and continued foreign direct investment in other major Asian economies included.
Low Case
 Renewed uncertainty and periods of short term contraction in established economies;
 More uncertainty in the US, leading directly to slower world growth;
 Slower growth in the EU economies – especially in the south;
 Renewed inflexibility of economic management and irreconcilable policy objectives within Euro Zone;
 More prolonged stagnation of the Japanese economy, with inadequate structural adjustment;
 Economic uncertainty in China and lower growth;
 Uncertain and volatile development of oil prices with periods of very low pricing;
 More uncertain trade and foreign investment climate in other major Asian economies included.
It remains unclear which development will actually occur, but the details outlined captures the range of
possibilities that can be reasonably anticipated and support the core GDP forecasts that are used in structuring
the regional import/export demand forecasts for North America shown by Table 1.27.
Under the Base Case the current recovery accelerates in both the US and Canada and the increasing
importance of the West Canada region continues over the forecast period. The development of these underlying
economic factors will be the primary determinant of demand development for import volumes. The High and the
Low Cases represent a range of possible developments around the Base Case which, with changes in the
assumed container port multiplier, will determine the overall development of demand at the continental and
regional level.
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North American and the Port of Vancouver trades remain largely determined by trade with Asia
For North America as a whole, imports remain the dominant category. That is to say, there are far more loaded
boxes imported into the markets than are exported and focusing on this link as the primary driver is clearly
appropriate. However, in the case of the Port of Vancouver, the importance of the export sector necessitates
analysis of some additional macro-economic drivers. As has been noted, the destination of containerised
exports is primarily China (and other major) economies). The level of future demand development over the
horizon to 2025 will be driven by the pace of continuing expansion in these markets.
Table 1.28 presents a summary of the overall economic development of the top five Port of Vancouver
containerised cargo markets for the period since 2004 and includes the latest IMF forecasts for 2015F. The
sheer dynamism of the region is apparent, with China leading the way and the regional NICs (Taiwan, South
Korea and Hong Kong) all recording sustained growth. The exception is Japan, where much more restricted
growth is noted in-line with other developed economies. These countries are classified as “other major Asia.”
The other major Asian total in Table 1.28 excludes China does utilise a weighted average of the remaining
economies shown.
Table 1.28
Key Asian Markets - GDP Development 2004-2015F
Real % change
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

China

10.1

11.3

12.7

14.2

9.6

9.2

10.4

9.3

7.7

7.7

7.3

6.8

Japan

2.4

1.3

1.7

2.2

-1.0

-5.5

4.4

-0.6

2.0

1.6

-0.1

0.6

Taiw an

6.2

4.7

5.4

6.0

0.7

-1.8

10.7

4.1

1.3

2.2

3.8

2.2

South Korea

4.6

4.0

5.2

5.1

2.3

0.3

6.3

3.7

2.0

2.9

3.3

2.7

Hong Kong

8.5

7.1

7.0

6.4

2.3

-2.6

7.0

4.9

1.5

3.1

2.5

2.5

Other Major Asia

3.4

2.5

3.1

3.7

0.5

-3.4

5.8

1.3

2.5

2.5

1.5

1.7

Note: China is ex cluded from the Other Major Asia GDP totals
Source: IMF

China is the dominant force, but to capture economic developments in these key trading locations with the Port of
Vancouver, IMF average data concerning the other major Asia (which excludes China, although China is
included in Figure 1.16 for comparative purposes) has been included in this series.
In overall terms, good sustained growth has been noted and it is anticipated that there will be further economic
expansion. The overall development of the regional economies over the period is further detailed in Figure 1.16.
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Figure 1.16 - Key Asian GDP Development 2004-2014 (percent change)
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Table 1.29 presents further key data for the other major Asian economies applicable for the Port of Vancouver,
including:


There has been some worsening inflationary pressures noted in the region (of particular note in China
too, although China is excluded from this analysis), although these pressures have eased in-line with
lower economic growth. This may have the effect of somewhat slowing the overall expansion of
demand.



The trade balance for the region as a whole has narrowed in recent years, to the point where in 2013 to
2015F it has dropped into negative territory. Over most of the period one of the primary drivers of
demand was the rapid increase in manufactured goods exports. Growth remains strong, but the
process of economic balancing is underway.



Based on projected developments of 2015, import volumes are higher than that for exports – the
previous primary driver of demand – although clearly there remains a degree of year-on-year fluctuation
occurring as in 2014 export growth was much higher than the import per cent change.

Table 1.29
Other Major Asia - Key Indicators 2004-2015F
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

GDP - %

3.4

2.5

3.1

3.7

0.5

-3.4

5.8

1.3

2.5

2.5

1.5

1.7

CPI - %

4.1

3.7

4.2

5.4

7.4

3.0

5.7

6.3

4.7

4.4

3.9

3.3

Trade Balance - % ca

2.6

3.4

5.6

6.6

5.5

3.8

3.2

4.4

2.9

-5.5

-3.3

-5.7

Ex ports - %

19.4

11.7

10.6

11.9

5.3

-2.6

19.0

10.4

4.9

4.2

9.8

1.0

Imports - %

15.1

17.2

16.9

13.3

4.8

-8.3

22.9

8.5

4.3

2.5

4.6

6.8

Source: IMF
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Strong link between Asian economic development and containers exported via the Port of Vancouver
A significant link is noted between the other major Asian economies and the level of containerised exports
shipped via the Port of Vancouver. This was particularly noted in the late 1990s and the first years of the 2000s,
when very strong year on year expansion was recorded. The link is detailed in Table 1.30 for the period 2000 to
2014, with an estimate shown for 2015, based on IMF GDP estimates and January-September 2015 figures for
the Port of Vancouver.
On average the intensity of this link has remained a largely stable relation, with the developments in GDP
consistent with the changes in containerised export tonnages shipped via the Port of Vancouver.
Table 1.30
Other Major Asia GDP and Port of Vancouver Containerised Exports 2000-205F4
2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014 2015F

GDP - %

7.0

6.1

7.0

8.4

3.4

2.5

3.1

3.7

0.5

-3.4

5.8

1.3

2.5

2.5

1.5

1.7

Tonnage - %

6.6

-1.6

11.2

5.0

13.3

-2.9

15.3

14.6

5.7

3.6

0.5

5.4

3.9

10.8

9.9

12.0

Ratio

0.9

-0.3

1.6

0.6

3.9

-1.2

4.9

4.0

12.2

-1.1

0.1

4.1

1.6

4.4

6.6

6.9

Source: IMF/Port of Vancouv er/Ocean Shipping Consultants

The stability and strength of the link between the Port of Vancouver and other major Asian economies is further
shown in Figure 1.17, with the ratio typically reflecting the growth of both Asian GDP development and the
tonnage growth of the Port of Vancouver’s containerised exports. The alight drop in the tonnage per cent share
in 2014 from 2013 is noted, although the 2015F figure is expecting to see a small rebound. As such, it is
reasonable to expect this trend to continue moving forward.

Figure 1.17 - Other Major Asian GDP & Port of Vancouver
Containerised Exports since 2000
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Asian economic development will drive key future trade developments
Given the importance of Asian economic development in determining future export volumes shipped via the Port
of Vancouver and the Pacific Gateway region, it is necessary to summarise the range of possible developments
over the period to 2025. Short term IMF forecasts for China and the other major Asian economies of relevance
to the Port of Vancouver have been collated together with longer term ranges of possible economic
developments to be used in the export container demand forecasting process to 2025. The results are
summarised in Table 1.31.
Table 1.31
Core Asian Macro-Economic Forecasts to 2025
Real % change
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021-2025

China

8.40%

7.83%

7.25%

6.90%

7.02%

7.28%

7.28%

7.48%

Other Major Asia

1.55%

1.75%

2.27%

2.16%

2.37%

2.58%

2.47%

3.10-3.60%

China

7.30%

6.81%

6.30%

6.00%

6.10%

6.33%

6.33%

6.50%

Other Major Asia

1.50%

1.70%

2.20%

2.10%

2.30%

2.50%

2.40%

3.00-3.50%

China

5.84%

5.45%

5.04%

4.80%

4.88%

5.06%

5.06%

5.20%

Other Major Asia

1.47%

1.67%

2.16%

2.06%

2.25%

2.45%

2.35%

2.90-3.40%

High Case

Base Case

Low Case

Source: IMF/Ocean Shipping Consultants

With regard to developments over the period to 2025, the main uncertainty is attached to the potential of lower
growth within China. It is apparent that economic expansion is slowing as a result of the shifting of demand in
favour of domestic consumption. This is unlikely to significantly impact on the structure of trade between to/from
North America in the medium term and may well in actually stimulate export volumes via the Port of Vancouver
as the Chinese economy is rebalanced.
At the same time the cost differential between Chinese manufacturing and local conditions in North America has
also reduced, although the advantages of Chinese output remain significant. This has seen increased interest in
‘near-sourcing’ of production to, for example, Mexico and the ‘reshoring’ of some production into the US itself.
To date, the overall impact has been limited and confined to energy intensive primary industry and it should also
be noted that the beneficiaries of this have included cheaper sources of production in, for example, Vietnam and
Indonesia. For the medium term, the model of increased reliance on Chinese and other East Asian
manufacturing is unlikely to be significant modified as major cost differences will be maintained.
To help address these factors a range of developments around recorded trend levels has been assumed for the
balance of the forecast period.
Thorough approach to container forecasting
Containerisation of general and bulk cargoes represents an aggregate demand. That is to say, a variety of
individual commodities and finished and semi-finished goods are transported by container. In addition, the
imbalance of the Transpacific trades (in total), has seen very low value cargoes increasingly containerised for the
eastbound leg where cargo availability is limited. This has resulted in commodities such as steel scrap, waste
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paper and other low value goods also entering into inter-continental trade. The approach taken in this study is to
relate the development of GDP directly to container port demand in the import/export market, and to use this as a
basic driver of demand growth. This allows factors such as increased penetration of the container system into
new commodity groups and the imbalance of container port demand (i.e. the requirement to handle empty
containers) to be adequately captured.
In summary, the approach is as follows:


Step 1 – The relation between regional GDP and the port range hinterland’s GDP is identified. The degree
to which this co-efficient has changed over time is defined, with this generally reflecting a declining intensity.
As economic development is noted, the trend is that trade as a percentage of the economy begins to
stabilise to a mature level. This process is anticipated to continue over the forecast period.



Step 2 – The distribution of demand by seaboard is considered on the basis of underlying distribution costs
at the continental level and on the basis of the relative costs of all-water and intermodal services. This is
based upon a review of the relative competitive position of the port ranges’ container handling facilities in
contrast to competing ports. This identifies port capabilities, transit costs, intermodal links, etc. This defines
the role of Pacific Northwest ports in the market.



Step 3 – This allows a series of continental and regional demand forecasts to be calculated on the basis of
overall demand expansion and relative underlying cost structures.



Step 4 – Specific estimates are developed that identify the range of possible demand growth for the Pacific
Gateway in each of the markets under consideration. This is based upon the general macro trends that are
assessed over the period to 2025.

The actual degree to which the Port of Vancouver will capture a share of these markets is the subject of the
specific competition analyses developed later in this Study.
Overview of co-efficients applied to 2025
In developing estimations of the link between GDP development and overall North American container port
demand, the following co-efficient multipliers have been utilised within the container forecasts generated:
Overall North American GDP Container Port Demand Multipliers

2015-2017
2018-2020
2021-2025

Base

High

Low

1.70
1.50
1.20

1.70
1.80
1.40

1.70
1.30
1.10

That is to say, for example, for each percentage increase in GDP noted in the Base Case for the period between
2015-2017 an increase in port demand (container moves across the quay) of 1.70 per cent will be generated.
The development and reduction in co-efficient multipliers is a major aspect of demand projections and used for
both North American and Pacific Gateway forecasts in this Section. It is noted by OSC from previous analysis
that the multiplier will continue to reduce as the economy matures.
With regard to the co-efficients linking containerised exports with other major Asian GDP the following historic
relations have been noted:
Other Major Asia GDP and Port of Vancouver Containerised Exports:
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1996-2011
2000-2005
2005-2014

1 : 1.27
1 : 0.68
1 : 0.72

In the forecast market to 2025 it is estimated that a link of 1 : 0.68 will be a sustainable driver in this container
trades. These multipliers are used in the Pacific Gateway forecasts in this Section.
1.10 Forecast Container Demand Development 2025-2050
Given the timeframe associated with this study, the maximum potential of the market must be a factor in
determining the level of forecast demand. Clearly, there must be some limit to the pace of expansion in the
developed container markets. In the OECD in general (and North America in particular), the relative maturity of
the container sector makes the identification of growth limits of some importance.
At the centre of concerns about the scope for long-term demand growth is the degree to which import markets for
container goods will reach saturation and the potential political implications of ever greater import-dependency.
That is to say, the consumption of certain commodity groupings is thought to be limited, and the pace of growth
ultimately constrained. This is, in some instances, obviously the case. For example, the per capita consumption
of meat and other food products cannot continue to expand without limit in the North American markets. The
scope for import growth must therefore be limited. Furthermore, the development of the world economy beyond
2025 could proceed along one of several different courses, each of which will have different implications for the
level of expansion and the direction of trade. Clearly, these different developments will have direct implications
for the future level of containerised demand at the Port of Vancouver.
It has also been suggested that the robust development of container demand has been attributable to a 'one-off'
period of 'globalisation' in world manufacturing and consumption. Accordingly, the period since 1990 is held to
represent a special case and a period of structural adjustment. Having said this, it is clear that this process of
globalisation still has further to run and this is reflected in the approach taken to demand projection for the period
to 2025.
Core issues that will further impact the world economy over the post-2025 period include:


The ability of the world economies to expand further in light of major issues such as population growth,
climate change and energy availability.



The linked issue of political stability and the degree to which it will be possible to continue free trade
policies will be a major issue. For example, a shift to protectionism would directly impact the volume
and direction of containerised trade.



The location of production and consumption will continue to mature with, for example, increased export
volumes directed towards East Asia as living standards continue to improve in these markets.



There may also be technological changes that have unforeseen effects on the development of trade
volumes and modalities – although the dominant position of containerisation is not forecast to change
significantly.



Of course, the overall competitive position of the Port of Vancouver in these markets – in terms of
capacity, intermodal connectivity and efficiency – will also influence demand within each of the identified
scenarios.
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The only coherent approach to uncertainties over the longer term is to adopt a scenario-based approach to
forecasting. Essentially, the economy could develop in a series of divergent directions. Three scenarios have
been defined that will have differing implications for the Port of Vancouver’s container demand.
Macro-economic scenarios for the North American markets beyond 2025 applied
The following scenarios have been used in the development of post-2025 forecasts for the region:
Continuing Free Trade
In the projections developed for the period to 2025 a range of developments has been defined that entail a broad
continuation of the forces that have driven the global economy in the period since the early 1990s. That is to
say, the globalisation of production will continue and new, cheaper, sources of imported goods will join China in
driving containerised goods flows. It has been this model that has been the primary driver of deepsea container
trades in the period since the late 1990s, with recent export demand increases reinforcing these developments.
It is possible that this process will continue over the longer term period to 2050 – albeit at a slower and less
intense pace. This would result in a restructuring of the relative economic importance of world regions and have
far-reaching economic and political implications.
In qualitative terms, the outlook would have the following characteristics:


The basic structure of the Port of Vancouver demand would remain focused on increased trade from
China (and other Asian markets) serving the North American markets.



Strong demand in Asian markets would sustain commodity prices, with this particularly benefiting the
western Canadian economy with regard to containerised exports.



Under these conditions, further GDP expansion will be noted, although the long-term sustainable level
of expansion would be lower than in the period to 2025 under the Base Case for North America.



There would be continuing further economic expansion in East Asia – albeit at a gradually slower pace
– with this sustaining the level of export demand growth from western Canada.



There would be some further reduction in the intensity of the relation between GDP development and
container port demand, with this position reflecting trends already in place. It is likely that parity
between trade growth and container port demand will be reached from the 2030s.



Strong demand growth will continue on the Transpacific trades and there will be a progressive move
towards a more balanced trade structure as demand from east Asia continues to stimulate import
growth.



It is likely that commodity prices will remain somewhat unstable over the period and conflicts over
resources will become more common.

The overall outlook will be one of a continued evolution of trade on the basis of developments noted in the past
twenty years, with this resulting in continued (but somewhat slower) North American and Pacific Northwest
demand. The role of the Port of Vancouver will be determined by the ability to offer a competitive container
handling product and by availability of capacity.
This scenario would essentially represent a continuation of the High Case to 2025 demand projection.
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A Partially Protectionist World
Recent years have seen worsening trade pressures. The sustainability of the Base Case has been called into
question with the major importing regions – both North America and Europe – increasingly questioning the
desirability of the wholesale transfer of production capacity to China. In addition, the ability of these regions to
continue to pay for ever-larger volumes of imports is questionable. Whilst these pressures are likely to become
more significant in the short term the real impact (if they intensify) will be after 2025. A political shift to redirect
growth within trading blocs would be the outcome of such a position.
In qualitative terms, the outlook would have the following characteristics:


It is likely that any such protectionist scenario would see the development of ‘Fortress North America’
with a commonality of interests between Canada and the US – and (probably) the broader NAFTA
grouping. Investment would be increasingly directed inwards for these economies.



Restrictions on trade would typically result in lower than potential trade growth. Interference in the
allocation of resources would see lower economic growth.



In the first few years of this situation, however, a stimulus would likely be recorded in the level of North
American growth. This would follow from increased investment in domestic industry and the resulting
stimulus to demand growth.



This pattern would see both smaller trade volumes and also a reorientation of demand to within the
North American continent. The development of demand would be slower for container ports that have
focused on serving the Transpacific trades – such as the Port of Vancouver. This would increase
competitive pressures between Pacific Northwest and Pacific South ports for markets which will grow
considerably more slowly.



These conditions would reduce the level of world demand for commodities and energy and also reorientate trade in these goods within the continent. This would reduce the relative economic advantage
anticipated for the western Canadian region.

From the current perspective some version of this scenario is seen as a likely outcome given the limitations
inherent in a continuation of the current model.
This will represent a continuation of the Base Case projections.
New Economic and Trade Paradigm
Over the timeframe of this study, it is a possibility that the world economy could move forward on a different
basis. The environmental pressures that were dominating policy choice – at least until the economic downturn –
were driven by concerns over matters such as Climate Change and Sustainability. It is possible that these
issues will once again achieve their dominance at the global level. If this is to be the case, these issues are likely
to be focused on the post-2025 development of the market.
It is difficult to identify the likely impact of these changes, but in qualitative terms the following matters will
emerge:


There will be policy encouragement (or compulsion) to re-orientate economic activity on a localised
basis. This would see considerably slower economic growth, with the emphasis on recycling and other
such policies. This would see absolute demand increase more slowly.



Under these conditions, economic growth would be much more limited in North America and the pace of
expansion in the other major Asian markets would be correspondingly slower. The degree to which
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other major Asian markets would be able to expand at a pace ahead of demographic pressures would
be called into question.


Container trade between Asia and North America could stagnate under these conditions as the energy
costs of delivering goods from Asia will come under increasing policy challenges (particularly with
regard to carbon emissions).



Indeed, the introduction of a putative global carbon tax would directly impact on goods flows in
containers and also commodity demand. This will adversely impact on the relative economic
advantages of the western Canadian provinces.

This represents a complete paradigm shift and the degree to which this could be realised is likely to be
problematic. However, these issues will become increasingly important over the forecast period and do
represent a possible (if unlikely) outcome. This scenario would generate the slowest growth for the Port of
Vancouver and represent a continuation of the Low Case from 2025. Container demand will be heavily
constrained should this scenario be realised.
Table 1.32
Continuing Free Trade' Scenario 2026-2050 - main container demand drivers
2026-2035

2036-2050

Canada

Declines to 2.2% pa

Declines to 1.8% pa

West Canada

Declines to 2.5% pa

Declines to 2.0% pa

USA

Declines to 2.2% pa

Declines to 1.8% pa

Grow s to 6.0% pa

Consolidates to 4.5% pa

Reduces to 6.0% pa

Consolidates to 4.5% pa

Declines to 1.1

Declines to 1.0

GDP

Other Major Asia
China
Multiplier
North America - imports
Asia - ex ports to

Remains at 0.6

Remains at 0.6

Remains at 15.5%

Remains at 15.5%

Imports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Ex ports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Market Share Pacific Northw est - imports
Regional Distribution - within N.America

Proportional Importance of Asia - % of total port demand
Imports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Ex ports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

In contrast to the projections for the period to 2025, the actual impact of these developments on container port
demand can only be viewed in a subjective light. The general structure of these scenarios will be reflected in the
volume and direction of container port demand but there will be wide variations in each case.
The approach taken to assessing the impact of these developments on regional container port demand is to
provide a general estimation of the impact of these changes on the forces driving trade demand. These general
indicators are summarised in Tables 1.32 to 1.34 which summarise the key drivers over the period.
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Table 1.33
Partially Protectionist' Trade Scenario 2026-2050 - main container demand drivers
2026-2035

2036-2050

Canada

Increases to 2.5% pa

Reduces to 1.2% pa

West Canada

Reduces to 2.5% pa

Reduces to 1.8% pa

USA

Increases to 2.5% pa

Reduces to 1.4% pa

Grow s to 5.0% pa

Consolidates to 4.0% pa

Reduces to 5.0% pa

Consolidates to 4.0% pa

GDP

Other Major Asia
China
Multiplier
North America - imports

Declines to 0.8

Declines to 0.7

Asia - ex ports to

Remains at 0.6

Remains at 0.6

Remains at 15.5%

Remains at 15.5%

Imports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Ex ports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Market Share Pacific Northw est - imports
Regional Distribution - within N.America

Proportional Importance of Asia - % of total port demand
Imports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Ex ports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 1.34
New Paradigm' Trade Scenario 2026-2050 - main container demand drivers
2026-2035

2036-2050

Canada

Declines to 1.8% pa

Declines to 1.0% pa

West Canada

Declines to 2.0% pa

Declines to 1.4% pa

USA

Declines to 1.8% pa

Declines to 1.0% pa

GDP

Other Major Asia

Consolidates to 4.0% pa

Reduces to 3.0% pa

Reduces to 5.0% pa

Consolidates to 4.0% pa

China
Multiplier
North America - imports

Declines to 0.7

Declines to 0.5

Asia - ex ports to

Remains at 0.6

Remains at 0.6

Remains at 15.5%

Remains at 15.5%

Market Share Pacific Northw est - imports
Regional Distribution - within N.America
Imports

BC share increases to 45%

BC share increases to 60%

Ex ports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Proportional Importance of Asia - % of total port demand
Imports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Ex ports

Current distribution maintained

Current distribution maintained

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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The following points should be noted:


Under the Continuing Free Trade scenario the broader trends noted in the period to 2025 will continue.
However, there will be a general slowdown in regional economic growth as full maturity is approximated
and there will also be a slowdown in the intensity of the link between GDP and container port demand.
This will approach unity by the end of the period. That is to say, trade volumes will move in direct
proportion to underlying economic expansion.
In this scenario the distribution of trade in terms of broad trading regions – will remain stable and the
current distribution of containers within North America will also be held stable. Indeed, this is a feature
of each scenario, with the overall volume of trade being the primary difference under each case.



Under the ‘Partially Protectionist’ scenario the major difference will be stimulation in local demand in the
first years of the period – i.e. between 2026-2036, as local production increases and some is relocated
back from Asia. However, the defensive nature of this scenario will see lower overall growth in the
balance of the forecast period. The smaller role of Transpacific trade in the North American economy
will also see a more rapid contraction in the intensity of the multiplier link. This will fall to lower than
parity over the period as growth and trade is partially re-orientated within North America.
The overall distribution of a smaller container trade profile will remain similar to that anticipated for other
cases, with the focus being on lower demand growth.



The ‘New Paradigm’ situation is difficult to assess, but the key change will be lower overall expansion
and trade – with multipliers to growth being lower than in the protectionist case. In addition, there will be
further re-orientation in favour of local markets. This will, for example, result in the share of British
Columbia within the Pacific Northwest hinterland increasing to a larger proportion. Essentially, this
scenario will have a negative impact on the pace of container trade development.

The development of overall container demand has been forecast for the period to 2050 under these conditions.
1.11

Forecast Regional Container Port Demand Forecasts

Having considered the forces that will shape continental and regional demand growth, attention is now directed
towards the overall range of possible demand growth under these conditions. The approach taken is as detailed
above. That is to say, the overall development of North American container port demand under these trade
conditions is defined.
The role of the Pacific Northwest ports within these forecasts is defined and then attention is directed towards the
development of demand split between the West and East coasts of North America, with the estimated Base Case
share attributable to the US Pacific South (i.e. Long Beach, Los Angeles and Oakland included, but Mexican
ports excluded) also outlined to give an indication of the future level of demand over the assessment period.
The next stage is to outline the projected volumes for the Pacific Northwest region too and from this the Pacific
Gateway region demand is outlined, which is basically the container volumes for Port of Vancouver and Prince
Rupert).
It is this general framework that will shape demand growth at the Port of Vancouver over the study period, but the
actual core forecasts for the port are developed (in Section VII) following consideration of specific competition
issues (in Section II to Section V, which includes specific cost analysis of the Port of Vancouver and competing
facilities in Section V). The perspective of the current analysis is a general overview of the magnitude of
demand.
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Outlook for the long term North American container port demand will see continued growth
Table 1.35 summarises the anticipated development of North American container port demand over the forecast
period to 2025, with further estimations of the level of demand under each of the longer term scenarios to 2050.
Under the Base Case (regarded as the most likely outcome from the current perspective), total North American
container port demand is forecast to increase from the 2015F level of 55.8 million TEU to 75.7million TEU in
2025. This represents a CAGR of 3.1 per cent based on the 2015F starting point. The continuation of this case
over the balance of the study period generates a possible level of container port demand at some 116.3 million
TEU in 2050. The overall CAGR for the entire period, of 2015F to 2050 based on these container forecasts
equates to 2.1 per cent.
Table 1.35
Forecast Overall North American Container Port Demand to 2050
- million TEU

Low Case
Base Case
High Case

2010A

2011A

2012A

2013A

2014A

2015F

2016F

2017F

2018F

2019F

2020F

2025F

2030F

2035F

2040F

2045F

2050F

45.7
45.7
45.7

46.3
46.3
46.3

48.8
48.8
48.8

50.8
50.8
50.8

52.9
52.9
52.9

55.8
55.8
55.8

58.0
58.4
58.7

59.6
60.8
62.1

61.3
63.2
65.5

62.7
65.3
68.5

64.0
67.2
71.3

69.8
75.7
83.6

75.7
84.9
96.8

81.0
94.2
109.9

85.5
102.8
123.0

89.0
110.3
136.4

91.7
116.3
149.7

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

There is a significant divergence in demand in the different cases and scenarios modeled in this analysis. The
range of demand identified at 2025 is placed at a range between 69.8 to 83.6 million TEU per annum and a
progressive divergence is noted in the subsequent development of demand.
In general, the development of demand will be driven by the pace of economic expansion and the overall
structure of trade – i.e. the degree to which globalisation and inter-regional containerised goods flows will be
maintained. There will be a slowdown in the pace of demand growth reflecting the maturity of the relation and of
the Transpacific container trades under each of the scenarios. The general outlook is further detailed in Figure
1.18.
Figure 1.18 - Forecast Overall N. American Container Port Demand to 2050 (million TEU)
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Continued container growth for Pacific Coast anticipated
The overall North American container port demand forecasts can then be divided into the Pacific and
Atlantic/Gulf coast shares.
As already identified at the start of this Section, the Pacific Coast has maintained a very consistent share of total
North American container demand. The historic and existing high traffic volumes and existing infrastructure,
together with large local consuming markets in Southern California and ability to serve the rest of the US from the
San Pedro ports means that this position will continue.
Between 1990 and 2015F, the Pacific Coast region accounted for an average of 56.0 per cent of total activity and
this was consistent with the more recent period of 2000 to 2015F when the share was 55.5 per cent overall.
Therefore, moving forward it is reasonable to maintain a split of 55 per cent to the Pacific Coast and 45 per cent
to the Atlantic/Gulf region, as Table 1.36 shows.
Table 1.36
Container Volumes per North America Coast to 2050 - Base Case
- million TEU
2010A

2011A

2012A

2013A

2014A

2015F

2016F

2017F

2018F

2019F

2020F

2025F

2030F

2035F

2040F

2045F

2050F

North America

45.7

46.3

48.8

50.8

52.9

55.8

58.4

60.8

63.2

65.3

67.2

75.7

84.9

94.2

102.8

110.3

116.3

Pacific West Coast
Atlantic & Gulf

25.7
20.0

25.9
20.5

27.4
21.4

28.3
22.5

29.1
23.8

29.6
26.2

32.1
26.3

33.4
27.3

34.8
28.4

35.9
29.4

37.0
30.3

41.6
34.1

46.7
38.2

51.8
42.4

56.6
46.3

60.7
49.6

64.0
52.3

US Pacific South*
Pacific Northwest

16.53
7.14

16.62
7.13

17.59
7.56

17.00
7.79

17.77
7.78

17.76
8.14

19.26
8.89

20.06
9.32

20.85
9.68

21.54
10.07

22.18
10.45

24.98
11.99

28.01
13.46

31.09
14.94

33.94
16.31

36.39
17.49

38.38
18.44

Note: * = Pacific South region excludes Mexico, so includes Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland only.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Also included in this breakdown is the share applicable to the US pacific South region (of Long Beach, Los
Angeles and Oakland, with the Mexican ports excluded). It can be seen that this component of the Pacific Coast
will see the 2015F total of 17.77 million TEU rise to 24.98 million TEU in 2020, with subsequent increases
thereafter until 38.38 million TEU is reached in 2050.
The range of projected development for the Pacific Coast is further shown in Figure 1.19, which outlines that in
2025 the Low case to High Case forecasts will be between 38.4 million TEU and 46.0 million TEU. With
continued increases anticipated over the forecast period, by 2050 the range will be between 50.4 million TEU
and 82.3 million TEU, on the assumption that the region maintains its current share of the overall market as
anticipated.
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Figure 1.19 - Pacific Coast Container Volumes to 2050 (Million TEU)
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Outlook for the long term Pacific Northwest container port demand within the North American market
The next stage of the forecasting exercise focuses attention on the role of the Pacific Northwest within the overall
North American market. In assessing these developments the following important points should be noted:


Asian trades will continue to dominate the overall structure of North American container flows and the
location of Pacific Northwest ports in relation to Asia and in terms of intermodal connectivity will
continue to favour this port region.



The strong availability of export cargoes – particularly from British Columbia – will underline the relative
position of these ports versus competing terminals in California. As the overall balance of trade with
Asian moves in the direction of equilibrium, these will be increasingly important considerations.



The development of the Panama Canal will have significant effects on the overall structure of Asia-North
America container flows. It is anticipated that the role of All-Water services between Asia and the North
American markets will increase in proportional share as much larger vessels are deployed on the
trades. This will, however, be focused on the Californian ports. The importance of these terminals as
access points for the broader North American markets will decline as All-Water trades increase market
share. These ports will be squeezed between the Pacific Northwest terminals (with their clear
advantages) and shipments via Panama.

In order to develop a cautious view of potential demand growth it is assumed that the Pacific Northwest share of
the North American markets will remain constant at 15.5 per cent over the forecast period. It may be that there is
scope to increase share, but this would represent an upside to core demand developments.
Table 1.37
Forecast Pacific Northwest Container Port Demand to 2050
- million TEU

Low Case
Base Case
High Case

2010A

2011A

2012A

2013A

2014A

2015F

2016F

2017F

2018F

2019F

2020F

2025F

2030F

2035F

2040F

2045F

2050F

7.1
7.1
7.1

7.1
7.1
7.1

7.6
7.6
7.6

7.8
7.8
7.8

7.8
7.8
7.8

8.1
8.1
8.1

8.8
8.9
9.0

9.1
9.3
9.5

9.4
9.7
10.0

9.7
10.1
10.6

9.9
10.4
11.1

11.1
12.0
13.2

12.0
13.5
15.3

12.8
14.9
17.4

13.6
16.3
19.5

14.1
17.5
21.6

14.5
18.4
23.7

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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On this basis, the development of demand for Pacific Northwest ports as a whole has been defined and the
results are summarised in Table 1.37 and in Figure 1.20.
It is forecast that under the Base Case total demand shipped via these ports will increase from 7.8 million TEU in
2014 to 10.4 million TEU in 2020 and then reaching 12.0 million TEU by 2025. The longer term Base Case
projections indicated a potential demand level of 18.4 million TEU by 2050.
Once again, a considerable range of demand is noted, with demand running at between 11.1 million TEU and
13.2 million TEU in 2025. As follows from the earlier analyses, there is also a wide range of potential
developments over the balance of the study period.
In 2050 the range of potential demand for the Pacific Northwest ports is forecast to be between 14.5 million TEU
and 23.7 million TEU, with this being determined by the different scenarios defined in this study.

Figure 1.20 - Pacific Northwest Container Port Demand to 2050 (million TEU)
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Positive Outlook for the long term Pacific Gateway container port demand in Pacific Northwest range
The future development of combined demand at the Pacific Gateway terminals (i.e. Port of Vancouver plus
Prince Rupert) is also considered with this being the primary market for the Vancouver terminals.
Here, a different methodology is utilised. Overall import demand is driven not by the overall development of
North American GDP but, rather, by the estimated development of both western Canadian GDP. This has been
– and is forecast to continue to be – slightly higher than that for the continent as a whole. This will have the
effect of driving import demand at a faster pace for this region than is anticipated for the entire market.
The development of import demand by region and by commodity group is summarised in Table 1.38 for the
period to 2030. The following should be noted:


The current distribution of containers imported via Pacific Gateway terminals into different North
American regions is forecast to remain fairly stable. The strong development forecast for the western
Canadian economy will secure volumes in these markets, but there may be renewed and increased
competition from the All-Water eastern ports, although this will be marginal for eastern and central
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Canada. There may be scope for Pacific Gateway ports to further increase their transit flows to US
markets. In general, it has been assumed that distribution will remain stable, but there is seen to be
some upside for Pacific Gateway terminals to further extend their market penetration.


It is unlikely that the current split of containerised imports by commodity grouping will be significantly
modified over the period to 2025 (although in the longer term structural changes may influence these
issues). On this basis, it is assumed that the current emphasis on household goods, components and
construction materials will be sustained. The imbalance in goods will broadly continue, thus generating
a flow of imported empties.

The outlook for the Pacific Gateway region where the Port of Vancouver is located is further summarised to 2030
in Figure 1.21, with the split to key overall regions identified. Growth of the US market is clear to see, while West
Canada will also remain a key component of the imports. The remaining traffic has been collated into “other
Canada” because all of the traffic remains within the country.

Figure 1.21 - Pacific Gateway Container Imports by Destination to 2030 ('000TEUs)
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Table 1.38
Pacific Gateway - Base Scenario Import Container Port Demand to 2030
- 000 TEU
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

By Destination
West Canada and Unknow n
Other Canada
United States
Total

631.7
755.5
382.2
1,769.4

641.4
790.0
380.5
1,811.8

621.0
728.3
567.3
1,916.6

637.3
740.2
641.3
2,018.8

650.3
773.4
680.1
2,103.9

671.8
812.1
716.9
2,200.8

693.9
851.0
754.2
2,299.2

716.8
887.8
787.9
2,392.5

740.5
923.2
820.5
2,484.3

760.0
954.5
849.5
2,564.0

780.1
986.6
879.4
2,646.1

800.7
1,019.8
910.2
2,730.6

821.8
1,053.9
942.0
2,817.7

843.5
1,089.0
974.8
2,907.3

865.3
1,125.2
1,008.4
2,998.9

887.2
1,162.3
1,042.8
3,092.3

909.2
1,188.3
1,067.0
3,164.4

931.1
1,214.6
1,091.4
3,237.1

953.0
1,241.2
1,116.0
3,310.1

By commodity
Household Goods
Construction & Materials
Industrial, Auto and Vehicles
Machinery
Basic Metals
Other goods
Empties
Total

500.2
221.8
185.1
133.4
70.0
556.9
101.9
1,769.4

502.3
234.0
194.4
127.3
53.3
609.0
91.5
1,811.8

635.4
249.0
228.5
137.5
68.7
538.8
58.7
1,916.6

710.9
245.6
255.5
138.6
73.3
556.5
38.5
2,018.8

741.7
256.2
266.5
144.6
76.4
580.5
37.9
2,103.9

775.8
268.0
278.8
151.3
80.0
607.3
39.6
2,200.8

810.5
280.0
291.3
158.0
83.5
634.4
41.4
2,299.2

843.4
291.3
303.1
164.5
86.9
660.2
43.1
2,392.5

875.8
302.5
314.7
170.8
90.3
685.5
44.7
2,484.3

903.9
312.2
324.8
176.2
93.2
707.5
46.2
2,564.0

932.8
322.2
335.2
181.9
96.1
730.2
47.6
2,646.1

962.7
332.5
345.9
187.7
99.2
753.5
49.2
2,730.6

993.3
343.1
356.9
193.7
102.4
777.5
50.7
2,817.7

1,025.5
354.2
368.5
200.0
105.7
802.7
50.9
2,907.3

1,057.8
365.4
380.1
206.3
109.0
827.9
52.5
2,998.9

1,090.7
376.7
391.9
212.7
112.4
853.7
54.1
3,092.3

1,116.2
385.5
401.1
217.6
115.0
873.6
55.4
3,164.4

1,141.8
394.4
410.3
222.6
117.7
893.7
56.6
3,237.1

1,167.5
403.3
419.5
227.7
120.3
913.9
57.9
3,310.1

(includes empties)
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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A parallel forecast has been developed that focuses on the development of exports handled by Pacific Gateway
ports. Here, the emphasis is clearly on the commodities grown and manufactured in British Columbia (and, to a
lesser extent, the other western Provinces) and it is apparent that the location of these clusters favours the Port
of Vancouver in contrast to Prince Rupert.
There is some scope to increase penetration of the eastern markets for export commodities but the overall
balance is forecast to continue to be dominated by current commodities sources on the same pattern as noted at
present.
The progressive penetration of containerisation into these trades is now largely complete and it is not anticipated
that demand will be further influenced by these considerations. This means that lumber/wood pulp and specialty
crops will remain the key drivers of demand in terms of commodities.
The actual level of year-on-year demand growth will be driven by demand from the Asian markets – specifically
China, and the current and stable link between GDP in these markets and overall demand growth is forecast to
continue in the period to 2030 and beyond.
There will be strong and sustained demand growth in this sector, although these commodities will remain
vulnerable to short term disruptions at the macro-economic level in East Asia.
Base Case export demand forecasts for the Pacific Gateway region are summarised in Table 1.39 and also in
Figure 1.22, with the highly dominant position retained by British Columbia expected to continue moving forward.

Figure 1.22 - Pacific Gateway Container Exports by Origin to 2030 ('000TEU)
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Table 1.39
Pacific Gateway - Base Scenario Export Container Port Demand to 2030
- 000 TEU
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

By Origin
British Columbia
Alberta & Prairies
C&E Canada
NW Territories
Other Canada
US
Unknow n
Total including Empties

1,124.2
115.9
151.6
1.9
114.1
0.9
1,508.6

1,096.2
110.5
152.8
94.4
96.2
1,550.1

1,150.6
128.2
153.3
0.0
181.0
1.4
1,614.4

1,326.0
135.6
136.9
0.0
210.7
2.9
1,812.1

1,392.9
142.5
143.8
0.0
221.3
3.1
1,903.5

1,481.5
151.5
153.0
0.0
235.4
3.3
2,024.6

1,573.7
161.0
162.5
0.0
250.0
3.5
2,150.7

1,665.1
170.3
171.9
0.0
264.5
3.7
2,275.6

1,758.0
179.8
181.5
0.0
279.3
3.9
2,402.5

1,844.9
188.7
190.5
0.0
293.1
4.1
2,521.3

1,936.2
198.1
199.9
0.0
307.6
4.3
2,646.1

1,998.1
204.4
206.3
0.0
317.4
4.4
2,730.6

2,061.8
210.9
212.9
0.0
327.6
4.6
2,817.7

2,127.4
217.6
219.6
0.0
338.0
4.7
2,907.3

2,194.4
224.5
226.6
0.0
348.6
4.9
2,998.9

2,262.8
231.5
233.6
0.0
359.5
5.0
3,092.3

2,315.5
236.9
239.1
0.0
367.9
5.1
3,164.4

2,368.7
242.3
244.5
0.0
376.3
5.3
3,237.1

2,422.1
247.8
250.1
0.0
384.8
5.4
3,310.1

By commodity
Lumber
Woodpulp
Specialty Crops
Meat, Fish & Poultry
Basic Metals
Other Goods
Empties
Total including empties

373.1
204.2
167.8
48.1
49.3
330.9
335.3
1,508.6

388.3
212.0
215.9
46.0
39.6
375.5
272.8
1,550.1

341.6
176.8
233.3
45.7
34.9
370.4
411.8
1,614.4

286.6
154.9
184.2
39.0
31.7
523.2
592.5
1,812.1

294.4
159.1
189.2
40.1
32.6
537.4
650.9
1,903.5

302.0
163.2
194.1
41.1
33.4
551.3
739.5
2,024.6

310.2
167.7
199.3
42.2
34.3
566.3
830.6
2,150.7

319.2
172.5
205.1
43.5
35.3
582.6
917.4
2,275.6

328.3
177.4
210.9
44.7
36.3
599.3
1,005.5
2,402.5

338.6
183.0
217.6
46.1
37.5
618.2
1,080.3
2,521.3

349.6
188.9
224.6
47.6
38.7
638.2
1,158.5
2,646.1

361.3
195.3
232.2
49.2
40.0
659.6
1,193.2
2,730.6

373.5
201.8
240.0
50.9
41.3
681.8
1,228.5
2,817.7

386.1
208.6
248.1
52.6
42.7
704.8
1,264.5
2,907.3

399.0
215.6
256.4
54.3
44.1
728.3
1,301.2
2,998.9

412.2
222.8
264.9
56.1
45.6
752.5
1,338.3
3,092.3

425.7
230.1
273.5
58.0
47.1
777.2
1,352.9
3,164.4

439.5
237.5
282.4
59.9
48.6
802.4
1,366.7
3,237.1

453.6
245.1
291.5
61.8
50.2
828.1
1,379.8
3,310.1

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Results for long term outlook for the Pacific Gateway container port demand
The longer term development of Pacific Gateway demand obviously becomes increasingly speculative, but
estimates have been derived on the basis of longer term economic development under each scenario and on the
basis of the key assumptions detailed earlier in the Section.
It is forecast that total Pacific Gateway container port demand to be handled by ports in this region is expected to
increase to between 7.2 million TEU to 11.8 million TEU at the end of the study period, although the core Base
Case forecasts are estimated to reach 9.1 million TEU in 2050.
Under the Base Case and starting from 2010 a CAGR of 4.8 per cent is forecast for the period to 2025, with this
slowing to 1.8 per cent between 2025 and 2050.
These developments are further summarised in Table 1.40 and in Figure 2.7.
Table 1.40
Forecast Pacific Gateway - Vancouver + Prince Rupert - Container Port Demand to 2050
- million TEUs

Low Case
Base Case
High Case

2010A

2011A

2012A

2013A

2014A

2015F

2016F

2017F

2018F

2019F

2020F

2025F

2030F

2035F

2040F

2045F

2050F

2.9
2.9
2.9

2.9
2.9
2.9

3.3
3.3
3.3

3.4
3.4
3.4

3.5
3.5
3.5

3.8
3.8
3.8

4.0
4.0
4.0

4.2
4.2
4.3

4.3
4.4
4.6

4.5
4.7
4.9

4.7
4.9
5.2

5.4
5.8
6.4

5.9
6.6
7.5

6.4
7.3
8.6

6.7
8.0
9.7

7.0
8.6
10.7

7.2
9.1
11.8

Includes empties
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Figure 1.23 - Pacific Gateway Container Port Demand to 2050 (million TEU )
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Future container flows by region and port range sees widespread coverage from Pacific Northwest ports
Of interest to Pacific Gateway ports and other facilities in North America is the likely flow of containers to specific
port ranges, which is where the major consumption areas are located.
On the basis of noted historic developments and current estimated shares per region and port range, Table 1.41
takes into account the projected total North American forecasts to 2025 and attributes a share accordingly. It can
be seen that the Pacific Northwest has the greatest spread amongst a higher number of the specified regions,
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whereas the North Atlantic port range, for example, is expected to continue serving much more limited
geographic areas. Table 1.42 outlines the anticipated share for 2050, again following the same approach and
allocation process.
Table 1.41
Estimated Container Flows by Region and Port Range 2025F
mTEU
Port Range
North Atlantic
S.Atlantic/Gulf
West Canada
East Canada
1.64
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
1.22
0.88
Northeast
10.01
Southeast
11.35
Southw est
4.63
Total

12.87

16.86

Pacific South

Pacific Northwest
1.14
1.42

11.31
0.41
1.05
1.89
11.05
3.32
2.91
3.09

1.84
0.15
0.60
3.93
0.42
1.29
0.11

Total
1.14
3.06
11.31
2.25
1.21
2.49
17.08
13.74
15.56
7.82

35.04

10.91

75.69

Pacific South

Pacific Northwest
1.75
2.18

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 1.42
Estimated Container Flows by region and Port Range 2050F
mTEU
North Atlantic
West Canada
East Canada
California
Washington/Oregon
Other West
Rocky Mountains
Plains/Great Lakes
Northeast
Southeast
Southw est
Total

Port Range
S.Atlantic/Gulf

17.44
7.11

17.38
0.63
1.62
2.91
16.97
5.10
4.47
4.74

2.82
0.23
0.92
6.04
0.64
1.99
0.17

Total
1.75
4.70
17.38
3.45
1.85
3.82
26.24
21.11
23.90
12.02

25.91

53.84

16.77

116.29

2.52

1.87
15.37

19.77

1.36

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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1.12

Key Conclusions - Factors determining the degree of realisation of this potential demand

The degree to which the Port of Vancouver’s potential demand will be realised (and the role of the port
within the Pacific Gateway market place) will be determined by the following notable factors:


The overall capacity available at the Port of Vancouver to meet potential demand.



Shifts in the development of deepsea containerisation – vessel sizes and market issues.



The competitive position of container terminals facilities in terms of marine accessibility,
including such items as water depth and berth lengths.



The relative costs and capacity of intermodal links to/from the broader hinterland in contrast to
other port options able to serve the same hinterland regions

In order to develop specific forecasts for the Port of Vancouver within this profile these issues are
considered to define a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats analysis of the competitive
position of the port.
This analysis is then used to refine the specific forecasts for the port. Section VII contains these
projections in more detail.
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SECTION II – COMPETITIVE DEVELOPMENTS AT OTHER CONTAINER
PORTS

2.1

Introduction

The development of container demand at the Port of Vancouver will be determined by various factors, but the
availability and type of competing capacity will be a key issue. This Section provides a detailed analysis of the
structure and capabilities of container terminals on the Pacific West Coast (of North America) and assesses how
these will develop over the forecast period.
Specific emphasis on the potential development of Prince Rupert as the primary local competitor (in addition to
more distant hinterlands) to the Port of Vancouver is included, while an overview of the other Pacific Northwest
and Pacific South ports is provided as these ports are all competitive options for serving other regions in North
America beyond the more localised areas.
On this basis, the following key items are assessed further in order to help better determine the competitive
position of the Port of Vancouver and its noted future development plans for additional container terminal
capacity:


Current and planned container terminal capabilities and investment.



Anticipated scale, timing and development of container terminal capacity



Development of longer-term historic productivity in each of the regional ports.

2.2

Existing and Forecast Capabilities of Regional Container Terminals

An assessment of the infrastructure and superstructure of the facilities at ports on the West Coast of North
America is helpful in better understanding the competitive capabilities of the various facilities. For ease of
reference, the ports are split to the Pacific Northwest region (covering Portland, Tacoma, Seattle, Port of
Vancouver and Prince Rupert) and the Pacific South (Long Beach, Los Angeles and Oakland).
Table 2.1 provides a summary of the development of container handling facilities on this seaboard since 1995
and includes the position for the end of 2015. Three indicators of aggregate capability are to be noted,
specifically:


Terminal area – the land area devoted to container operations.



Quayage – length of quays dedicated to container handling and that are typically equipped with
container gantry cranes.



Number of quayside container gantry cranes currently available.

Expansion in capability is noted, although the ongoing projects are putting some pressure on facilities,
notably in the Pacific South region.
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The total area of Pacific West Coast container terminals reached some 2173 hectares for 2015F, representing
an increase on the 1431 hectares for 2000. Although this growth equates to a 34.2 per cent rise, it should be
noted that the total in 2012 was 2255 hectares and 2247 hectares in 2013. The decrease is representative of
unavailable working areas due to various large-scale construction projects and re-configuration of existing
berths.
With respect to amount of quay dedicated to container handling, there has been a steady increase between
2000 and 2012, rising from 30,178m to 38,318m. However, as noted, there has been a reduction on the amount
of berthing available for ships in the period since, with 2015F offering 35,786m in total.
The number of container gantry cranes has also, generally, risen, from the 2000 total of 203 units through to 267
for 2015F. However it is important to note that within this increase it is the investment in a higher number of
larger super post-Panamax models to handle the largest vessels that is a key trend.
For any port wishing to remain competitive, it needs to be able to offer equipment of this specification to help
keep pace with overall demand and the shift towards larger ships.
The share of Pacific Northwest ports within the North America West Coast ports has developed as follows since
1995:


Container terminal area – from 35.6 per cent in 2000 to 31.6 per cent by 2013 but down slightly to 29.6
per cent for 2015F (although the 2015F total is impacted by the Terminal 5 modernisation plans at
Seattle). Overriding the healthy performance of Canadian container ports, this trend essentially reflects
stronger investment arising from more rapid demand development of the southern US ports, relative to
that of the northern US ports on the Pacific seaboard.



Length or container quayage – from 38.5 per cent in 2000 to 34.4 per cent by 2013 and down to 30.9
per cent for 2015F (again somewhat impacted by Seattle shutting Terminal 5 for container operations
in 2015).



Number of quayside container gantry cranes – from 38.9 per cent in 2000 to 34.1 per cent by 2013 and
32.6 per cent for 2015F.

These relative developments remain a key factor in helping to determine the competitive position of the Port of
Vancouver in the forecast period. The individual port and terminal facilities in the Pacific Northwest and Pacific
South regions are assessed separately within Section 3.3 and Section 3.4, respectively.
This is an important part of the process because it makes it possible to better understand the quality of the
current and future facilities at the Port of Vancouver in both its localized market and also against those ports in
Southern California where competition exists for more distant hinterlands.
At the same time, it is also prudent to fully assess the Port of Vancouver as a standalone competitive option and
not just as a Pacific Northwest container port, ostensibly so that it is not just included amongst other facilities in
the Pacific Northwest region that do not offer comparable quality of infrastructure (i.e. such as Portland).
This enables a clearer assessment of the Port of Vancouver’s competitive strengths and weaknesses to be
better provided.
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Table 2.1
North America Pacific West Coast Containerport Development, 1995-2015F
Area - hectares

Quayage - metres

Quay gantry cranes

457
509
628
675
708
643

10130
11633
11407
11841
12010
11042

61
79
79
94
94
88

Pacific South*
1995
2000
2005
2012
2013
2015F

782
922
1488
1546
1539
1530

17846
18545
25099
25311
25035
24744

115
124
172
173
182
180

Total
1995
2000
2005
2012
2013
2015F

1239
1431
2116
2255
2247
2173

27976
30178
36506
38318
37045
35786

176
203
251
267
276
268

Pacific Northwest
1995
2000
2005
2012
2013
2015F

* = ex cludes Haw aiian ports.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

2.3

Pacific Northwest Ports and Terminals

The major container ports in the Pacific Northwest region are the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert in
Canada and the US ports of Seattle and Tacoma (which have recently joined together to form the Northwest
Seaport Alliance to swap information such as rates of return, planning, utilisation and operating costs/charges,
to better handle the bargaining power of major shipping lines) and Port of Vancouver.
In addition, the port of Portland also handles some containers, and can be regarded as a niche operation that
operates in a somewhat different sector of the market, but should be included for completeness. The loss for
2015 of all of Hanjin Shipping’s container traffic means that the port is presently only handling negligible traffic.
Although Seattle and Tacoma are now jointly marketing the two ports together, for the purposes of this analysis
the container terminal facilities are outlined individually for more in-depth clarity.
Seattle
Following the amalgamation of Terminals 25 and 30 in 2009, there are now four container terminals in Seattle,
collectively occupying just over 210 hectares and providing 3,761m of container quays. Berth depth is
reasonably competitive with other regional ports, with most berths offering 15.2m.
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The status of the port’s container handling facilities is summarised in Table 2.2, although it should be noted that
the Terminal 5 modernisation plan is now underway and this terminal is shut for container ships and operations.
This project is expected to provide a 1.0 million TEU per annum terminal that will be able to, more crucially,
receive 2 x 18,000 TEU ships. Construction is due to commence in 2017 and scheduled for finish by 2020.
Until the new Terminal 5 facility is fully operational, Seattle’s total container facilities are reduced to 140.8
hectares in total, with 2,877m of quay available and the number of cranes reduced from 27 to 21.
The ability to access on-dock rail remains an important consideration for two of the major terminals at Seattle:


APL’s 70-hectare Global Gateway North facility at Terminal 5, operated by Eagle Marine. It
incorporates a 12 hectare intermodal yard with six tracks, where two trains with 27 five-platform double
stack railcars each can be assembled for direct access to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and
BNSF railway, and a further two trains with the same capacity can be parked on sidings. The
modernization programme is expected to improve these facilities.



Occupying 79 hectares, Terminal 18, managed by Stevedoring Services of America (SSA), has 1353m
of berths for container handling (and a 136m breakbulk berth), with 15.2m depth. The terminal has
similar on-dock capacity as Terminal 5. A total of six super post-Panamax cranes with 64m outreaches
were installed during late 2011 and 2012, taking the complement of quay gantry cranes to ten.

The former Terminal 30 was converted from a container terminal to a cruise terminal in 2003, but then returned
to container handling in 2009, when it was amalgamated with Terminal 25, to create a new terminal for China
Shipping. It is also operated by SSA. Although the terminal is only 28h in size, the near-dock BNSF/UPRR
intermodal facility lies conveniently behind it. The quay length is 823m and offers a water depth of 15.2m
alongside.
Hanjin’sT46 facility has 700m of berths with 15.2m depth. There is scope to add a third berth. Since 2002, six
panama container gantry cranes have been replaced by five post-Panamax units, three of which are Super-Post
Panamax cranes with 22-row outreaches. The terminal does not have a direct rail link, being dependent on the
near-dock BNSF/UPRR facility alongside the adjacent Terminal 30.
However, in 2014 the facility successfully persuaded MSC to switch from T18 and while it will not bring any
additional container traffic to the port overall, it is a boost to the T46 operators.
Nevertheless, the modernisation programme for Terminal 5 does highlight an issue for the facilities at this port in
that they are still relatively small and limited in terms of size.
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Table 2.2
Seattle: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Area
-h

Terminal 5
Global Gatew ay North (APL)
Terminal 18
SSA Inc.

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry On-dock rail
cranes - no.
rail

Major customers

Currently closed for container modernisation. Aiming for 1m TEU by 2020 and ability
to berth 2 x 18,000 TEU ships. Construction to start 2017.
79.3

1353

15.2

10

Yes

APL, CMA CGM, ANL-US Lines,
CSCL, Hamburg Sud, Hapag Lloy d
Hy undai, MOL, NYK, OOCL, Zim
Maersk, Safmarine, Matson, UASC

Terminal 30
SSA Marine/China Shipping

28.3

823

15.2

6

near-dock

CMA CGM, CSCL, Hamburg Sud
PIL, UASC

Terminal 46
Total Terminals International

33.2

701

15.2

5

near-dock

Hanjin, MSC,
K Line, Yangming, COSCO

140.8
210.4
212.8
198.7
na

2877
3761
3628
3171
4053

2015F Total
2013
2012
2005
2000

21
27
27
20
25

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Outlook for Seattle: Primary focus on Terminal 5 modernisation
The Terminal 5 modernisation plan represents the major focus relating to container activities at Seattle and once
completed in 2020 it will allow the port to offer a larger facility, due to be capable of handling two large (18,000
TEU) ships. There are two other known but delayed plans to expand, namely:


Extra 500m of quay for Terminal 18.



Expansion potential for Terminal 46

However, these are more minimal projects and don’t overcome the port’s inability to offer larger container
terminals for bigger container ships.
Recently the port has worked on infrastructural projects aimed at improving the flow of traffic to/from the
hinterland, such as the East Marginal Way grade separation and the Alaskan Way viaduct.
Moving forward, the development of the Northwest Seaport Alliance with Tacoma will dictate which projects are
undertaken but the fundamental issues that have to a large extent plagued the port and the areas that need
investment in recent years, which includes the ability to offer large-scale terminals with good on-dock rail
connectivity to distant hinterlands in North America, remains the same.
Some relevant Northwest Seaport Alliance projects are included within the Tacoma assessment below, while
Section IV concentrates on the intermodal facilities and investment plans for the port.
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Tacoma
There are currently five container terminals at the port of Tacoma, covering a combined area of 221.1 hectares
and total quay of 3,258m, as Table 2.3 shows. Berth depth has been uniformly increased and is now at 15.5m.
Table 2.3
Tacoma: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Major customers

Olympic Container Terminal
(Yangming)

22.0

335

15.5

4

Yes

Yangming, K Line,
Hanjin, Cosco

Husky Terminal
ITS (K Line)

37.6

823

15.5

4

Yes

K-Line, COSCO, Hanjin
Mitsui-OSK, Yangming

Washington United
(Hy undai Merchant Marine)

49.8

793

15.5

6

Yes

APL, HMM, Hapag-Lloy d
NYK, OOCL, Zim

APM Terminal

54.6

671

15.5

5

near-dock

Maersk Line, Matson

Pierce CountyTerminal
Ports America (Ev ergreen)

57.1

636

15.5

7

Yes

ANL-US Lines, Ev ergreen
Hapag Lloy d, Hamburg Sud

221.1
214.0
211.4
194.9
na

3258
3310
3306
2880
2270

2015F Total
2013
2012
2005
2000

26
26
26
22
23

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Hyundai Merchant Marine’s Washington United and Evergreen’s Pierce County terminals have their own
intermodal yards, with capacity for 52 and 78 double stack container railcars, respectively. The Washington
United Terminal quay was extended by 183m in 2011 to accommodate longer vessels. In mid-2012, the Grand
Alliance joined HMM’s existing alliance partners at the terminal. The other terminals are served by two neardock intermodal yards, used by both BNSF and UPRR. On-dock rail connections have been extended to all but
one terminal (the APMT facility):


The ITS (K Line) Husky Terminal and Yangming’s Olympic Terminal have on-dock access to the North
Intermodal Yard, which can handle 76 double stack container railcars.



The APM Terminal is served by the adjacent South Intermodal Yard, which can accommodate 30
doublestack container railcars on ramp tracks and 37 on interchange tracks. In 2009, Maersk stopped
calling Tacoma in favour of joint services with CMA CGM out of Seattle. However, in 2010, the lease
on its Tacoma terminal was extended for six years, for continued use by cabotage operator, Horizon
Lines. NYK planned to move to the facility in 2012 but instead used the Washington United Terminal
along with its partners. (In 2009, the carrier cancelled plans for a new East Blair Terminal.)

An overpass was opened in 2011 to separate trains and vehicular traffic at Lincoln Avenue.
Outlook for Tacoma: Optimising existing areas to try to attract the larger carrier alliances and vessels
The port’s ten-year strategic plan, announced in 2012, included redevelopment of its central peninsula to handle
the largest vessels efficiently, including widening and deepening waterways as necessary. There are also plans
to expand rail capability to handle 1.5-mile long trains and provide a second rail crossing over the Puyallup
River.
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There are also several known expansion possibilities for container handling at the port, which could be activated
if warranted by demand, even though existing traffic levels are much lower than existing terminal capacity, giving
an estimated capacity utilization of under 60 per cent. These potential projects include:


Phase II of the Washington United Terminal is intended to add 66 acres (26.7h) to the terminal area (53
acres for container handling and 13 acres to expand the rail capability), providing an additional 0.36m
TEU/year of container handling capacity.



There is scope to expand Yangming’s Olympic Terminal from 21.6 to 30.75 hectares.



The acquisition of the former Kaiser Aluminium site supplied 83 acres for possible development into a
cargo terminal, not necessarily for containers, though originally conceived as such.



SSA and the native American Puyallup tribe have a longstanding agreement to develop a two-berth
container terminal on 180 acres of land. Until and unless a container-line customer is found, however,
development seems unlikely.

Whether these projects are undertaken will be dictated by overall demand but also by the strategy to be adopted
by the newly formed Northwest Seaport Alliance with Seattle.
Following an official launch in August 2016, the two-port agency outlined some key components of its strategic
plan to move forward in November 2015, with the specific aim of increasing competitiveness against other ports
with excellent facilities and critical mass of volumes (such as the Port of Vancouver and Los Angeles/Long
Beach). Key items included:


Upgrading of terminals is urgent, with the focus on handling larger ships than the recent 11,400 TEU
ship that had called.



In addition to the Terminal 5 modernisation project, redevelopment of the General Central Peninsula
and Pier 4 in Tacoma could add almost 2.0 million TEU of extra capacity.



Improved delivery of transportation services, including intermodal rail – the first step is establishing an
operations service centre, which is targeting working on closer performance metrics with Class 1
railroads.



Stronger emphasis on environmental stewardship (albeit that this initiative along is unlikely to generate
any additional container traffic).

Improving intermodal services and connectivity to the North American transcontinental network will help
increase the overall competitiveness of these two ports. However, upgrading marine terminals will only make
them more appealing to shipping lines if the focus is on the ability to handle larger ships – simply increasing
capacity is not the approach needed, but instead making sure the correct type of facilities are offered to meet
shipping line needs will improve the chances of growing container traffic. For example, it is important to have
larger cranes, deeper water and long quays for bigger ships but if the supporting intermodal facilities are
inadequate to meet the larger consignment sizes then the overall competitiveness of the terminals will continue
to be significantly comprised – this is a good synopsis of the competitive position between the Port of Vancouver
and the US Pacific Northwest facilities.
Yet even then there remain no guarantees that extra volumes will be attracted as other ports, such as
Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Los Angeles and Long Beach are also working to improve their own respective
competitiveness. The attractiveness of some East Coast North American ports also places further pressures on
the Seattle-Tacoma facilities too which needs to be noted.
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Portland
Located on the Columbia River, Portland is some distance from the sea and is also restricted with regard to
vessel sizes. Over 2010-11, the navigation channel was deepened from 12.2 to 13.1m. The port has enjoyed a
particular export role, based on the agricultural output of the region and linked to barge services on the
Columbia/Snake River systems.
Given the vessel size restrictions, the port’s role will continue to rely on development of the existing customer
base, where possible, and will remain of peripheral significance to the broader Pacific Northwest market.
As Table 2.4 indicates, there are two container terminals at Portland, with Terminal 2 operated by SSA and in
2011 Manila-based ICTSI took management and operating control of Terminal 6 under a 25-year lease.
Table 2.4
Portland: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Major customers

Terminal 2 (multipurpose)
SSA

53.0

611

12.2

2

Yes

No pure container operators

Terminal 6
ICTSI

31.6

869

13.1

9

Yes

Westw ood

2015F Total
2013
2012
2005
2000

84.6
84.6
53.8
49.9
49.9

1480
1480
1480
1567
1567

11
11
11
9
9

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

While the existing infrastructure has not altered significantly in recent years, there has been no need to do so,
especially since Portland lost the majority of its container demand form the start of 2015 when Hanjin Shipping
decided to stop calling to the port. Throughout 2013 and 2014 there was regular press speculation that this
shipping line would stop calling to the port due to which it described as a lack of volume demand, especially on a
local basis. With the continued cascading to larger vessels it is not possible to gain better economies of scale if
the ships are not sufficiently full. Consequently by the end of 2014 Hanjin Shipping did announce its decision to
cease calls and as a result container volumes at the port plummeted.
This decision was made after considerable speculation that the South Korean shipping line would cease to call
due to a lack of sufficient demand. According to the port this service brings an average of 1600 containers per
week (around 80 per cent of total container port traffic) and has been a port customer since 1994.
Outlook for Portland: Ample scope to expand but loss of major customers for 2015 means no terminal
expansion envisaged
There is ample scope to expand container volumes within existing capacity, so there is little requirement for
terminal expansion and the position is not going to move going forward. To date, the Hanjin Shipping traffic has
not been replaced and this is reflected by the port’s 2015F total for containers of less than 30,000 TEU, while
capacity available is conservatively estimated to be as much as 0.8 million TEU per annum.
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Port of Vancouver
The Vancouver Port Authority, Fraser River Port Authority and North Fraser River Port Authority amalgamated in
2008, forming the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (Port of Vancouver).
As Table 2.5 shows, all container terminals (importantly) have on-dock rail provision and water depth at the Port
of Vancouver terminals is amongst the best in the region at between 15.5 and 15.9m.
The 1997 development of a new container handling operation at the Deltaport site at Robert’s Bank ensured
deep water, good intermodal provision and competitive handling rates and helped enable the Port of Vancouver
to recapture Canadian cargoes from other competing ports and extend its hinterland into eastern Canada and
the US.
Table 2.5
Port of Vancouver: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Major customers

Delta Port
TSI

85.0

1100

15.9

10

Yes

Vanterm
TSI

31.0

619

15.2-15.5

6

Yes

COSCO, CSCL, CMA CGM
Ev ergreen, Hanjin, Hapag-Lloy d
HMM, MSC, Maersk Line,
NYK, OOCL, PIL, UASC, Zim
COSCO, CSCL, Ev ergreen
Hanjin, HMM, K Line, MSC
MOL, Yangming

Centerm
DPW

28.0

647

15.0

6

Yes

Fraser Surrey Docks
Macquarie

28.1

701

11.7

4

Yes

172.1
175.4
172.6
152.4
na

3067
3099
3067
2634
2862

2015F Total
2013 (including Fraserport)
2012 (including Fraserport)
2005 (including Fraserport)
2000 (including Fraserport)

COSCO, Hanjin, HMM
K Line, MOL, APL,
Westw ood, Yangming
CSCL, CMA CGM, CCNI
Gearbulk, H-Sud, Hapag Lloy d
MOL

26
26
26
23
18

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The development of the high-quality Deltaport terminal helped sustain strong growth in container volumes until
2007, when the port faced competition from a new deep-sea container terminal at Prince Rupert port.
Although there was a dip in container volumes at the Port of Vancouver’s terminals in 2009 to 2.15 million TEU,
traffic has since rebounded and growth has continued thereafter, rising to 2.71 million TEU for 2012 and then up
to 2.83 million TEU for 2013. Further growth in 2014 and projected for 2015 means that the port is expected to
surpass the 3.0 million TEU barrier for the first time.
Outlook for the Port of Vancouver: Expansion in capacity by reconfiguration and construction of new
terminal – the need to keep pace with container growth and markets served remains the challenge
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Future port plans centre on increasing Centerm’s capacity from 2018, intermodal improvements to boost
capacity at the existing Deltaport terminal and development of a second container terminal on reclaimed land
adjacent to Deltaport at Roberts Bank. These initiatives are intended to handle anticipated demand growth to
2030 and are further shown in Table 2.6, though the exact details relating to items such as number of cranes
may change:


Centerm is adding 0.6 million TEU in total to increase terminal capacity to an estimated 1.5 million TEU
per annum from 2018.



By reconfiguring the intermodal yard, road access and rail tracks, (DTRRIP) the port authority will
increase capacity at the existing Deltaport Terminal by 0.6m TEU per annum by the end of 2017.



The planned second terminal would also have three berths and increase total Deltaport capacity by a
further 2.40 million TEU per annum by 2023.

These projects will bring needed extra capacity to the Port of Vancouver and are required to allow the port to
continue to keep pace with recent demand and growth levels, especially as the port sees good import demand
for more distant hinterland markets in North America.
Section VII outlines the Port of Vancouver forecasts in more detail.
Table 2.6
Port of Vancouver: Planned Container Handling Facilities
Terminal

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Centerm capacity ex pansion
+0.6m TEU per annum

From 2018

Deltaport capacity ex pansion
+0.6m TEU per annum capacity
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
+2.4m TEU per annum

Year

+81

+3 berths

+10

Yes

2016-2018

Yes

2023

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Prince Rupert
The Fairview Container Terminal at Prince Rupert opened in 2007 and the current operational capacity in 2014
is noted by the port to be 0.85 million TEU per annum.
Container throughput across the 360m container quay reached 0.40 million TEU in 2011 and 0.56 million in
2012, but fell back by 28,500 TEU during 2013 before seeing an improvement to almost 0.62 million in 2014 and
a projected 2015 total of just under 0.81 million TEU.
There are already noted plans for expansion at the facility. Upon acquiring the facility in April 2015 for C$580
million (US$457 million), new owner DP World confirmed that by mid-2017 the facility will have a capacity of
1.35 million TEU per annum. After that there is scope to expand to 2.45 million TEU per annum, although the
exact date is yet to be made public and is likely to be subject to demand. As a conservative estimate, by around
2025 seems likely and will see an expansion of the facility by 32 hectares and the quay extended by 800m.
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The current facilities are detailed in Table 2.7, with the planned expansion included within Table 2.8.
Table 2.7
Prince Rupert: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

Fairview Container Terminal
DP World

24

360

18.7

4

2015F Total

24

360

On-dock Major customers
rail
Yes

Cosco, K-Line,
Hanjin, Yangming

4

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 2.8
Prince Rupert: Planned Container Facilities, to 2025
Terminal

Fairview Container Terminal
Capacity build-up to 2.45m

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Year

32

440

18

4
+5

Yes

2017
by 2025*

Note: * = estimated, DP World has not confirmed a specific date.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

While Cosco and Hanjin have been the major users of the port since its original opening, in October 2015 Prince
Rupert did secure a service from the 2M Alliance of Maersk Line and MSC, replacing the slot arrangements that
had been in force with the CKYHE Alliance. However, this does mean that the traffic brought by the 2M Alliance
is not new.
Another potential development that could help increase volumes is a sharing of slots by CMA CGM on COSCO
ships. Yet this arrangement may be short-lived with the December 2015-announced decision of Cosco and
China Shipping to merge, the existing CKYHE Alliance group is expected to change, with the joint Chinese
service offering taking over.
Moreover, the reliance upon Cosco for such a high proportion of its demand for Prince Rupert remains a major
risk for the port. If, for example, China Shipping was to obtain the terminal operator concession for the Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project, then the need (or requirement) for containers and ships going to Prince Rupert could
cease.
While this is just a speculative opinion, it does highlight the high-degree of risk involved with any port being so
overly-reliant upon one customer – an issue not faced by the Port of Vancouver which has a far more balanced
and risk-adverse customer base.
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2.4 Summary of Pacific Northwest Container Handling Capacity Development
Table 2.9 summarises the foregoing container port investment plans for the Pacific Northwest region, along with
associated capacity additions.
Scheduling becomes increasingly less certain over time, with later stages of development largely dependent on
the pace of demand growth achieved by the ports, which includes their ability to serve more distant hinterland
demand regions in North America.
On this basis, noted investment and capacity plans are forecast to 2025 for the major container ports in the
Pacific Northwest region. The development of Roberts Bank and the second phase at Prince Rupert remain the
major investment programmes.
The Terminal 5 modernisation programme represents the remaining noted investment at other ports and while it
is possible that further capacity activity may be undertaken at Seattle-Tacoma over the next 10 years, the
specific details are yet to be confirmed.
Table 2.9
Pacific Northwest - Noted Planned and Committed Port Investment to 2025
Port

Project Summary

Annual Capacity

Year

(m TEU/annum)
Port of Vancouv er

Prince Rupert

Seattle

Roberts Bank - Deltaport reconfiguration (DTRRIP)

0.60

2016-2018

Roberts Bank - Terminal II dev elopment

2.40

By end 2023

Centerm dev elopment

0.60

By end 2017

Fraser port obselete for containers

-0.15

By end 2017

Container terminal ex pansion - in stages

0.50

2017

1.35

2017-2021*

Full build-out anticipated

2.45

2025**

T5 modernisation programme

1.00

2015-2019

Notes: * = estimated. ** = DP World has not confirmed any timescales, so estimated.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Container handling capacity in Pacific Northwest anticipated to expand by 17.5 per cent over 2015-2020
Based on the known or confirmed regional expansion plans, it is anticipated that container handling design
capacity for the entire port range will increase from around 12.0 million TEU per annum in 2010 to almost 15.2
million TEU per annum by 2020, as Table 2.10 highlights.
To show the individual contribution, the Northwest Seaport Alliance facilities of Seattle and Tacoma are shown
individually.
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Table 2.10
North America Pacific Northwest Container Handling Capacity to 2020
m TEU per annum

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Port of Vancouv er
Prince Rupert
Seattle
Tacoma
Subtotal
Portland
Others (incl. Alaska)
Total

3.65
0.50
2.85
3.40
10.40
0.80
0.80
12.00

3.65
0.50
2.80
3.40
10.35
0.80
0.80
11.95

3.65
0.50
3.25
3.40
10.80
0.80
0.80
12.40

3.65
0.50
3.55
3.40
11.10
0.80
0.80
12.70

3.65
0.85
3.55
3.40
11.45
0.80
0.95
13.20

3.85
0.85
2.95
3.40
11.05
0.80
0.95
12.80

4.05
0.85
2.95
3.40
11.25
0.80
0.95
13.00

4.25
1.35
2.95
3.40
11.95
0.80
0.95
13.70

4.70
1.35
2.95
3.40
12.40
0.80
0.95
14.15

4.70
1.35
2.95
3.40
12.40
0.80
0.95
14.15

4.70
1.35
3.95
3.40
13.40
0.80
0.95
15.15

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants from published port information

Leaving aside the estimated capacity at Portland an in serving Alaska, with the Port of Vancouver actively
planning to raise its annual capacity from 3.65 million TEU to 4.70 million TEU per annum by 2020, it is clear
that this port will remains at the centre of the region’s overall expansion.
The proposed development at Prince Rupert is also important, although the full design capacity is not expected
to be reached until some point in the next decade and only then it is still subject to cargo demand warranting the
investment to 2.45 million TEU per annum. This shorter-term capacity outlook for the region is shown
graphically in Figure 2.1.
The Northwest Seaport alliance facilities of Seattle and Tacoma are now shown collectively in this graphic to
highlight the total capacity offered, which is in-keeping with the operating practices adopted by the two ports,
although it is important to fully understand that this is the total capacity representative of nine different (and
relatively small) terminals.

Figure 2.1 - Pacific North Container Handling Capacity to 2020 - million TEU per Annum
16
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12
Others (incl. Alaska)
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With total capacity in the Pacific Northwest range at the end of 2015 projected to be at 12.8 million TEU per
annum and the Port of Vancouver offering some 3.85 million TEU per annum, the Vancouver terminals are
projected to retain a share of 30.1 per cent of total. If other ports, such as Portland are excluded, this figure
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increases to 34.8 per cent of the regional total. Moreover, the continued investment at the Port of Vancouver
has seen the projected 2015F total reflect a rise on the amount attributable to the port for 2013.
Moving forward to 2020, the share held by Port of Vancouver terminals will remain largely stable for the wider
Pacific Northwest region, as Table 2.11 confirms, increasing slightly to 31.0 per cent. Prince Rupert is also
listed for comparative purposes. The lack of development at the US ports in the Pacific Northwest is driving the
larger share retained by the Pacific Gateway ports of Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert.
Table 2.11
Growing Share of Port of Vancouver & Prince Rupert Capacity, 2013, 2015 and 2020

Port of Vancouv er share
Port of Vancouv er share ex cl Portland & Alaska
PR share
PR share ex cl Portland & Alaska

2013

2015F

2020

28.7%
32.9%

30.1%
34.8%

31.0%
35.1%

3.9%
4.5%

7.7%
6.6%

8.9%
10.1%

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

2.5 Container Port Productivity
As presented in Table 2.12, terminal productivity is considered from the following perspectives:


Throughput per unit of berth – TEU per metre of berth per annum.



Throughput per unit of terminal area – TEU per hectare of terminal per annum.



Throughput per quayside gantry crane – TEU per gantry crane per annum.

The results indicate the following key conclusions:


Productivity at the Port of Vancouver is significantly higher than that at the US ports in the range, and
this applies to all three measures used. This is despite the inclusion of the multipurpose facilities at
Fraser Port in the aggregate, which can be expected to have lower productivity than the dedicated
deep-sea facilities at the Port of Vancouver.



Productivity at Prince Rupert’s single container berth has continued to increase since the port opened
its container terminal and there is particular pressure with respect to the high productivity levels per
crane – there are only four container gantry cranes until the phase two expansion occurs. This further
investment is needed if the port hopes to sustain demand growth.
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Table 2.12
North America Pacific Northwest Container Handling Productivity Summary, 2007-2015F
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2015F

TEU per hectare of terminal area
16375
Port of Vancouv er
696
Prince Rupert
9933
Seattle
9524
Tacoma
5217
Portland
10638
Range average

16352
7578
8579
9209
4923
10342

12471
11051
7446
7312
3494
8532

14567
14307
10054
6884
3632
9891

14525
17103
9555
6982
3666
9819

15468
23536
8891
7996
3393
10387

16146
22350
7585
8839
3306
10376

17969
33654

947
46
622
616
176
619

946
505
538
596
166
602

817
737
437
495
118
510

811
954
590
466
122
567

809
1140
561
447
133
558

875
1569
520
517
124
594

912
1490
424
571
121
585

1008
2244

113433
4176
75904
80206
26013
77567

108352
45469
65557
77556
22314
73696

93585
66306
63384
59456
15837
64296

96704
85842
85583
55980
16464
72107

96424
102618
84731
56775
17950
72798

104352
141215
69840
65813
16655
75085

108673
134100
58993
72754
16227
74732

118873
201925

TEU per metre of container berth
Port of Vancouv er
Prince Rupert
Seattle
Tacoma
Portland
Range average
TEU per container gantry crane
Port of Vancouv er
Prince Rupert
Seattle
Tacoma
Portland
Range average

10056
337
11776

593
19
685

77430
2591
85978

Note: From 2015 Seattle & Tacoma report v olumes/facilities as the Northw est Alliance.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

2.6

Pacific South Terminals

The focus of competition for the Port of Vancouver for local traffic is predominantly Prince Rupert, with other
Pacific Northwest ports a potential option for ocean carriers and shipping serving more distant North American
hinterland markets.
On this basis it is also necessary to consider the broader West Coast region. This region (and indeed the whole
West Coast Pacific range) is dominated by the twin ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles – which serve the
entire North American hinterland via intermodal shipment as well as the local Californian market. Further
volumes are shipped through Oakland, whose significance is primarily for the immediate San Francisco area.
With overcapacity prevailing on the Europe-Far East trades, March 2012 saw the cascading of the first 12500
TEU vessels to the Pacific and US west coast, spearheaded by calls at Long Beach and Oakland by the MSC
Fabiola. This trend has continued since and while the start of 2014 saw the joint MSC/CMA CGM PRX service
linking the US West Coast with China utilised vessels up to 13830 TEU (although the average size of vessels on
the string is 12411 TEU), CMA CGM has already confirmed via its website that it will be calling in Los Angeles
with 18,000 TEU vessels. It is reasonable to expect other ocean carriers to do likewise with similar sized ships.
In order to better identify the quality of facilities, infrastructure and noted investment plans, the ports of Long
Beach, Los Angeles and Oakland are considered in more detail on an individual basis.
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Long Beach
Key specifications of container terminals at Long Beach are summarised in Table 2.13. There are six container
terminals, all being dedicated to one or more lines or consortia and each generally the result of a legacy terminal
development by the shipping line in the past to ensure access to its own facility and capacity.
The total land area currently being used for container handling at this port at the end of 2015 is almost 510
hectares, with 7,752m of container quays, served by 66 container gantry cranes.
These totals exclude Pier E – formerly 38.3 hectares and 640m of quay – on which works are in process, as part
of the Middle Harbor redevelopment – further information on this large-scale development is outlined below.
There is no change to the infrastructure and major equipment position since 2012, reflecting the lack of recent
large-scale development at the port. In fact, the most recent investment involved developing the Pier T facility
but it was finalized approximately 10 years ago.
The main access channel is dredged to 23.1m, while berth depth is between 15.2m and 16.8m for terminals A, F
J and T. However, there is less water depth for both Pier C & G – the former is used for Matson’s cabotage
services. Importantly, all terminals except Pier C also have on-dock rail access, definitely required for a
container port looking to serve more distant hinterland regions with high volumes of traffic.
Table 2.13
Long Beach: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Berths

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Major customers

Pier A
SSA/MSC

A88-A96

80.9

1097

15.2

10

Yes

CMA CGM, MSC,
Maersk Line, Zim

Pier C
SSA (Matson)

C60-C62

28.3

549

12.8

3

No

Matson, Horizon

Pier F: LBCT
OOCL*

F6-F10

41.3

838

15.2

7

Yes

OOCL, Hapag Lloy d, NYK

Pier G
ITS (K Line)

G226-G236

99.6

1945

11.0-12.8

17

Yes

APL, Cosco, Ev ergreen
Hanjin, Hy undai, K Line, MOL
Yangming

Pier J PCT
SSA/Cosco/CMA CGM

J243-J247 &
J266-J270

103.6

1799

12.8-15.2

15

Yes

Cosco, Ev ergreen, Hanjin
K Line, Yangming, ANL
ANL, CMA CGM, MSC, PIL

Pier T
TTI (Hanjin)

T132-T140

155.8

1524

16.8

14

Yes

Hanjin, Cosco, Ev ergreen,
HYK, K Line, Yangming
ANL, CMA CGM, Maersk Line

509.5
509.5
509.5
515.0
339.4

7752
7752
7752
8392
6390

2015F Total
2013
2012
2005
2000

66
66
66
70
44

Note: * = Lease ended December 2011, termnal redev elopment part of Middle Harbor project (see Table 3.14), although operations continue.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Outlook for Long Beach: investments on terminal expansion, new on-dock infrastructure, bridge
replacement and increasing “green” initiatives
Long Beach port plans involve investment which will total an estimated US$4.5bn over the course of the current
decade, including:


The US$1.2bn redevelopment of the Middle Harbor, which will combine Piers D, E and F into a single,
larger terminal, is the port’s major container terminal investment project at present. Work on the first
phase – upgrading Piers D/E – commenced in spring 2011 and is expected to start being operational in
early 2016.
Phase II is targeted for completion in 2019. When fully built up, the 123h new terminal will have
capacity to handle 3.3 million TEU per annum (some 2.2 million TEU per annum more than offered by
the individual terminals prior to amalgamation). In April 2012, the port signed a 40-year lease
agreement for the new terminal with OOCL, whose lease on its existing Pier F facility expired in 2011.



The port is also planning to spend around US$650m plan to convert the site of a former oilfield into a
64.7h container terminal with 1,000m of quay. This terminal will become Pier S and is expected to take
around five years to be completed for operations.



Continuing modernisation and “green” initiatives of K Line’s Pier G as part of a programme which
started in 2000. A new on-dock rail yard was completed in 2012 and almost doubled the terminal’s ondock rail capacity. This initiative also aims to provide additional shore power facilities and container
yard space and is due to be finished in 2020.

Other projects will include the US$1bn replacement of the Gerald Desmond Bridge (which is insufficiently high
for the largest transpacific containerships to pass beneath), rail network improvement and the provision of
shoreside power (cold ironing) to Piers A, G, J and T, following its recent installation at Pier C. Shore power will
also be included in the Middle Harbor development.
At Pier T, TTI (Hanjin Shipping) has known plans to use a small vacant area of around four hectares to install a
grain transloading facility to ship grain in otherwise empty containers. MSC has recently acquired a share of
TTI, giving this liner company direct access to deepwater terminals that are not constrained by the air draught
limitations of the inner terminals, thereby allowing the deployment of larger vessels.
At Pier T, MSC purchased a stake in the terminal in early 2013, which followed a similar acquisition in November
2012 for CMA CGM when it bought a 25 per cent stake of Pier J, which has been operated as a joint venture
between SSA and Cosco.
Table 2.14 offers a summary of the planned expansion at container terminals at Long Beach moving forward
over the remainder of the current decade. Longer-term initiatives are not yet known, though these highlighted
projects are expected to provide sufficient container capacity leading into the middle of the next decade for the
port.
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Table 2.14
Long Beach: Planned Container Handling Facilities
Terminal

Area

Berthage

Quay gantry

On-dock

-h

-m

cranes - no.

rail

Year

Middle Harbor Redevelopment - reconfiguring of Piers D, E & F
(OOCL)
Phase I - Pier D/E upgrade

450m

Yes

2016

Yes

By 2020

net 0.8m TEU per annum capacity
Completion to 3.3m TEU per annum cap

123.0

(net 2.2m TEU per annum)
Pier S (oifield redevelopment)

3 berths for

22-row

13000 TEU ships

outreach

64.7

1000

2018+

adds 1.2m TEU per annum

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Los Angeles
In the Pacific South range, container handling capabilities at the port of Los Angeles have been expanded very
vigorously over the past decade, including:


The land area devoted to container handling has increased from 386 to 711 hectares and container
quayage from under 6,472m to around 10,000m.



The number of container gantry cranes has risen from 47 to 78 over the period, which includes a
greater proportion of larger units.

Key specifications and major customers of container terminals at Los Angeles are presented in Table 2.15, with
the following summary:


There are nine container terminals, including a vacant (but relatively small) Port of Los Angeles facility.



On-dock rail access is available on all tenanted terminals apart from MOL’s Trans-Pacific Terminal.



Water depth ranges between 13.7m (Yangming’s West Basin CT, Evergreen and NYK’s Yusen
Terminals) to 16.8m for the APM’s Pier 400 facility.



At least one berth at the other terminals, except APL’s, has been deepened to 16.2m in a dredging
programme which commenced in 2006.



In late 2010, California United Terminals (operated by a subsidiary of Hyundai Merchant Marine)
moved from Long Beach to Los Angeles, taking a (small-sized facility) sublease at APM’s terminal.
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Table 2.15
Los Angeles: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Berths

Area
-h

Berthage
-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry
cranes - no.

On-dock
rail

Major customers

West Basin
China Shipping

100-109

55.0

762

16.2

8

Yes

China Shipping, Yangming
UASC, CMA CGM

West Basin
SSA (Matson)

121-131

75.3

762

13.7

5

Yes

China Shipping, K Line
Yangming, Cosco, Hanjin,
Zim

Tra-Pac Terminal
Mitsui OSK Lines

136-147

74.0

1646

13.7-16.2

10

No

MOL, APL, OOCL
Hy undai, Hapag Lloy d

206-209

34.8

665

12.2-13.7

4

No

N/A - v acant

Yusen Terminals
NYK Line

212-225

74.9

1768

13.7

8

Yes

NYK, OOCL, Hapag Lloy d
MOL, Hy undai

Evergreen Terminal

226-236

83.0

975

13.7

8

Yes

Ev ergreen, Hanjin
Cosco

Pier 300 - Global Gatew ay
APL

302-305

118.2

1219

15.2

16

Yes

APL, MOL, Hapag Lloy d,
Hy undai, NYK, OOCL

159.0

1609

16.8

14

Yes

Maersk Line, Safmarine,
MSC, Horizon, Cosco

36.8

594

16.8

5

Yes

Hy undai, APL, MOL
Hapag Lloy d, NYK

711.0
688.8
693.8
630.0
385.7

10000
10226
10441
9734
6472

Port of Los Angeles
Container Terminal

Pier 400
APM Terminals

401-404

California United Terminals 405-406
(Pier 400 sublease-Hyundai)

2015F Total
2013
2012
2005
2000

78
80
82
65
47

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Outlook for Los Angeles: Deepening and expansion, focus on on-dock and near-dock rail capacity
The port’s ten-year plan to 2020 contains investment totaling US$3bn, which is intended to:


Complete the channel/berth deepening programme to 16.2m for all berths.



Expand handling capacity.



Expand on-dock and near-dock rail capacity.



Improve traffic flow, with road and bridge improvements within the port.

Key container terminal expansion projects in the period to 2020 are summarised in Table 2.16 and comprise the
following notable developments:


A continuing programme at MOL’s Trapac Terminal, which saw a berth extension completed in spring
2011, and added 57 acres of land and an on-dock rail capability in 2014, with berth and channel
deepening to 16.1m during 2015. In addition, the terminal operator is installing the first automated
straddle carriers in the US.



Redevelopment of APL’s Global Gateway South Terminal with the addition of 22.7h (56 acres) and
380m of quay. With work starting in 2014, the project is expected to boost capacity to 3.2m TEU/year
by 2027.
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Beyond 2020, a second phase of development at Trapac will add another four hectares of land.
The major project, however, will be the construction of Pier 500, to provide a new 200-acre container terminal.
This is expected to take at least 10 years to come to fruition and represents a highly-significant cost to
undertake in view of the need to build out on a landfill basis and not use any existing land-based infrastructure.
Nevertheless, it remains a noted potential initiative for the future, assuming the costs can be funded.
Table 2.16
Los Angeles: Planned Container Handling Facilities
Terminal

Area

Berthage

-h

-m

Depth
-m

Quay gantry

On-dock

cranes - no.

rail

16.2

5

Yes

Year

Trapac Terminal automation:
0.5 million TEU per annum

23.0

0.1 million TEU per annum

4.0

2015
2025

Pier 300 Global Gatew ay (Berth 306)
1.55 million TEU per annum

22.7

381.0

16.8

12

Ex isting

By 2027

Pier 500
Longer-term potential ex pansion

81.0

After 2021

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Oakland
The current key container terminal specifications at Oakland are presented in Table 2.17.
Although offering extensive container handling capabilities – with a total area of 310 hectares and almost
7,000m of container berths – the port of Oakland plays a secondary role on the US West Coast and is highly
dependent upon the greater San Francisco markets. There is no on-dock rail capacity to facilitate intermodal
movements, with rail connections supplied by two near-dock facilities.
The consolidation of terminals has provided seven larger facilities, all but two (the cabotage terminals) offering
15.2m depth alongside. Access channel depth was increased from 14m to 15.2m from late-2009 and the port is
now on the calling rotation of the MSC/CMA CGM PRX schedule that does deploy vessels up to 13830 TEU.
However, Oakland primarily acts as an export gateway and does not benefit from the significant Asian import
traffic volumes that are discharged at Long Beach instead.
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Table 2.17
Oakland: Container Handling Facilities - Mid 2015
Terminal

Outer Harbor Terminal

Berths

20-26

Area

Berthage

Depth

Quay gantry

On-dock

-h

-m

-m

cranes - no.

rail

84.9

1714.0

12.8-15.2

10

No

Ports America

Major customers

CCNI, Hapag Lloy d, H-Sud,
Horizon, Maersk Line,
US Lines, K Line, Yangming,
Hanjin, Cosco, MOL, HMM,
APL, Ev ergreen

TraPac Terminal

30-32

26.6

662.0

15.2

4

No

APL, HMM, MOL

Berth 33-34 - Vacant

33-34

13.2

433.0

433

0

No

N/A - v acant

Ben E Nutter Terminal

35-38

23.5

931.0

15.2

4

No

Ev ergreen

55-56

48.6

731.5

15.2

4

No

Hanjin, Cosco, K Line,

MOL

STS/Ev ergreen
OICT - West Gate
SSA Terminals
OICT - East Gate

Yangming
57-59

60.6

1091.0

15.2

6

No

SSA Terminals
Matson Terminal

CMA CGM, CSCL, MSC,
NYK, OOCL, Zim

60-63

32.1

836.0

12.8

4

No

APL

67-68

20.4

593

12.8

4

No

Matson

2015F Total

309.9

6992

36

2013

309.9

6992

36

2012

309.9

6631

36

2005

303.4

6631

37

2000

200.7

4860

29

SSA Terminals
Charles P How ard
SSA

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Outlook for Oakland: no immediate terminal expansion plans
With projected throughput in 2015 yet to fully surpass the 2006-07 peaks, there are no immediate terminal
expansion plans at Oakland. In 2007 the port handled 2.38 million TEU, which had recovered after the Global
Financial Crisis to reach 2.34 million TEU by the end of 2013 but by the end of 2015 a total of 2.27 million TEU
emphasises that demand levels have plateaued again.
There are known, albeit longstanding, plans to redevelop the inner harbour but these are not going to be
undertaken until volume growth utilises existing terminal capacity, so are not anticipated in the near future and
highly likely to be after Terminal 2 at Roberts Bank is operational.
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Pacific South Container Handling Capacity Development
Aggregating the container port investment plans in the Pacific South, Table 2.18 presents the anticipated
container handling capacity in this range of ports to 2020. It can be noted that relatively little additional capacity
is anticipated over the course of the current decade, with 25.14 million TEU forecast for 2020.
Table 2.18
North America Pacific South*: Container Handling Capacity to 2020
m TEU/year

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Long Beach
Los Angeles
Oakland
Total

7.90
9.65
3.27
20.82

7.60
10.60
3.72
21.92

7.60
10.90
3.72
22.22

7.60
10.90
3.72
22.22

7.60
11.30
3.72
22.62

7.60
11.80
3.72
23.12

8.40
11.80
3.72
23.92

8.70
12.32
3.72
24.74

9.10
12.32
3.72
25.14

9.10
12.32
3.72
25.14

9.10
12.32
3.72
25.14

* ex cludes Haw aii
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Between 2012 and 2020, container handling capacity at Pacific South ports will have increase by 13 per cent to
25.14 million TEU per annum, as also charted in Figure 2.2, with relatively little change to the estimated shares
applicable to each of the three ports. Moving forward it is also likely that the two San Pedro ports will be seeking
to maximise the most efficient use of the facilities and space available through automation before seeking to
invest further – subject to union negotiations and subsequent approval, of course.

Figure 2.2 - Pacific South Container Handling Capacity to 2020 - million TEU/ per Annum
30.00
25.00
20.00
Oakland
15.00

Los Angeles
Long Beach
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5.00
0.00
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2017
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2019

2020

2.7 ‘Design’ and ‘Effective’ Capacity
Container terminal capacity is invariably quantified in terms of the numbers of containers that can be handled by
the facilities under consideration in a given period. This represents the maximum capacity of the terminal and is
the metric that has been used in the current analysis. Providing there is a general balance between berth length
and terminal area, this tends to represent the maximum that the terminal can handle across the quay in a given
period.
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In reality, of course, the position is more complex. It is not possible to aim for full berth utilisation and the
capacity of a particular terminal will be dependent upon the specific market in which the terminal is operating.
For example, there is a considerable difference noted between common-user and line-owned/operated
terminals. In the latter case, the line can maximize the capacity of the terminal by controlling the arrival and
departure of vessels. For common-user terminals, there is a greater need to meet short term customer
requirements and a less certain vessel arrival profile is noted.
Typically, it has been found that common-user terminals, like those operated in the Port of Vancouver, will see
difficulties at other stages of the transport chain begin to emerge when demand reaches much in excess of
around 80 per cent of ‘design’ capacity. For example, vessels may be queuing for berths or there can be
landside congestion.
Calculation of these issues can never be definitive given the importance of local and often temporary market
issues. However, in this study it is estimated that utilisation rates of around 85 per cent represent a maximum
efficient (or ‘effective’) use of a container terminal. This is an important consideration when defining when new
capacity will be required as a period of 100 per cent utilisation would likely represent an inefficient terminal that
would be in danger of losing market share.
The choice of 85 per cent may be seen as conservative – with congestion difficulties frequently encountered at
lower utilisation levels.
2.8 Key Conclusions – Implications for the Port of Vancouver
It is apparent from these analyses that only limited expansion is anticipated at Pacific West Coast
terminals as a whole. Demand increases have been accommodated by improved productivity, but there
is very little scope to further improve capacity by this means – particularly in Canadian ports.
It is also apparent that there has been a programme of depth improvements in the major Californian
ports and in the Pacific Northwest and this has allowed larger vessels to enter the trade – this is an
important factor as the cascading of container vessels continues to occur in the Transpacific, with the
current largest ships now in the 13,830 TEU-size range but at the start of 2016 vessels as large as 18,000
TEU are likely to be calling more regularly.
The water depth available at the Port of Vancouver remains an important competitive factor in being
able to handle large container ships in the Transpacific trades at the load factors anticipated over the
forecast period. However, it is also imperative that container terminal and intermodal capacity are
sufficient to continue to meet future demand.
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SECTION III – TRENDS IN CONTAINER SHIPPING

3.1 Introduction
The Port of Vancouver enjoys considerable shipping advantage over most of the competing Pacific West Coast
ports insofar as it can berth the largest existing and anticipated container vessels. The trend has been towards
the development of much larger vessels in recent years and the Port of Vancouver will be well placed to handle
such container ships.
This Section looks at:


Recent changes and development of vessel sizes for the largest deepsea trades.



Specific developments of the Transpacific trades, including provision of existing liner services and sizes
of vessels in use, including future ships in service on the Pacific Northwest trades and potential impacts
of shipping line consolidation following recent developments (i.e. 2M Alliance, Ocean Three, CMA CGM
acquisition of NOL/APL, Cosco/China Shipping merger – some of this merger and alliance activity is yet
to be fully realised, hence only reasonable outcomes can be assessed at the time of writing at the start
of 2016).



The potential for greater competition as a result of larger ships calling to East Coast ports to serve the
US Midwest via the Suez Canal.



The competitive position of the Port of Vancouver versus competing regional terminals for shipping line
customers.

3.2 Container Vessel Sizes and Fleet Development
The shift to larger vessels has been the most significant feature for deepsea containerization in recent years.
The search for scale economies is at the heart of this drive. On a tonnage-mile basis, the savings from larger
vessels are significant and also one of the few factors that can be directly controlled by shipping lines.
Furthermore, as soon as one major operator advances to the next size echelon, the competitive nature of the
shipping industry invariably forces other operators to follow suit. The net effect has been an increase in both
average vessel size and the size of the largest vessels deployed.
This process has also seen a considerable increase in the capacity of the container fleet as all major operators
have introduced much larger vessels. This has resulted in a miss-match between supply and demand and has
resulted in a very weak shipping market.
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The largest vessels that are on-order have a length (LOA) of 400m, a beam of 59m and a design draught of
around 15.5m – although full draught by weight will seldom be used. Berthing of these vessels will be possible
with careful management at the Port of Vancouver and at Prince Rupert. Larger vessels are also under
consideration with designs for vessels of 22,000TEU and even 24,000TEU proposed. The proposed dimensions
of such vessels will result in either broader or longer vessels, although draught is not anticipated to be deeper.
The trend in favour of larger vessels is well established and has accelerated since 2004. The share of 8,000
TEU+ vessels increased from 0.2 per cent of the containership fleet at the beginning of 2004 to 37 per cent at
present. The very largest vessels are typically deployed on trades between East Asia and Europe. This trend
has also seen the deployment of much larger vessels onto the Transpacific trades, with vessels of up to
14,000TEU deployed on some rotations. The oversupply of these largest classes of vessels is now resulting in
pressure to re-deploy these vessels on other trades and the Transpacific will be a primary candidate for further
deployment of these units. There is likely to be pressure to deploy further larger vessels on these trades, where
water depth and other considerations permit such operations.
The development of the world fleet is summarised in Figure 3.1, with projections to the end of 2017 included on
the basis of the current orderbook for new vessels.

Figure 3.1 - World Container Fleet Development 1990-2017 ('000TEU)
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All of the major shipping lines have now committed to the development of the largest classes of container vessels
in the 18,000TEU+ size range, with these vessels generally offering variations on a typical design profile of an
overall length of around 400m with a bean of up to 59m. The draught of these vessels when fully-loaded is in the
range of 15.2-15.5m, with this indicating a required water depth of up to around 16.5m.
There are also further pressures to develop yet larger containerships and there have also been conceptual
assessments of even bigger vessels (c. 22-24,000TEU), which will potentially be up to a further 50m in length
than the current largest vessels.
OSC has been heavily involved in discussions with Lloyd’s Register (and shipping lines) concerning the likely
dimensions of this new class of vessel and it seems possible in principle to fit 22,000TEU into a vessel with a
length of 400-433m. This is the same as for the 18,000TEU vessels with the addition of 4 x 20’ bays and two
cross-decks, with the same beam and draught as the ‘EEE’ class vessels. These are likely to be introduced over
the next five to ten years into the Asia-Europe trades, resulting in tonnage that is currently deployed on the main
arterial routes having to be cascaded to the secondary trades, thereby increasing the average size of vessels
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deployed on these trade lanes. The generational development of container vessels to date is summarised in
Figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2 – Development of Container Vessel Dimensions
It is also possible that these larger vessels will be deployed on some Transpacific trades – where sufficient
terminal capacity is available. There are constraints to these developments:


A design constraint for all modern designs of container ship is the height to which containers may be
stacked. In the container holds and on deck, the greatest stack height is constrained by the strength of
the containers, so the lowest box is not crushed and there is not an unacceptable constraint on the
weight of containers which can be carried in each stack.



The twin island configuration is used almost universally in order to maximise the container capacity
within the constraints of bridge visibility requirements.

This assessment has not identified any major technical obstacles to the development of ships of 20,000 TEU and
above.
Current large container ships have breadth consistent with carriage of 22 or 23 stacks abreast on deck. The
capacity then becomes a function of vessel length. It is considered that vessel capacity increases by greater
length alone is already nearing the upper limit at c400m. As ever, more boxes will be squeezed into the current
breadth limit, but it is unlikely that vessel capacity will exceed 22,000TEU without increasing the breadth.
There are many options available to ship owners who wish to progress to container ships with capacities greater
than those in service today. In addition, it is possible for some existing ships to be lengthened to provide
increased capacity. Some of the options have been evaluated here and indicative vessel dimensions deduced.
Maximum vessel size is a compromise between increasing breadth (with consequent challenges for the
terminals) and increasing length (with challenges for the bending strength of the ship that will determine the
optimum). It is unlikely that very small values of L/B will predominate, so the lesser values of length are unlikely
to represent the upper limits which we will be seen on ship length. Equally, ship length comes at a price, so it is
unlikely that high L/B values will dominate. So, on this basis, it would seem that 450 metres LOA is a realistic
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upper limit for vessel length in the foreseeable future – so the design of berths for the very largest anticipated
container ships should be predicated on the, i.e. a vessel length of 450m.
The dimensions of large container vessels and their likely future development are summarised in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1
Design Development of Large Containerships

TEUs

First generation: 1968
Second generation: 1970-80
Panamax : 1980-90
Post-panamax : 1988-95
Fifth generation: 1996-2005
Super post-panamax : 1997->
Ultra large container ships: 2006->
New -panamax : 2010
Triple E-Class
CSCL 19,100 Class
MSC Oscar
Proposed Vessels:
New generation 1
New generation IIA
New generation IIB

Length
overall (m)

Beam (m)

Maximum
draught* (m)

Noted Required
berth depth (m)*

1,100
2-3,000
3-4,500
4-5,000
6,400-8,000
8,000-11,400
14,500
12,500
18,270
18,400
19,244

213
294
280-305
300-347
320-380
380-400
366
400
400
400

27.4
32.0
41.1
42.9
43-47
56.4
49.0
59.0
58.6
59.0

10.8
12.2
12.7
14.0-14.5
14.5-15.0
15.5
15.2
15.5
15.5
15.5

12.0
12.8-13.0
13.5-14.0
14.8-15.3
15.3-15.8
16.4
16.1
16.4
16.4
16.4

22,000
24,000
24,000

430
450
430

59.0
59.0
61.5

15.5
15.8
15.5

16.4
16.6
16.4

* Max imum draught is rarely realised, ev en w hen v essels are fully laden, so required berth depth is less in practice.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The development of 22,000TEU vessels will be by means of increasing length, with 430-433m being the likely
dimension. There are seen to be two options for 24,000TEU vessels – either further lengthening, with a slightly
deeper draught or a shift to broader vessels on a length of up to 430m. This would entail an additional row of
containers.
It is realistic to anticipate that 22,000TEU vessels with a length of around 430m+ and 23 rows wide will be
deployed on the Asia-Europe trades and may have a role on the Transpacific trades at some point in the future.
The shift to 24,000TEU+ vessels will be more complex and would involve significant infrastructure and container
crane investments.
Container vessel size development driven by search for economies of scale
This shift to larger vessels has been the most significant feature for deepsea containerisation. The search for
scale economies is at the heart of this drive. On a tonnage-mile basis, the savings from larger vessels are
significant and also one of the few factors that are directly controlled by ship operators.
Furthermore, as soon as one major operator advances to the next size echelon, the competitive nature of the
shipping industry may force other operators to follow suit. The net effect is a rise in both average vessel size and
the size of the largest vessels deployed.
Current expansion of the Panama Canal will boost ship size developments as well
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Currently, there is a further, one-off boost motivating ship size development in some trades, namely the
expansion of the Panama Canal, which will permit larger vessels to cross between the Pacific and Atlantic
Oceans from late 2016.
The maximum dimensions for vessels that will be allowed through the new locks will be 369m LOA x 49m beam
x 15.2m maximum draught. This implies considerable margins relative to the actual dimensions of the locks, and
it may be that new-Panamax (NPX) vessel dimensions will be progressively enhanced, as has been the case for
Panamax dimensions. This will improve the economics of the All-Water services between Asia and North
America and will have some negative impact on the market share of Californian ports. As is considered in detail
in this study, these effects will not be manifested at either Vancouver or Prince Rupert.
Factors defining the upper limits of the size of container vessels
It is apparent that the size of container vessels is now approaching a peak. Factors which define upper limits
are:


Scale of demand: This is the most obvious determining factor. Attempts to increase ship size beyond
that called for by market demand result in half-empty vessels, trading with the costs, but not the benefits
of scale. This explains why, for example, the largest general cargo vessels are much smaller than the
largest tankers or dry bulk carriers. Similar considerations apply to container ships. Filling the largest
container ships used for transshipment requires networks of feeders and/or interlining mainline services
to concentrate demand.



At-sea versus in-port costs, long versus short hauls, and number of port calls: economies of scale are
reaped whilst vessels are at sea, since it costs less per cargo ton to ship a large cargo than a small
cargo. However, the per-tonne costs of loading and unloading do not decline similarly with increasing
cargo size, as it is difficult significantly to speed up per-tonne or per-container handling speeds, so
larger vessels benefit from only limited economies, if any, whilst in port. Scale economies are therefore
at their greatest when the sea-time/port-time ratio is maximised.



Limits to scale economies and diminishing returns: There are diminishing returns from increasing vessel
size beyond certain limits – to obtain the same percentage increases in economies of scale it is
necessary to expand vessel size by increasingly large margins.



Available ports: The largest vessels can only be accommodated at very few ports, and possibly only
when partially loaded, thus negating the theoretical benefits to be gained by scale economies, but not
the higher costs of the vessels. The opportunities for utilising such vessels are therefore limited.



Terminal and hinterland transport infrastructure:
-

As well as the necessary access parameters, terminals have to install the requisite cargo-handling
technology, such as larger quayside cranes for containers. To cope with the increasing overall and
consignment volumes being moved across the quay, yard systems have had to evolve also, to
keep up the flow between quay and yard.

-

Except in the case of transshipment, it is not only necessary to have the requisite terminal
development, but the hinterland transport infrastructure also has to be capable of handling terminal
throughput – and particularly peak demand.

Limits to Scale Economies for Container Ships
The progressive decrease in unit transport costs to be gained with increasing vessel size has been the major
driving force in the strategies of container ship operators. However, the potential savings decline as vessel sizes
increase.
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There are significant scale economies, as ship sizes are increased to around 14,500 TEU. Although additional
gains can be made beyond this stage, very large increases in capacity have to be incorporated in order to make
worthwhile further savings.
In order to find the optimal vessel size to minimize trading costs, all costs related to the trade have to be
considered. Direct trading costs comprise:


Capital costs – the cost of financing the vessel.



Operating costs – the various cost sectors involved with operating and manning the vessel.



Fuel costs – the fuel consumption in-port and at-sea, with this varying in line with fuel price, speed and
consumption.

Tables 3.2 and 3.3 summarise the daily trading costs for large deepsea vessels in terms of vessel capacity in the
current market, updated based on current confirmed data at the end of 2015.
All of these costs are related to the size of the vessel, with significant scale economies noted for each sector as
the size increases. Indeed, this has been the driving force associated with the introduction of larger vessels over
the past twenty years.
Table 3.2
Deep-Sea Containership Capital and Operating Costs 2014

Capacity - TEUs
Capital Costs
New build Price - mUS$
Daily Capital Charge - $
Operating Costs
Manning - US$/day
Repair & Maintenance - US$/day
Insurance - US$/day
Admin/Other Charges* - US$/day
Total
TOTAL
$/TEU

2000TEU

3500TEU

4500TEU

6800TEU

8500TEU

10800TEU

12500TEU

14500TEU

18300TEU

2000

3500

4500

6800

8500

10800

12500

14500

18300

27.5
11,337

38.0
15,666

45.0
18,552

67.0
27,622

76.5
31,539

93.0
38,341

114.0
46,999

130.0
53,595

163.5
67,406

3,200
1,096
655
1,000
5,951

3,650
1,568
936
1,100
7,253

3,650
1,734
1,035
1,100
7,519

3,650
2,456
1,466
1,200
8,773

3,650
2,903
1,733
1,200
9,486

3,650
3,105
1,933
1,200
9,888

3,650
3,220
2,133
1,300
10,303

3,700
3,350
2,350
1,475
10,875

3,950
3,650
2,550
1,650
11,800

17,288
8.64

22,920
6.55

26,071
5.79

36,395
5.35

41,025
4.83

48,229
4.47

57,302
4.58

64,470
4.45

79,206
4.33

Note: * = Estimates for tw in-engine Maersk design.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 3.2 presents a summary of current capital and operating costs for the different specified vessels. The
following should be noted:


Capital costs can be calculated in various different ways, with each specific newbuilding deal invariably
unique. However, a common calculation has been made that converts original purchase price into a
daily capital charge. Of course, this will fluctuate in line with market conditions prevailing in the
shipbuilding sector when a particular vessel was ordered. However, representative prices have here
been adopted to allow some direct comparisons. The surge in ordering for ULCSs that was noted in
2007-2008 resulted in firm pricing for these vessels, with typical contracts placed at between $160-
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173m per unit. Prices have since fallen back and it is reported that Maersk were able to secure their
EEE Class vessels at a unit price of some $190m, though OSC is aware that in end-2015 known orders
by the likes of UASC/China Shipping are putting this size of vessel much nearer $160m.
The scale economies are apparent. Capital charges per TEU of vessel capacity fall from around $4.06
per day for 6800TEU vessels to just $3.68 for the 18,000TEU+ classes.
It must be stressed that the returns available in pushing vessel capacity decline as vessel sizes
increase. There will be only limited returns beyond 18,000TEU even for a line that has the market
presence to justify such vessels. However, having decided to commit to the largest vessels there is little
reason not to maximize potential benefits.
Table 3.3
Sample Fuel Consumption Levels and Bunker Bills End-2015

Capacity - TEUs
Fuel Costs
HFO - US$/tonne
MDO - US$/tonne
Consumption At Sea
HFO - tonnes/day
MDO - tonnes/day
Consumption In Port
HFO - tonnes/day
MDO - tonnes/day
Fuel Costs At Sea - US$/day
Fuel Costs In Port - US$/day

2000TEU

3500TEU

4500TEU

6800TEU

8500TEU

10800TEU

12500TEU

14500TEU

18300TEU

2000

3500

4500

6800

8500

10800

12500

14500

18300

239
461
18 knots
32.8
2.0

239
461
18 knots
50.3
2.5

239
461
19 knots
53.5
2.5

239
461
19 knots
79.5
2.8

239
461
19 knots
98.6
2.8

239
461
19 knots
113.0
3.0

239
461
19 knots
136.5
3.2

239
461
19 knots
153.5
3.2

239
461
19 knots
163.5
3.2

0
2.0
8,761
922

0
2.8
13,174
1,153

0
2.8
13,939
1,153

0
2.8
20,291
1,291

0
2.8
24,856
1,291

0
3.0
28,390
1,383

0
3.2
34,099
1,475

0
3.2
38,162
1,475

0
3.2
40,552
1,475

Note: * = Estimates for tw in-engine Maersk design.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants



Operating costs have been derived from the OSC database. This comprises actual costs for operating
a vessel (excluding liner management and agency costs) and covers manning, repair and maintenance
(converted to a daily rate to include periodic special survey), insurance (both hull and machinery and
protection and indemnity) and other various miscellaneous charges.
Detailed consideration of these costs is outside the scope of the current paper, but it is clear that
manning costs do not escalate significantly in relation to vessel size. Repair and maintenance are
linked to original capital value – all of the vessels in the fleet sector are relatively young, so no
information has become available concerning any special difficulties as the vessels age. Insurance is
linked to vessel and cargo values and, therefore, increases in fairly close relation to vessel size. The
balance of costs is relatively minor and does not move rapidly upwards as size increases.
The net effect is, once again seen to be considerable scale economies, but it must be noted that these
costs are low in comparison to capital charges and certainly in relation to fuel costs. Nevertheless,
these savings transfer directly to the owner’s bottom line and have been a significant driver of vessel
size increases.



Fuel charges are highly dependent upon speed of trading and also the prevailing costs of fuel. Table
3.3 presents a picture of fuel charges for vessels trading at the speeds recorded. For comparison
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purposes fuel costs have been based on current prices for IFO and MDO for the 18,300TEU design
trading more slowly at 19 knots to reflect the impact of slow steaming.
Table 3.4
Sample Calculation - Annualised Asia to Europe Vessel Costs Per Slot
- 3 East Asian ports and 3 North American ports
4500TEU

6800TEU

8500TEU

10800TEU

12500TEU

14500TEU

18300TEU

Capacity - TEU

4800

6800

8500

10800

13000

14500

18300

No. containers - round trip
Port time - handling (day s)
Port time - access (day s)
Canal Time
Total Port Time (day s)
Sea Time
Round trip - nautical miles
Speed - knots
N. miles per day
Sea Time (day s)
Contingency (+ 5 per cent)

8640
2.40
3.00
0.00
5.40

12240
3.40
3.00
0.00
6.40

15300
4.25
3.00
0.00
7.25

19440
5.40
3.00
0.00
8.40

23400
6.50
3.00
0.00
9.50

26100
7.25
3.00
0.00
10.25

32940
9.15
3.00
0.00
12.15

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

12200
19
456
26.75
28.09

Voy age Time

33.49

34.49

35.34

36.49

37.59

38.34

40.24

Voy ages per annum

10.45

10.15

9.90

9.59

9.31

9.13

8.70

100322

138003

168354

207168

242072

264722

318323

40010
27224

56686
37685

65881
42315

76619
49612

91400
58777

102632
65945

119758
80681

1,070,447
147,008
275,850
1,493,305

1,516,599
241,187
275,850
2,033,636

1,762,602
306,787
275,850
2,345,239

2,049,893
416,740
275,850
2,742,484

2,445,358
558,379
275,850
3,279,588

2,745,851
675,939
275,850
3,697,640

3,204,048
980,278
275,850
4,460,176

Slots per annum - TEUs
Vessel costs at sea - US$/day
Vessel costs in port - US$/day
Vessel sea costs - US$
Vessel port costs - US$
Canal charges
Voy age Costs - US$
Annual Serv ice Costs - US$

15,605,369 20,635,812 23,225,374 26,303,478 30,534,489 33,753,338 38,791,747

Annualised Costs per slot - US$

155.6

149.5

138.0

127.0

126.1

127.5

121.9

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

It is apparent that the daily fuel costs for an 18,300TEU vessel trading at 19 knots are around 19 per cent
cheaper than an NPX (12500-13,000TEU) on a per container basis. Fuel prices are very volatile and are directly
related to the price of oil. It should be note that for most of 2014, when oil prices were high, the daily fuel bill, for
example, for a 14,500TEU vessel at 19 knots was over US$75,000 per day. Under these conditions there was a
great incentive to slow vessels. The costs have since fallen sharply, but it remains unclear at what level oil
prices will stabilize in coming years.
Of course, the slower vessel will not be offering the same annualised container handling capacity as the same
vessel trading at a faster speed and these trade-offs need to be calculated, but the overall importance of fuel
costs is clearly apparent.
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Table 3.4 presents a summary of vessel costs for a typical Transpacific voyage and underlines the overall costs
per container for different sizes of vessels. The pressure to introduce larger vessels (where possible) is apparent
from this review of direct costs.
Trade-off between additional engine capital costs and speed: ultimate size of container vessels is likely
to be between 20,000-22,000TEU
The technical issues relating to powering containerships are complex and lie outside the scope of this study.
However, significant work has been undertaken by Lloyd’s Register on this subject, in which OSC has been
involved, and some of the findings are summarised here. There is a non-linear relation between energy
requirement and speed, in which the energy requirement (and therefore fuel bills) increases with the cube of
speed – the so-called ‘cube rule’. This means that there is a much more severe penalty for increasing the speed
of a vessel from 24 to 25 knots, for example, than there is from 19 to 20 knots. This creates additional sensitivity
to fuel price rises, with sharp increases in bunker prices leading immediately to pressure to cut vessel trading
speed.
Although it is possible to increase an engine’s power by adding cylinders or boosting the capacity of each
cylinder, further issues relating to propeller size also have to be addressed. The diameter of the propeller must
be increased significantly, if power is to be converted to drive, which creates problems for casting and, more
importantly, there are cavitation issues for such massive units. This makes a twin-propeller design necessary, if
the required speeds are to be achieved.
Energy consumption by vessel speed and size has been considered at some length for vessels that are currently
operational, and the results are summarised in Table 3.5.
Table 3.5
Power Requirements for Large Containerships by Vessel Size and Speed
MCR Ps (MW)
Knots

6800TEU

8500TEU

10800TEU

12500TEU

14500TEU

18300TEU

18

26.1

28.9

33.4

35.7

37.7

40.9

19

30.7

34.0

39.3

42.0

44.4

48.1

20

35.8

39.7

45.9

49.0

51.7

56.1

21

41.4

45.9

53.1

56.7

59.9

64.9

22

47.6

52.8

61.1

65.1

68.9

74.7

23

54.4

60.3

69.8

74.4

78.7

85.3

24

61.8

68.6

79.3

84.6

89.4

96.9

Sources: Lloy ds Register, Ocean Shipping Consultants

From this analysis it can be seen that:


There is a very steep increase in energy consumption for larger vessels – even 14,500 TEU vessels are
not always able to trade at 25 knots.



Any requirement for powering above 100MW creates a requirement for two engines and resulting twinskeg design. This significantly alters the scale economy calculations.
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It is apparent from this that vessels larger than 20,000TEU do not offer significant additional savings. The
requirement either to increase available power to provide a competitive trading speed or to reduce capital and
hence transport costs by slowing down the vessel means that only limited additional gains can be secured.
This conclusion confirms that the ultimate size of container vessels is likely to be between 18,000-20,000TEU
(and possibly somewhat larger). The ability to berth these vessels will be an important feature of the Port of
Vancouver’s competitive position over the forecast period.
Ultra-Large Container Ships (ULCS) over-capacity will remain for at least the short-term
The primary response by carriers to the recent severe overcapacity in the container shipping sector, combined
with until recently high fuel prices, has been to absorb capacity by slowing trading speeds. This has the multiple
benefits for the carrier of reducing fuel costs, turning costly idle vessels into performing assets and, by managing
overcapacity, supporting freight rates.
By reducing speed from a typical 23 knots before the recession to as low as 14 knots in 2009, carriers were able
to limit the number of idle vessels and reduce overcapacity significantly. The continuance of slow speeding in
2010 served to reduce the number of laid-up vessels to a small rump, thus dramatically limit the impact of
underlying overcapacity.
In a climate of lower oil prices it is unclear whether slow steaming will continue. Whilst slow steaming may make
economic sense when there are spare vessels available to add to a string, this is not the norm when there is no
supply/demand imbalance. Slow steaming can also impose costs on customers, who may be forced to finance
additional loads in the supply pipeline, in order to meet their requirements. Indeed the current slow steaming
trend has generated complaints from shippers, although for the short-term at least it is a concept likely to remain
within the industry. Further ordering of larger vessels of the 18,000 TEU and larger classification has precipitated
more over-capacity and sustained the slow steaming policy.
It is OSC’s view that it would be dangerous to adopt a policy based on particular steaming speeds at any one
time. Whilst carriers may keep slow speeding in their armory as a way to manage overcapacity and low freight
rates, they will find reasons to speed vessels up when demand catches up with capacity, and their attention
reverts from repairing their balance sheets and bottom lines to maintaining their market shares.
The development of the ULCS fleet is further summarised in Table 3.6, which includes confirmed data (as
available at the end of 2015) and relating to the estimated position up to 2018.
It is anticipated that the capacity of ULCS vessels (here defined as 12,000TEU and larger) will increase from a
current level of around 3.4m TEU to around 5.6m TEU at the end of 2018 – an increase of 65 per cent. By this
period around 25 per cent of total container fleet capacity will be in this size range. It is clear that demand is
extremely unlikely to match this pace of growth and a further prolonged period of overcapacity is anticipated.
This represents a continuing transformation of terminal requirements for the Asia-North America trades, in which
a greater proportion and larger vessels will need to be catered for at container terminals.
In essence, those ports unable to successfully receive these units will become far less competitive to ocean
carrier operators. This will be central to the rationale for the further development of deepwater capacity at the
Port of Vancouver.
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Table 3.6
Forecast ULCS* Fleet Development to 2018

No. Of ULCS

ULCS (>12,000)

Total fleet

ULCS share

vessels

000TEU capacity

000TEU capacity

TEU capacity

End-2014
193
Orderbook (scheduled delivery)

2694.0

18244.0

14.8%

Existing fleet

2015

37

743.7

1452.0

51.2%

2016

33

532.0

1184.5

44.9%

2017

47

795.9

1176.9

67.6%

2018

50

829.4

895.6

92.6%

2015

230

3437.7

19696.0

17.5%

2016

263

3969.7

20667.0

19.2%

2017

310

4765.6

21250.0

22.4%

2018

360

5595.0

22450.0

24.9%

Forecast fleet (end)

End-y ear
* - Ultra Large Container Vessels = 12,000TEU and larger
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants/Clarksons

3.3 Analysis of the Transpacific Trades
Within this overall framework of larger vessels being ordered and entering service, the specific development of
shipping deployments on the Transpacific trades is of immediate relevance to the Port of Vancouver’s container
demand development. With the bigger ships entering service, the berthing of the largest vessels and ensuring
adequate equipment is available to service them will remain the critical issue for the port’s competitive position.
As a general overview the following points should be noted for the Transpacific, although the Pacific Northwest
where the Port of Vancouver and the Pacific South (covering the San Pedro ports) regions are not differentiated
individually:


40’ containers are dominant for the Transpacific trades. This is a legacy of the emphasis on these sizes
of containers by major US operators since the early 1980s. This means that there will be a shortage of
smaller units which will be loaded by weight rather than volume and will be in demand for the Port of
Vancouver exports.



There is a severe net imbalance favouring eastbound containers on these trades – i.e. there are many
westbound empty movements. Once again the position of the Port of Vancouver is structurally different.



On average. loaded containers are much heavier westbound than eastbound, but this effect is masked
by the number of westbound empties.

It is apparent that although very large vessels will be deployed, with the current 14,000TEU vessels likely to
increase during 2016 and deployment of up to 18,000TEU vessels in the very near future. For example, CMA
CGM has already confirmed on its website that it is planning to introduce a newbuild, the CMA CGM Benjamin
Franklin, which has a capacity of 17,859 TEU, onto the operator’s Yangtse service which links the ports of
Shanghai, Ningbo, Pusan, Los Angeles, Oakland, and back to Shanghai. According to CMA CGM's online
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service schedules (in early December 2015), this new vessel is scheduled to make its first call at Los Angeles on
December 26th 2015, making it the largest ship to ever call a U.S. port (to date).
Clearly, with continued weaker demand and freight rates in the Asia-Europe market, it seems clear that some of
the major liner companies are already be looking at deployment issues in the Transpacific. This is especially
pertinent for CMA CGM which has agreed to purchase NOL/APL as part of its clear desire to increase exposure
and share to the Transpacific trades.
3.4 Transpacific Container Services
As a general overview, Table 3.7 summarises the current capacity of the leading container shipping lines as of
mid-2015. The size of overall number of vessels and TEU operated by the three largest shipping lines is evident
and further helps to show the size of the 2M Alliance of Maersk Line and MSC, but also the size of the new entity
to be created by the CMA CGM acquisition of NOL/APL which was announced at the start of December 2015. .
Table 3.7
Container Vessel Fleets Deployed by Leading Operators in mid-2015
Line

No.

TEU

On order

TEU

Maersk Line

606

MSC

497

2,907,270

6

109,620

2,539,354

30

357,000

CMA CGM
Hapag-Lloy d

448

1,649,675

25

268,800

186

980,354

5

46,500

Ev ergreen

197

953,946

4

34,032

Cosco

163

825,405

10

119,500

China Shipping

135

673,578

3

57,300

12

180,900

Hanjin Shipping
Mitsui OSK
APL/NOL
Hamburg Sud
OOCL
NYK Line
Yangming

98

608,459

112

602,134

94

562,346

111

533,365

3

31,500

98

531,577

10

155,552

107

501,424

87

401,920

5

23,310

162

380,499

7

27,223

HMM

57

377,705

K Line

70

363,901

10

138,700

UASC

54

362,492

16

257,800

Zim

80

331,968

3362

16,087,372

146

1,807,737

PIL

Total

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants / Clarksons

The following represents a summary of developments by some of the major liner operators over the past year,
with confirmation of known future fleet expansion programmes also outlined. All of these shipping lines are either
existing or potential future operators in the Transpacific trades, with many the subject of operating and alliance
changes recently or to come in 2016


Maersk Line – in 2014 the operator increased its total capacity operated by almost 324,000 TEU,
primarily due to the delivery of another nine Triple E class ships of 18,340 TEU each. The company
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also continues to be active in the charter market, including taking 14 units of between 4,900-5,500 TEU
for likely use in African and ISC trades. In 2015 a further seven Triple-E ships are due for delivery,
along with four charter vessels of 9,000-10,000 TEU. It had been rumoured that additional expanded
EEE vessels will be ordered soon but the weaker financial for 2015 has seen this strategy altered.


MSC - between the start of 2014 and 2015 MSC’s operated fleet rose by 171,640 TEU, although two
15,900 TEU ships were also taken on charter. However, a massive 30 new ships and total capacity of
357,000 TEU are due for delivery in 2015, which includes 6 x 19,200 TEU units and a further 4 x 15,900
TEU vessels on long-term charter.



CMA CGM – the French Line’s fleet increased by just over 147,500 TEU during 2014, which included
nine long-term charter newbuildings in the 9,200-10,600 TEU size range. In fact, the company is
planning to add a total of 28 ships of this size between 2014 and 2016 and in 2015 alone it is taking
delivery of 25 new vessels for a total of 268,800 TEU slots. The acquisition of NOL/APL will boost the
size of the fleet being operated but not the orderbook (NOL/APL has not been active in this respect
recently).



Hapag-Lloyd – the merger with CSAV has resulted in a fleet rationalisation process but in 2015 the
newly-merged company will receive 5 x 9,300 TEU units (originally ordered by CSAV), which comprises
the full extent of its orderbook.



Evergreen – in 2014 the fleet operated rose by almost 107,500 TEU as this Taiwanese-based operator
continued to aggressively increase its expansion programme, which included 8 x 13,800 TEU units and
a further 9 x 8,500 TEU ships. There are few planned deliveries for 2015 but there are already 6 x
18,000 TEU units confirmed as being chartered from 2017.



Cosco – the final 4 x 13,400 TEU vessels arrived in 2014, originally ordered in 2008, with the
company’s next additions (of 5 x 14,500 TEU and 5 x 9,400 TEU) not due until the end of 2016 at the
earliest. Unconfirmed international press reports suggest that this operator and Yangming could soon
order a further 11 units of 20,000 TEU each.



China Shipping – this company’s fleet has increased by almost 124,400 TEU in the past two years,
with two units each of 18,900 TEU delivered at the end of 2014 briefly the largest container vessels in
operation. The operator is currently expecting to introduce a further three ships, each of 19,100 TEU.



Mitsui OSK – added 54,670 TEU to its fleet in 2014, including 2 x 13,900 TEU units chartered from G6
partner APL and 4 x 10,000 TEU ships on charter. However, it is the company’s confirmed orders for 6
x 20,150 TEU vessels that are most noteworthy because these were the first 20,000 TEU units to be
officially confirmed in the industry. Of the six ships, four are being purchased from Samsung Heavy
Industries at a cost of US$154.9m each, with the remaining two units arriving on charter. The cheaper
purchase price is believed to have influenced the ocean carrier to purchase and not charter all six ships.
The shipping line has also stated that the G6 Alliance is likely to need two loops of over 18,000 TEU
vessels in the Asia-Europe trades to stay competitive. Press reports indicate that OOCL is the most
likely remaining G6 member likely to match MOL’s fleet expansion programme to allow the alliance to
remain competitive.



UASC – the Dubai-headquartered operator has been especially active in expanding its fleet, spurred by
its involvement in the Ocean 3 alliance with CMA CGM and China Shipping. In the past two years
UASC has increased its fleet slots by almost 91,500 TEU, of which 84,000 TEU were introduced in 2014
alone. Almost all ships being added to its fleet are in excess of 15,000 TEU and there is still a noted
257,800 TEU on order.



Hanjin Shipping & NOL/APL – both operators saw their respective fleets shrink in 2014, reflecting the
continued difficult operating activities being faced. In particular, by the start of 2015 APL is operating
almost 79,000 TEU of fewer slots than the same position one year earlier
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Zim – minimal change has occurred recently in the company’s shipping fleet, with any units being
scraped being replaced by chartered tonnage.



OOCL – on April 1, 2015 it was confirmed that Hong Kong-listed Orient Overseas (International) Ltd,
parent company of OOCL, is to order 6 x 20,000 TEU vessels at Samsung Heavy Industries, at a
reported cost of US$158.6 million each. The ships are planned for delivery in 2017 and with this order it
will take the total number of units of this size classification up to 52 globally amongst all shipping lines,
according to Clarksons data.

Before assessing the individual operating strategies of the ocean carriers (on an individual and alliance/partner
basis), it is worthwhile offering some additional perspective on the Transpacific trades.
Table 3.8 outlines the recent development of average ship sizes on the Transpacific trades in comparison to
other major routes for the period 2010 to the end of 2015 (which is estimated). There has been continued and
consistent improvement in average ship size, even for this short assessment period, on the key trades that are all
served by ports on the West Coast of North America. As already stated, the trend is expected to continue.
Table 3.8
The Development of Average Vessel Sizes on Key Container Trades 2010-2015F
- position at end of y ear (TEU)
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015F

Current largest
vessel

Asia-ECNA v ia Suez

6058

6200

6450

7200

7465

7600

9300

Asia-North Europe

8822

8880

9600

11250

12300

13500

19200

Transatlantic (N.Europe)

3850

3995

4010

4050

4250

4450

5892

Europe-South America Atlantic

4500

4500

4600

6050

6250

6400

8760

Europe-Southern Africa

4425

4555

5015

5350

6050

6250

10350

Europe-Middle East/Indian SC

3450

3650

4425

5500

7250

7750

11250

Europe-Australasia

4250

4415

4450

4450

4600

4650

5906

Transpacific

5350

5500

5700

6000

6250

7000

14000

Asia-South America Pacific

3100

3750

5100

7300

7450

7500

13100

Asia-Middle East

6050

6150

6950

8000

8100

8750

14100

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The dominance in terms of ship size for the Asia-Europe routes can also be clearly noted by Figure 3.3, where
the sustained increase in average vessels used further shows the aggressive ordering, and then deployment,
patterns of the major ocean carrier customers.
The decision by CMA CGM to switch an 18,000 TEU ship to the Pacific West Coast does represent a significant
change in liner rationale because it places a much larger vessel onto a Transpacific service than is currently
utilised.
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Figure 3.3: Vessel Size Development on Key Global Trades, 2010-2015F
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Container Lines and Alliances – Rationale for Transpacific Services
The Transpacific represents one of the major container trading routes on a global basis and will continue to be a
primary option for the movement of cargoes between Asia and North America. As such, it will always offer
significant appeal to liner operators.
The approach and rationale adopted by the ocean carriers is an important consideration for competing ports,
including the Port of Vancouver, so it is worthwhile better understanding the shipping lines and alliances involved
and the ports that are utilised on the West Coast of North America.
Since 2008, as a result of the beginning of the world economic slowdown, coupled with the start of the
introduction of new, larger tonnage, major shipping lines decided to reorganise their services. As far as the
Transpacific services were concerned, this meant a major change in the way that many of the leading shipping
lines looked to meet the needs of this routing. The likes of Maersk Line, MSC and CMA CGM decided to embark
upon an (at the time) unheard of level of co-operation, while ssimilar Vessel Share Agreements (VSAs) and slot
swap agreements were also struck between G6 members as well as members of the CKYH Alliance and what
used to be regarded as ‘outsider’ shipping lines, such as Evergreen and Zim.
All shipping lines had the common aim of ensuring that their new larger vessels would be filled. In this way, they
could justify the order of the new, bigger tonnage by taking the maximum possible advantage of the economies
of scale, albeit at the expense of a slight loss of individual identity when it came to any service differentiation.
As a result of the various VSAs and slot swap deals, it has become increasingly less clear exactly which services
each line actually operates, since each of the lines involved obviously markets the service as its own. However,
unless otherwise stated, the services mentioned in following shipping line reviews are operated by that specific
line and details of any partnerships and/or slot charter arrangements are noted separately.
Development of new alliances – more liner mergers to come
The much closer working arrangements noted in the Transpacific in recent years between major shipping lines is
indicative of the position on a global basis. Moreover, the progression has continued towards the development of
new, large-scale more formal alliances.
With the proposed P3 Alliance (consisting of Maersk Line, MSC and CMA CGM) failing to gain regulatory
approval in China, the immediate response was for Maersk Line and MSC to create the 2M alliance,
subsequently leaving CMA CGM to set-up the Ocean Three grouping with China Shipping and UASC. These
alliances joined the existing G6 grouping (APL, Hapag Lloyd, MOL, NYK Line and OOCL) and the CKYHE
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partnerships of Cosco, K Line, Yangming, Hanjin and Evergreen), all of which regard the Transpacific as one of
the key East-West trade lanes to be served.
However, the container shipping line alliances are only now, at the time of writing (December 2015) entering a
period of likely change and consolidation, based on the following ongoing developments, though there will
obviously be further clarifications and fall-out occurring moving forward over the first few months of 2016:


Cosco/CSCL - The Chinese Government has been a long-term advocate of a merger between COSCO
and China Shipping (CSCL), which has taken longer than expected due to the complexity of the
shareholdings but has finally been announced (subject to regulatory approval. It has already been
confirmed that the container shipping will largely be undertaken by Cosco, with China Shipping
concentrating on other activities. This merger will have further ramifications for both the CKYHE
alliance and the Ocean Three alliances, where Cosco and CSCL respectively currently operate on the
Asia-Europe strings.



Temasek Holdings sold its controlling share of NOL/APL to CMA CGM for US$2.4bn. As a result, CMA
CGM immediately announced that although the APL brand will continue, and retain a strong presence in
Singapore, but the liner operator is to be removed from the G6 Alliance. With regulatory approval for
the sale expected to take most of 2016 then the G6 will remain largely unchanged until then.



A merger of the Japanese lines - NYK, K-Line and MOL – should also not be discounted. This too could
have implications for both the G6 and CKYHE alliance groups.



Neither of the Korean carriers, Hyundai Merchant Marine or Hanjin Shipping continues to see weak
financial results, making it very difficult to be able to compete with the major shipping lines on a global
basis. Each of the lines has been divesting non-liner shipping assets to raise funds and a merger of the
two liner shipping companies is recommended by the Korean Government.



Both Hapag-Lloyd and Zim Line are seeking public share offers to help to raise capital, which may see
them interested in acquisitions too. Press speculation has linked Hapag Lloyd with joining the Ocean
Three alliance, while Zim has long been believed to be seeking entry to an operating partnership.

In terms of size of Transpacific market and to help put some of the potential future alliance changes into some
context, during Q3 2015, the following weekly summary can be noted for shipping line alliances, which is based
on TEU slots offered on scheduled/published services:





CKYHE:
G6 Alliance:
Ocean Three Alliance:
2M Alliance:

150,000 TEU per week.
75,000 TEU per week.
43,000 TEU per week.
40,000 TEU per week.

However, on the basis of individual shipping lines, irrespective of any alliance participation, the following outlines
some notable weekly slots operated:








CMA CGM:
APL:
CMA CGM/APL:
Cosco:
China Shipping:
Cosco/China Shipping:
Evergreen:

27,600 TEU per week.
16,900 TEU per week.
44,500 TEU per week.
33,350 TEU per week.
13,350 TEU per week.
46,700 TEU per week.
39,000 TEU per week.

As this short synopsis indicates, the CMA CGM acquisition of APL is going to place this combined ocean carrier
as one of the largest individual operators in the Transpacific, while the Cosco/China Shipping merged entity will
create 46,700 TEU of slots per week, based on current vessels operated.
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Moreover, the TEU space provided by the major alliances is also significant but is also going to see some
changes moving forward, so from a port perspective it remains crucial to be the preferred choice of key shipping
line customers.
Based on current timescales, it is likely that the full extent of the shipping line alliance re-organisation will not
come into full effect until the second half of 2016, at the earliest. As a result of these developments and likely
future changes occurring during 2016, there may be some minor changes to ports used but it will mainly be the
partnerships between shipping lines that will change. For example, the overall need and/or desire to continue to
serve the Port of Vancouver’s local markets will carry on, as will the requirement to serve key North American
hinterlands such as Toronto and the US Midwest.
On this basis, the same port gateways will be served, meaning that ports with good quality infrastructure and
efficient and cost effective supply chains and intermodal rail access will remain in high demand. The Port of
Vancouver definitely falls into this category of port facility.
Transpacific Services reflect desire of major operators to continue to call to Pacific Northwest
For ease of reference the Transpacific services in operation in Q3 2015 have been split into the following:




Services that call to ports in the Pacific Northwest region (Table 3.12).
Services that call to ports in the Pacific South region (Table 3.13).
Services that call to ports in both the Pacific Northwest and Pacific South regions (Table 3.14).

As Table 3.9 shows, there are a wide-range of different shipping lines/ alliances calling to the Pacific Northwest
region in Q3 2015, with the Ocean Three, G6 and 2M alliances all represented.
Table 3.9
Transpacific Services per Major Shipping Line/Alliance - Pacific Northwest Region Q3 2015
Line/Alliance

Service

Average Ship

Largest Ship

TEU

TEU

Ocean Three

Columbus/AAE1-ANW1/AUC1-AWN1

8665

11388

G6 Alliance/Zim

NP1

9092

10062

G6 Alliance

NP3

8553

8749

NP2

8547

8562

2M (Maersk/MSC)

AE3-TP9/Great Sea-Eagle

5215

7200

CKYH grouping

YPN/PNY

6428

6588

HPN/PNH

5588

5932

KPN/PNW

5667

5888

CPN/PCN

5569

5816

Ev ergreen

TPN

6057

6332

Westw ood*

Westw ood loop 1

2295

2546

Westw ood**

Westw ood loop 2a

1500

1500

Westw ood**

Westw ood loop 2b

1500

1500

Notes:
All serv ices are w eekly frequency unless stated otherw ise.
* = 14-day frequency .
** - 28-day frequency also carry ing bulk cargoes (may call other ports on inducement).
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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However, with four weekly calls, the CKYH (currently without Evergreen included – though the Taiwanese
shipping line is a partner on Asia-Europe services, so it is possible that it could join the Transpacific trades too in
time) is currently offering the most services, although the ships used and annualised TEU slots per annum are
not the largest in the region.
Nevertheless, it is clear that all major alliances and independent carriers are calling on a weekly basis to the
Pacific South area, a fact that is not expected to change moving forward.
For services calling to just the Pacific South region and calling to Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland, Table
3.10 offers a summary of activity in Q3 2015. The general increase in average/larger ships calling over the
Pacific Northwest region can be noted across almost all services, while the higher number of total services is
indicative of the bigger volumes moving through the area’s ports in overall terms.
Table 3.10
Transpacific Services per Major Shipping Line/Alliance - Pacific South Region Q3 2015
Line/Alliance

2M (Maersk/MSC)

Service

AE6-TP6/Lion-Pearl

Average Ship

Largest Ship

TEU

TEU

12986

14036

AE12-TP2/Phoenix -Jaguar

7932

9074

MD1/PM1

9993

10114

PSX

9513

10000

PSW/PS 2

7867

8626

CALCO B/PSW5

4432

4432

Cosco/K Line/Wan Hai

SEA/CALCO-C/ CAL

8924

9469

Ev ergreen

HTW

5652

5652

CPS

8329

8452

SC1

8785

9200

SC2

8475

8888

SE2

8307

8800

CC1

6644

6800

CC4

6487

6622

CC2

5821

5888

PA2

4752

5087

G6 Alliance (APL only )

CC3

5217

5762

G6 Alliance/Hanjin

SE3-SGX/PSG

6697

7455

Grand Alliance

JPX

3606

4252

K Line/Wan Hai/PIL

CALCO-D/CCD/ TP3

5772

6552

Matson

CLB1

2758

2890

MOL/K Line

JAS/PS3

4903

5043

Ocean Three

PRX/AAS2/ AWS4

CKYH grouping

G6 Alliance

Ocean Three/PIL/Yangming

11338

11388

Bohai Rim/AAC/ AWS2

9940

10036

Yangtse/AAC3/ AWS1/ASW/AS2

8978

10036

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Demand for access to major ports in California, for both local markets and use of intermodal rail services ensures
that all leading container shipping lines and alliances are calling, with most offering multiple weekly calls.

Section III – Trends in Container Shipping

141

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________
There is also some segregation too, with some of the operators still offering individual services, such as MSC on
its USA West Coast Express and MOL/K Line providing the joint JAS/PS3 string to/from Japan. These services
are really legacy offerings that have been in place for a considerable time and are provided due to specific needs
of individual line’s and customers.
In time, it is likely that these strings will also be included in the joint venture/alliance partnerships, especially once
vessel upsizing occurs and the individual line needs to seek better economies of scale from larger tonnage. In
addition, some shipping lines do also choose to provide calls at ports in both the Pacific Northwest and Pacific
South regions as part of the same schedules. While these services are quite limited in the total number provided
they are very well-established and are expected to continue to be offered, especially because the current slower
steaming allows additional ships to be placed into the service. Based on the position in Q3 2015, these
examples are shown in Table 3.11 and are offered by Cosco/K line/Wan Hai, Evergreen, MSC and the G6
Alliance.
Table 3.11
Transpacific Services per Major Shipping Lines/Alliances - Pacific Northwest & South Regions Q3 2015
Line/Alliance

Service

Average Ship

Largest Ship

TEU

TEU

2M (Maersk/MSC)

TP12-TP8/Empire -New Orient

8776

9411

Cosco/CSCL

CEN/AAN

8921

10020

Ev ergreen

TPS

6925

7024

G6 Alliance

PA1

4903

5041

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

As the summary Tables 3.9 to 3.11 show, there are a number of existing liner services calling to the Pacific
Northwest, Pacific South and, in some cases, both regions. Each of the region’s scheduled services is shown in
much more details in Table 3.12 (Pacific Northwest), Table 3.13 (Pacific South) and Table 3.14 (Pacific
Northwest and Pacific South).
Based on the deployment of all the major shipping lines and alliance partnerships, there is approximately
288,250TEU available on the Transpacific Services on a weekly basis. This is based on the following
breakdown:




Pacific Northwest:
Pacific South:
Pacific Northwest & South:

72,404 TEU, compared to 65,309 TEU offered one year earlier.
184,108 TEU, higher than the 173,081 TEU in Q3 2014.
29,561 TEU, down on the 42,443 TEU available in Q3 2014.

The fact that direct services to the Pacific Northwest and Pacific South have increased TEU vessel space while
the slots provided on schedules calling in both areas has fallen (and was much smaller anyway) indicates that
the trend for direct port calls in a single region will continue to be the preference of the majority of shippers. The
other noted comparison between the schedules involves the size of ship.
While it is to be expected that the Pacific South ports will see more services (and generally larger ships) because
there is a larger critical mass of activity, the actual average of the largest ships on each routing option isn’t that
different, as the following notes:




Pacific Northwest:
Pacific South:
Pacific Northwest & South:
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Table 3.12
Key Transpacific Liner Services - Pacific Northwest Region, Q3 2015
Operator/grouping

Operation

Actual

Ports called

operator

Freq.

RV No. of

(days) (days)

ships

Average

Annualised

Largest

teu

operational

ship

capacity (teu)

(teu)

G6 Alliance/Zim

NP1

G6 Alliance, Zim

SIN, LCH, DCB, HKG, YTN, VAN, TAC, SEA, PUS, KHH, SIN

7

49

7

9,092

474,060

10,062

G6 Alliance

NP2

G6 Alliance

HKG, YTN, KHH, SHA, PUS, TAC, SEA, VAN, YOK, PUS, KWY, HKG

7

42

6

8,547

445,682

8,562

G6 Alliance

NP3

G6 Alliance

SHA, PUS, VAN, TAC, VAN, TOK, NGY, KOB, QIN, NBO, SHA

7

49

7

8,553

445,978

8,749

2M (Maersk/MSC)

AE3-TP9/Great Sea-

Maersk

YOK, NGY, PUS, SHA, NBO, YTN, SIN, IKF, AMB, CNZ, ILK, ODS, NOV, CNZ,

7

105

15

5,215

271,935

7,200

Eagle

AMB, PSD, TPP, HKG, YTN, SHA, PUS, VAN, SEA, YOK

Ev ergreen

TPN

Ev ergreen

HKG, YTN, KHH, SHA, NBO, TAC, VAN, TOK, OSA, PUS, QIN, HKG

7

42

6

6,057

315,847

6,332

Ocean Three (CMA

Columbus/AAE1-

CMA CGM, CSCL,

HKG, YTN, HCM, PKG, HFX, NYJ, PMH, SAV, PKG, HCM, HKG, YTN, SHA, NBO,

7

126

18

8,665

451,812

11,388

CGM/CSCL/UASC)

ANW1/AUC1-AWN1

UASC

PUS, SEA, VAN, SHA, HKG

CKYH grouping

CPN/PCN

Cosco

HKG, YTN, SHA, PRV, VAN, NBO, HKG

7

42

6

5,569

290,401

5,816

CKYH grouping

HPN/PNH

Hanjin

SHA, PUS, PRV, SEA, VAN, PUS, KWY, NBO, SHA

7

42

6

5,588

289,801

5,932

CKYH grouping

YPN/PNY

Yangming

SHA, PUS, TAC, VAN, PUS, NBO, SHA

7

35

5

6,428

335,174

6,588

CKYH grouping

KPN/PNW

K Line

HKG, YTN, NGY, TOK, TAC, VAN, TOK, NGY, KOB, KHH, XMN, HKG

7

42

6

5,667

295,494

5,888

Westw ood

Westw ood loop 1

Westw ood

PUS, OSA, NGY, SMZ, TOK, EVE, TAC, VAN, TAC, TMK, PUS

14

42

3

2,295

59,825

2,546

Westw ood*

Westw ood loop 2a

Westw ood

PUS, OSA, NGY, SMZ, TOK, EVE, TAC, VAN, LVW, PLD, VAN, SEN, HNK, SMZ,

28

56

2

1,500

19,500

1,500

28

56

2

1,500

19,500

1,500

YOK, TOK, PUS
Westw ood*

Westw ood loop 2b

Westw ood

PUS, OSA, NGY, SMZ, TOK, EVE, TAC, VAN, TAC, HNK, SMZ, PUS

Note: * = Bulk/container serv ice, also calls other ports for bulk cargoes - capacity is assumed max imum container allocation. Ports show n in coloured font for easy reference only .
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants from published shipping line schedules
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Table 3.13
Key Transpacific Liner Services - Pacific Southwest Region, Q3 2015
Operator/grouping

Operation

Actual

Ports called

operator

Freq.

RV

No. of

Average

Annualised

Largest

(days)

(days)

ships

teu

operational

ship

capacity (teu)

(teu)

K Line/Wan Hai/PIL

CALCO-D/CCD/ TP3

K Line, Wan Hai, PIL

XMN, LGB, QIN, SHA, XMN

7

42

6

5,772

300,969

6,552

G6 Alliance

SE2

G6 Alliance

LCH, HCM, HKG, LAX, OAK, HKG, LCH

7

49

7

8,307

433,158

8,800

G6 Alliance

CC1

G6 Alliance

SHA, KWY, PUS, LAX, OAK, PUS, KWY, QIN, SHA

7

42

6

6,644

346,428

6,800

G6 Alliance

CC2

G6 Alliance

SHA, PUS, LGB, NBO, SHA

7

35

5

5,821

303,503

5,888

G6 Alliance (APL only)

CC3

G6 Alliance

QIN, SHA, XGG, PUS, YOK, LAX, OAK, DHR, YOK, PUS, NAH, QIN

7

42

6

5,217

272,029

5,762

G6 Alliance

CC4

G6 Alliance

SHA, NBO, LAX, OAK, SHA

7

35

5

6,487

338,261

6,622

G6 Alliance

SC1

G6 Alliance

CWN, YTN, KHH, LAX, OAK, KHH, XMN, CWN

7

42

6

8,785

458,058

9,200

G6 Alliance

SC2

G6 Alliance

DCB, HKG, YTN, KHH, LGB, KHH, XMN, HKG, DCB

7

42

6

8,475

441,937

8,888

CKYH grouping

MD1/PM1

Cosco, Hanjin

7

112

16

9,993

521,080

10,114

G6 Alliance

PA2

G6 Alliance

7

70

10

4,752

247,767

5,087

CKYH grouping

PSX

Hanjin

SIN, HCM, HKG, SHA, PUS, LGB, occ.OAK, PUS, QIN, SHA, NBO, HKG,
YTN, NSA, SIN, PIR, SPE, GOA, BCN, VLC, PIR, SIN
PUS, BLB, MIT, MIA, JAX, SAV, CHS, NYJ, NFK, JAX, MIT, BLB, LAX,
OAK, TOK, KOB, PUS
SHA, KWY, PUS, LGB, OAK, PUS, KWY, SHA

7

42

6

9,513

496,052

10,000

Cosco/K Line/Wan Hai

SEA/CALCO-C/ CAL

Cosco, K Line, Wan Hai HKG, YTN, LGB, YTN, HKG

7

42

6

8,924

465,332

9,469

CKYH grouping

PSW/PS 2

Yangming

HKG, YTN, KHH, KEE, LAX, OAK, PUS, KWY, KEE, KHH, HKG

7

49

7

7,867

410,185

8,626

CKYH grouping

CALCO B/PSW5

K Line

SHA, NBO, LGB, OAK, TOK, YOK, NGY, SHA

7

42

6

4,432

231,097

4,432

Ocean Three (CMA

Bohai Rim/AAC/ AWS2

CSCL, CMA CGM

SHA, NBO, LAX, OAK, QIN, LYG, SHA

7

49

7

9,940

518,307

10,036

Ev ergreen

HTW

Ev ergreen

SHK, YTN, LAX, OAK, TAI, XMN, SHK

7

42

6

5,652

176,827

5,652

Ev ergreen

CPS

Ev ergreen

SHA, NBO, LAX, OAK, TOK, QIN, SHA

7

42

6

8,329

434,315

8,452

Grand Alliance

JPX

Grand Alliance

KOB, NGY, TOK, SEN, LAX, OAK, TOK, NGY, KOB

7

35

5

3,606

188,048

4,252

G6 Alliance/Hanjin

SE3-SGX/PSG

NYK, Hanjin

SIN, LCH, YTN, LAX, OAK, PUS, SHA, NBO, YTN, SIN, JEA, BAH, DMM, PKG, SIN

7

84

12

6,697

349,205

7,455

2M (Maersk/MSC)

AE6-TP6/Lion-Pearl

MSC

SHA, XMN, CWN, NSA, YTN, TPP, SNS, ANR, HAM, WHH, RTM, FXT, ANR, LEH,

7

119

16

12,986

637,321

14,036

Matson

CLB1

Matson

SHA, LGB, HNL, GUM, XMN, NBO, SHA

7

35

5

2,758

143,800

2,890

MOL/K Line

JAS/PS3

MOL, K Line

KOB, NGY, SMZ, TOK, LAX, OAK, TOK, KOB

7

35

5

4,903

255,677

5,043

Ocean Three (CMA

PRX/AAS2/ AWS4

CMA CGM

NSA, HKG, YTN, LGB, OAK, FUQ, XMN, CWN

7

49

7

11,338

591,211

11,388

AE12-TP2/Phoenix -

Maersk

PUS, SHA, NBO, CWN, SIN, PSD, HFA, KOP, TRS, RIJ, PSD, KAP, SLL, TPP,

7

105

15

7,932

413,594

9,074

7

42

6

8,978

468,165

10,036

CGM/CSCL/UASC)

SLL, JEA, SIN, CWN, HKG, YTN, XMN, LAX, OAK, VST, NBO, SHA

CGM/CSCL/UASC)
2M (Maersk/MSC)

Jaguar

HCM, YTN, NBO, SHA, LGB, OAK, VST, PUS

Ocean Three (CMA

Yangtse/AAC3/

UASC, CMA CGM, PIL, SHA, NBO, PUS, LAX, OAK, SHA

CGM/CSCL/UASC)/

AWS1/ASW/AS2

Yangming

PIL/Yangming

Note: Ports listed in coloured font for easy reference only .
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants from published shipping line schedules
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Table 3.14
Key Transpacific Liner Services - Both Pacific Northwest & Pacific South Regions, Q3 2015
Operator/grouping

Operation

Actual

Ports called

operator

G6 Alliance

PA1

G6 Alliance

Cosco/CSCL

CEN/AAN

Ev ergreen

TPS

2M (Maersk/MSC)

TP12-TP8/Empire-New

Freq.

RV No. of

(days) (days)

ships

Average

Annualised

Largest

teu

operational

ship

capacity (teu)

(teu)

7

105

14

4,903

221,239

5,041

Cosco, CSCL

SHA, PUS, KOB, NGY, TOK, TAC, VAN, OAK, LAX, MIT, SAV, NFK, NYJ,
HFX, SOU, ANR, BRV, RTM, HFX, NYJ, NFK, SAV, MIT, LAX, OAK, YOK,
SHA
SHA, PRV, LGB, OAK, XGG, QIN, SHA

7

42

6

8,921

465,158

10,020

Ev ergreen

HKG, KHH, TAI, LAX, OAK, TAC, KHH, YTN, HKG

7

49

7

6,925

361,097

7,024

Maersk, MSC

SHA, NBO, KHH, CWN, HKG, YTN, SIN, SLL, NYJ, NFK, BAL, SLL, CMB, TPP,

7

119

16

8,812

432,439

9,411

Orient

QIN, SHA, PUS, PRV, LGB, SHA

Note: Ports listed in coloured font for easy reference only .
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants from published shipping line schedules
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3.5

Competitive Threat from North American East Coast Ports

The movement of containers from Asia across the Transpacific to major container ports on the West Coast of
North America, before onward carriage via intermodal rail to key consuming hinterlands such as the US Midwest
(including such locations as Chicago, Columbus etc.) is an established trade route. This is where the Port of
Vancouver (and Prince Rupert) compete to serve distant US and Canadian hinterlands.
Virtually all major Transpacific lines offer landbridge services, either through direct contracts with the railroads or
through third-party wholesalers like Pacer Stacktrain. Section 4 provides an assessment of key North American
intermodal options, while Section 5 offers an in-depth competitive cost analysis comparing the Port of
Vancouver with other North American port options for serving key markets.
Hence North America has a large-scale intermodal network provided by a number of different major railroad
operators. The networks provided are all well-established and provide good geographic coverage from all
coasts and encompass some form of service to/from the locations of most major container ports.
Yet there are also two other viable alternative options for serving these same distant markets in North America
via ports on the East Coast of North America using wither the Panama or Suez canal.
Both sailing options continue to be used and are regarded as options to the traditional landbridge routing via the
West Coast of North America, with the origin of cargo traditionally dictating the route taken – North Asia mostly
using the Panama Canal and South East Asia mostly preferring the Suez Canal, with the dividing line being,
approximately, the Port of Singapore.
Therefore, with the Port of Vancouver seeing (growing) container volumes moving to more distant locations,
such as around Chicago and Toronto, as shown visually in Figure 3.4, it is important that the threat posed by
key ports on the East Coast of North America, such as New York/New Jersey, Virginia and
Savannah/Charleston is better understood.
Figure 3.4: Import Destinations for the Port of Vancouver, 2015F

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants, Port of Vancouver data
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For container terminals located on the US East Coast there are several important criteria which will influence the
ability to serve key hinterland markets such as the US Midwest. These consist of the following:


Favourable economics for transportation of cargo between destination and source.



Sufficient and capable port infrastructure.



Efficient inland connectivity from port to/from inland cargo destination/origin.

It is also important to put the ability of competitive ports into context. Some factors are within a ports control and
some are not, as Table 3.15 identifies.
While this list is not meant to be exhaustive and should be regarded as only outlining the typical factors, it
nonetheless offers a good insight into the position for ports generally seeking to serve the same hinterland
markets. Hence it applies to the Port of Vancouver, Prince Rupert and all container facilities in North America
seeking to serve key markets such as the US Midwest.
Table 3.15
Typical Factors Within/Outside Port Operator Control

Factors Within Operator Control

Factors Outside Operator Control

Water depths - at berths/in channels

Vessel size/ty pe

Ship w aiting/queuing
Size/age/maintenance of cranes

Vessel arriv al patterns
Size of container ex change per v essel
call

Dedicated/priority berthing agreements

Split of 20ft/40ft, tanks and other items

Number of cranes allocated to ships

Tidal/w eather restrictions

Working hours
Container flow betw een quay and y ard,
including equipment used

Landside deliv ery /collection patterns
(ex cept for pre-booking)
Geographic location

Use of IT
Amount of equipment allocated to each
quay crane
Capacity dev elopment

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The objective of this assessment is not to offer an overly in-depth analysis of all competitive factors regarding
US East Coast ports seeking to serve key demand regions like the US Midwest markets but a general overview
of the more important competitive factors enabling them to be alternative options to the Port of Vancouver and
other Pacific West Coast ports.
The main areas of interest are quality of infrastructure and equipment and water depth (comparing the current
position with ability to receive larger ships in the future), with any notable future capacity development plans.
The subject of hinterland connectivity is addressed as part of the intermodal cost analysis provided in Section 5.
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Table 3.16 provides a summary of the berth lengths and number/size of cranes available at each major port on a
per terminal basis for the East Coast of North America. There is a range of different sizes of terminals and
ports, from the large-scale facilities at New York/New Jersey, Virginia, Charleston and Savannah to the likes of
Boston and Halifax.
Compared to the West Coast of North America there are many more ports and terminals to compete for traffic
on the eastern seaboard, although in terms of currently offering Super Post Panamax there are limited
opportunities available.
Table 3.16
Comparison of Berth & Crane Facilities at ECNA Container Ports - Mid 2015
Port

Montreal

Halifax

Terminal

Operator

Bickerdike

Berth Length

Total Cranes

(m)

Per Port

Empire Stev edoring

357

Racine

MGTP

2381

Maisonneuv e

Termont

827

Cast

MGTP

740

Fairv iew Cov e

Ceres Corp

660

South End Contr. Term.

Halterm

981

Boston

Conley Contr. Term.

Massport

1850

NY/NJ

APM Terminals

APM Terminals

1829

Maher Terminals

Maher Terminals

2204

Global Terminal

Global Terminal

549

NYCT

NYCT

918

PNCT

Ports America

1481

Seagirt

Ports America

953

Dundalk Contr. Term.

Ports America

1736

North Locust Point

Ceres Global

366

South Locust Point

Mary land Port Admin.

974

Packer Av e Marine Term.

Greenw ich Terminals LLC

1158

Tioga Marine

Delaw are Riv er Stev edores

1164

Baltimore

Philadelphia
Virginia

Virginia Int'l Gatew ay

Virginia International Term.

1230

Norfolk International Term.

Virginia International Term.

1290

Wilmington

Port of Wilmington (NC)

NCSPA

2062

Charleston

Colombus Street

SCSPA

1181

Wando Welch Term.

SCSPA

1159

North Charleston

SCSPA

762

Garden City

Georgia Ports Authority

2955

Sav annah

Number of Cranes
Panamax

Post

Super Post

Panamax

Panamax

2
15

5
2

2

4
9

3
4

6

2
6
11

64

12

11

2

6

3

6

4

9
7
24

4

9
1
3

7

2

3

2
8

22
9

14
5

4

1

2

21

12
6

23

11

12

Note: Ports in Florida ex cluded as no competitiv e ov erlap to serv e target hinterlands.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Clearly, only a few ports have sufficient depth to be in a position to successfully receive the increased size of
vessels able to transit the enlarged Panama Canal (the Suez Canal does not have such limitations).
This means that in terms of water depth, New York/New Jersey and Virginia are the prominent competing ports
from the US Northeast region, with Savannah and to a lesser extent Charleston, although some of the known
developments are longer-term and still subject to regulatory and other processes being overcome.
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In terms of investment in larger cranes, the ports of Savannah and Virginia have undertaken significant
investment in the biggest cranes, with terminals at both facilities offering the highest number of Super-PostPanamax units.
Surprisingly, New York/New Jersey only has four cranes of this size at present. However, it should be noted
that the size of ships that have been calling to the US East Coast region have been limited, although there is an
apparent slowness too by which ports are gearing-up with bigger crane units too.
There are a higher proportion of Post-Panamax cranes at ports in the region, with almost all facilities having at
least some capability in this size classification.
However, as vessels increase in the future, especially from Asia through both the Suez and Panama canals,
there will be a need for additional cranes of the Super-Post-Panamax variety, especially when the following
general guidelines are understood:


Panamax cranes – generally 13 rows across a ship, meaning vessels mostly in the 4500 TEU size
classification, although some tonnage up to 4900 TEU does exits.



Post-Panamax cranes – generally 17 rows across a vessel, for ships in the 5000-10000 TEU size
range, although some of the newer, larger vessels can be 18 rows across too.



Super-Post-Panamax – with a minimum of 18 rows across vessels, the ships served are mostly in the
12500-13000 TEU size classification, although some newer cranes are potentially able to reach to 27
rows on a vessel, enabling them to serve the largest container tonnage planned at present.

The other basic criteria that positively influences competitiveness, and will remain a crucial factor moving
forward, will be water depth. A lack of suitable depth has long been a major issue for many ports on the east
coast of North America.
In terms of water depth and the ability to receive larger vessels, especially those in service from Asia and
utilising the Suez Canal (and enlarged Panama Canal), Table 3.17 offers confirmation of the existing position at
all ports handling containers on the eastern seaboard (including Halifax) that might be considered as able to
serve the US Midwest region based on geographic location.
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Table 3.17
Water Depths at Berths and in Channels at ECNA Container Ports, 2015-2020
Port

Terminal

Water Depth at Berth

Water Depth Range in Channels
(m)

Halifax

Fairv iew Cov e

16.8

South End Contr. Term.

11.9-16.2

Boston

Conley Contr. Term.

13.7

NY/NJ

APM Terminals

13.7-15.2

Maher Terminals

13.7-15.2

Global Terminal

13.1

NYCT

13.7

PNCT

12.2-15.2

Baltimore

Philadelphia
Virginia
Charleston

Sav annah

Seagirt

13.7-15.2

Dundalk Contr. Term.

10.4-13.7

North Locust Point

11.0

South Locust Point

10.4

Packer Av e Marine Term.

12.2

Tioga Marine

11.0

Virginia Int'l Gatew ay

15.0

Norfolk International Term.

15.0

Colombus Street

12.3

Wando Welch Term.

13.7

North Charleston

13.7

Garden City

12.8-14.6

2015

2020

18.1-21.3

18.1-21.3

18.2

18.2

15.2-16.2

15.2-16.2

15.2

15.2

12.2

13.7

15.2-15.8

15.2-15.8

13.7-14.3

13.7-14.3

12.8-13.4

14.3-14.9

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

With respect to future changes to water depths in the region, a summary is provided in Table 3.18. For
consistency of approach, the same range of ports is included, with the following key conclusions to be noted:


New York/New Jersey’s biggest issue, and potential threat, remains the completion of the Bayonne
Bridge project. Once finished its overall competitive will be increased.



Virginia is already offering deeper water and has the ability to continue to be the deepest water
container port on the seaboard.



Short-term, Savannah is more limited in terms of water depth, though the port’s strong intermodal
capabilities and on-site warehousing continues to help drive growth.



Charleston is a limited option for the US Midwest markets.
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Table 3.18
Summary of Improvements & Development at ECNA Container Ports, 2015-2020
Port

2015

Halifax

2020

2025

Berth depth to remain 13.7/Access channel depth to remain 18.2m

Boston

Berth depth to remain 11.9-16.8m/Access channel depth to remain 18.1-21.3m

NY/NJ

50ft Deepening Project scheduled

Bay onne Bridge raising

to be completed. NYCT

scheduled to be finished

No know n additional plans

ex pansion finished, Maher
upgrades done
Baltimore

No changes

No depth changes, but safety

No know n additional plans

issues for ships resolv ed
Philadelphia

No changes to w ater depths.

Access channels deepened to

SouthPort ex pansion underw ay

13.7m. SouthPort project

No know n additional plans

No changes

Elizabeth Riv er channel

Likely that permits activ ated to

deepened to 13.7. Further

deepen from 15.2 to 16.7 in

infrastructure improv ements at

additional channels

completed
Virginia

APMT
Charleston

Sav annah

Feasibility studies completed re

Subject to budget/approv als and

If w ork commences, then

w idening/deepening access

feasibility study , no w ork likely to

possible that additional depths

channels

hav e started. Jasper Port could

may be in place - but cannot be

hav e some capacity on offer

confirmed. Jasper Port operating

Sav annah Harbour w ork

Sav annah Harbour dredging w ork

No know n additional plans

underw ay . Garden City

should be completed. Garden

ex pansion w ork on-going

City ex pansion increases
capacity

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Competing ECNA ports for US Midwest will remain as New York/New Jersey, Virginia and Savannah
Table 3.19 offers a summary Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats analysis of the current
container ports located on the US East Coast (with Halifax also included).
Clearly, the existing competitive status quo is not expected to alter in the future with the major facilities at New
York, Virginia and Savanah to remain the real competitive alternatives, largely on the basis of the following:


New York/New Jersey – large local population to serve, improving infrastructure and remaining as a
“must-call” port in the region.



Virginia – offers the deepest water and largest cranes already, plus has good intermodal rail
connectivity options via Norfolk Southern.



Savannah – continues to successfully grow container volumes, offers intermodal rail access to key US
Mid West markets and successfully leverages growing distribution networks located at the port through
highly pro-active and effective business development and marketing initiatives.



All other ports offer little, if any, significant competitive threat.
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Table 3.19
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities & Threats Analysis for ECNA Container Ports
Port
Halifax

Strengths

Weaknesses

Opportunities

Threats

Good w ater depth

No local consumption to

Short-term congestion from

Better located ports w ith

entice more cargo

NY/NJ congestion

critical mass

Rail access - albeit that only Reliance upon discretionary
one rail prov ider

cargo - struggles to attract
Alw ay s has spare capacity stagnant v olume grow th

Boston
NY/NJ

Good geographic location in

Very minor container port -

US Northeast

w ill not alter in future

Massiv e local consumption - Bay onne Bridge air-draught

Potential MSC grow th
Deepened key channels to

Delay s to Bay onne Bridge

15.2m (50ft)

height increase

Ex pensiv e port to call -

Bay onne Bridge due to be

Chronic congestion issues in

THCs can be high

raised from 151ft to 215ft by

2013

ships call any w ay

issues

Remains a "must-call" port
on almost all liner schedules

Q2 2017
Improv ing rail facilities Ex pressRail
Baltimore

Deep w ater of 15.2m (50ft) in

Up riv er location

channels

Short-term benefit from
NY/NJ congestion

Water depth at some berths
more limited
Philadelphia

Specialist niche activ ities -

Not competitiv e for US

Water depths being

i.e. reefer traffic

Midw est

improv ed - though still
somew hat limited

Up riv er location
Virginia

SPPX cranes, deep w ater -

No local consumption to

Authorised to go to 16.7m

caters for biggest ships

entice more cargo

(55ft) w ater depth

Good rail access to US

Ex pensiv e to use - THCs

Midw est
Charleston

Sav annah

Traditional port of call for

know n to be high
Does not serv e US Midw est Will hav e 15.2m (50ft) w ater

Europe trades

as effectiv ely as Sav annah

depth by 2019

SPPX cranes on long

Longer channel access on

By 2016 w ill hav e 14.3m

contiguous quay

riv er

Delay s to dredging to 14.3m

(47ft) depth av ailable

Strong, continued cargo

Know n to be a good, efficient

Delay s to terminal

grow th historically

operator

ex pansion projects

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

3.6

Summary of Competitive Position of the Port of Vancouver in Region

The Port of Vancouver enjoys a significant ship size advantage in contrast to US ports and this is
particularly the case with regard to Deltaport. This means that the largest vessels forecast for the
Transpacific will be accommodated at the port at real anticipated load factors while other ports will be
much more restricted.
Clear limits have been identified with regard to the draughts of ultra-large container vessels and this
firmly indicates that the deeper water that is available at Prince Rupert will seldom be required.
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Consequently, this difference between Prince Rupert and the Port of Vancouver is not a significant
competitive issue and will not prove sufficient (on its own) to heavily influence a decision to switch liner
services away from the Port of Vancouver container terminals and use Prince Rupert instead.
Of course, alternative fleet developments and water depth needs represents sensitivities to this
conclusion and are further tested in this study, although the North American Environment
considerations relevant to container ships calling remain factors that all ship operators are aware of and
will have to adhere to at all times.
That said, the development of larger operating alliances between ocean carriers and the deployment of
larger ships are not going to alter current environment regulations applicable for the North American
continent, instead all vessels will have to continue to meet the terms and conditions in force governing
this important consideration for calling to ports on the continent.
It is apparent that the Transpacific trades are increasingly being dominated by the major shipping lines
and that there are pressures to deploy ever larger vessels, as can be noted with the move by CMA CGM
to introduce 18,000 TEU units at the end of 2015.
The Port of Vancouver appears prominently in many existing Transpacific schedules offered by
shipping lines, appearing in every major weekly service calling to the Pacific Northwest region.
However, the port is often not the first inbound call from Asia.
This situation means that long term relationships with the major liner operators will be a key
determinant of volumes for all ports competing to attract traffic. Only by offering required facilities with
regard to vessel size, efficiency and hinterland links will potential demand be successfully realised.
In this respect, the Port of Vancouver has the potential to build on recent successes and consolidate
and expand market share versus more restricted and limited alternative ports, including Prince Rupert
(which cannot replicate the package of advantages offered at Vancouver).
In terms of ports on the US East Coast serving US Midwest regions for Asian cargo moving via the Suez
and, from mid-2016, Panama canals, the larger-scale facilities offered by New York/New Jersey and
Virginia represent the most viable competitive threats. Both ports have (or are working towards) deeper
water and in the case of New York/New Jersey it remains a “must-call” facility in liner schedules.
The continued growth in container traffic and successful leveraging of distribution networks and
hinterland intermodal rail via Savannah are also noteworthy.
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SECTION IV – INTERMODAL DEVELOPMENTS & COST DIFFERENTIALS

4.1

Introduction

The development of intermodal links between Pacific West Coast gateway ports and the rest of North America
has been one of the most significant factors shaping the North American market for container handling. Doublestack rail technology has stretched the hinterland of Pacific West Coast ports to the entire North American
market, with service costs and transit time being highly competitive with that of All-Water services from the Far
East. Latterly, 'pendulum' services via the Suez Canal have added to the initial competition via the Panama
Canal.
The expansion of Panama Canal locks, which is due to be completed by the end of 2016, will allow vessels of
around 12,800 TEU to pass through the canal between the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, thereby boosting the
competitiveness of the All-Water option. It is this benchmark that intermodal services from Pacific West Coast
ports will be competing with in the future and the combination of cost and quality of service will be key
competitive factors, as always.
It is worthy of note that the Panama Canal expansion will be focussed primarily on the Southern California ports
and will only have a very limited impact on the Port of Vancouver and the US Pacific Northwest ports as a result
of the shorter haul lengths of the intermodal rail to discretionary markets. This subject is addressed in Section 5
as it is a key component of the transportation cost analysis.
The continued use of Pacific West Coast ports to move cargoes between Asia and US Midwest or North
American eastern states will be substantially determined by the capacity, efficiency and cost-competitiveness of
the inland intermodal structure – comprising port, railroad and receiving facilities. Increasing demand until the
mid-2000s was met by investment in both port and hinterland capabilities, notably completion of the Alameda
Corridor through Los Angeles in 2002 and on-going improvements of the Fast (Freight Action Strategy for
Seattle-Tacoma) Corridor through Seattle and Tacoma since 1998. These have contributed significantly to
maintaining the capability of the system to connect the ports with the rail network efficiently. In western Canada,
investments in intermodal yards are closely linked to the developing marine terminals, and there are no real
constraints in despatching containers. That said, the role played by intermodal rail for Prince Rupert will remain
crucial, while the expansion at the Port of Vancouver’s Roberts Bank will also need to offer continued goodquality service at competitive prices.
With the expansion of the Panama Canal locks to take larger vessels from the end of 2015, the efficacy of
intermodal connections will continue to be central to maintaining the competitiveness of intermodal routings via
West Coast ports. This Section concentrates on the following key areas of interest to the Port of Vancouver:


A brief summary of intermodal market developments, including an assessment of known and/or and
planned investments in intermodal capacity in the competitive region for the Port of Vancouver.



An estimate of the adequacy of intermodal capacity to meet demand, with specific emphasis on
infrastructure available at ports in the Pacific Northwest and Pacific Southwest regions, plus from the
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major container ports on the East Coast of North America serving key regions such as the US
Midwest..


A review of the importance of rail to the Port of Vancouver, with specific emphasis of the modal split
between rail and truck and comments relating to future intermodal train paths required for both Port of
Vancouver and Prince Rupert.



Comments relating to intermodal rail pricing in North America and the potential for any merger activity
amongst the Class 1 railroad operators.

4.2

Development Synopsis

The capabilities and capacities of North America’s intermodal system for carrying international containers are
determined by the following major considerations:


The capacity of on-dock and near-dock container terminals.



The adequacy of access between the terminals and intercontinental service network.



The physical capacity of the relevant rail network.



The capacity of major intermodal terminals able to serve the key areas of demand, such as the US
Midwest and eastern North America.

It is clear that considerable investment has been made (and is continuing) in the provision of on-dock intermodal
systems at the major Pacific West Coast container ports apart from Oakland, while several major US East Coast
ports continue to seek to improve container handling facilities.
New terminal investments invariably feature on-dock rail facilities, although where not available then good
access to near-dock intermodal rail terminals is necessary.
International intermodal container traffic increasing in 2015
International intermodal container flows on North American railroads increased steadily during the first part of
the 2000s, to 8.51m containers in 2006. This was followed by a 28 per cent decline over 2006-09, impacted by
the Global Financial Crisis in 2009 which saw a fall to 6.11m containers.
However, there has been positive growth since, as Table 4.1 shows, with the 2010 figure of 7.25 million
containers continuing to increase year-on-year until it reached more than 8.16 million containers by the end of
2014. In 2015, the trend continued and the forecast for 2015 is for 8.50 million units.
As a proportion of total intermodal movements on North American railroads, which also includes domestic
containers and trailers, international (ISO) container traffic increased in share from 48.5 per cent in 1999 to 59.2
per cent in 2007, but this has dropped back, with the downward share trend falling very slowly year-on-year to
an estimated 50.1 per cent for 2015.
Being driven essentially by demand for consumer products, international traffic was more severely affected than
domestic traffic during the Global Financial Crisis period, although the subsequent growth that has occurred has
also been much better as the demand for access returned.
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Table 4.1
North America: International Intermodal Container Traffic, 2000-2015F
'000 ISO containers (20’, 40’ and 45’)

Number

% of Total I/Modal

000
2000

5326.5

51.5

2005

7915.3

58.0

2010

7250.4

54.1

2011

7451.6

53.0

2012

7645.9

51.5

2013

7823.1

50.3

2014

8166.0

50.2

2015F

8501.9

50.1

Sources: Ocean Shipping Consultants, derv ied from Intermodal Association of North America

It is the international business that continues to really drive intermodal activity in North America. Throughout
2015 the Intermodal Association of North America (IANA) provided quarterly updates, which can be summarised
as follows for the international container business:




Q1 2015 vs Q1 2014:
Q2 2015 vs Q2 2014:
Q3 2015 vs Q2 2014:

-0.4 per cent.
+6.8 per cent.
+4.0 per cent.

Clearly, after a slower start to 2015 there has been a good improvement over the corresponding period of 2014.
Overall activity was slowed a little by domestic growth because when combined the Q3 2015 growth was
actually at 3.4 per cent, with IANA noting that the main factors were port disruptions at US West Coast ports,
falling fuel prices and an increase in truck capacity.
On the basis of this IANA data, Figure 4.1 highlights the quarterly development of international intermodal traffic
between 2013 and 2015F.

Figure 4.1: Comparison of Q1-Q4 International Intermodal Container Traffic, 2013-2015F
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International intermodal container train capacity and rail operators
The double-stack rail system is central to the strategies of the major shipping lines in serving America’s vast
hinterland. American President Lines (APL) was at the forefront of the establishment of dedicated double-stack
services from Seattle, Portland and Los Angeles, and Sea-Land from Tacoma and Oakland. Such were the
manifest economic advantages of these services, that other major Pacific operators were forced to follow suit.
In subsequent consolidation of the container shipping industry, APL’s stack-train operations were sold to Pacer
Stacktrain, following APL’s takeover by Neptune Orient Lines, whilst Sea-Land’s remained with CSX, when SeaLand’s marine operations were acquired by Maersk Line.
Given that domestic and international containers and trailers are routinely carried on the same trains, that trains
may be split and re-assembled and that hinterland regions overlap, only an estimation of capacity is possible.
In 1986 – ahead of the real development of the double-stack revolution – total capacity on these routes
amounted to some 0.68m TEU per annum. By far the greatest part was deployed on routes between the Pacific
South ports and the Midwest. Development continued rapidly through the 1990s and, by 2003, total deployed
capacity was running at around 8.12m TEU per annum.
Slower demand growth at US West Coast ports during the first decade of the 2000s, culminating in recession
toward the end of the decade. This generally saw a reduced the need for additional capacity and was coupled
with a slow but shifting trend in the US that continues to see a demographic and consumer demand move
towards the South, areas that the Southern California ports are less able to serve as competitively due to the
emergence of the Port of Savannah.
At the same time, the Port of Vancouver’s role in the intermodal market increased during the past decade and
further boosted the position of the Pacific Northwest, which was then further improved by the opening and
volume development of Prince Rupert as a container terminal. The growth of demand and activity through these
two Canadian ports continues to offset the lacklustre development of the US Pacific Northwest ports, especially
Portland – the loss of the Hanjin Shipping and Cosco business has reduced the need for intermodal services,
while the flat growth of the Seattle-Tacoma complex further reduces any pressure to increase intermodal
capacity.
Generally, while the Canadian ports have increased their penetration of services for the east coast and Midwest,
the Pacific South ports – particularly the San Pedro Bay complex – have seen a dramatic growth in services to
the southeast, central and Gulf regions.
Virtually all major Transpacific lines offer landbridge services, either through direct contracts with the railroads or
through third-party wholesalers like Pacer Stacktrain. The development of double-stack container train capacity
from the major west-coast ports is shown in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2
North American Pacific West Coast: International Container Train Capacity, 1986-2015F
000 TEU
Pacific Northwest

Pacific South

Total

116.5
305.8
563.3
1276.3
1219.4

276.6
218.4
1111.1
993.6
838.9

393.1
524.2
1674.4
2269.9
2058.3

87.4
291.7
396.9
1814.4
1008.3

58.2
145.6
367.5
722.4
873.5

145.6
437.3
764.4
2536.8
1881.8

87.4
87.4
110.9
617.8
939.1

58.2
145.6
741.9
2694.1
3482.4

145.6
233.0
852.8
3311.9
4421.6

291.3
684.9
1071.1
3708.4
3166.8

393.0
509.6
2220.5
4410.1
5194.8

684.3
1194.5
3291.6
8118.6
8361.6

Midwest
1986
1991
1995
2003
2015F
Northeast
1986
1991
1995
2003
2015F
Central/Southeast/Gulf
1986
1991
1995
2003
2015F
Total
1986
1991
1995
2003
2015F
Note: Includes estimates
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The development of Pacific West Coast double-stack container services in North America is shown in Figure
4.2, with the split noted between the Pacific Northwest ports (which includes Vancouver and Prince Rupert) and
the Pacific South ports (of Long Beach, Los Angeles and Oakland).
The slight decline in the Pacific Northwest figure for 2015F is reflective of the loss of almost all container traffic
moving to/from Portland. The addition of an additional railroad to the existing ports, such as a second operator
serving Prince Rupert or even one of the US railroads serving the Port of Vancouver, could help increase the
amount of competitive choice and capacity for the Pacific Gateway region. With the larger, established volumes
and Terminal 2 expansion at Roberts Bank planned, the Port of Vancouver is an attractive option for either
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) or Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR).
Nevertheless, the difference between estimated capacities for these two regions can be noted, though of course
it is largely consistent with the total container traffic moving through the respective ports too.
Figure 4.2 charts the development between 1986 and 2015F of the international container capacity from the
Pacific Coast of North America to key hinterland regions. The continued growth to meet demand for the Central,
Southeast and Gulf regions is particularly notable, though as already noted, this is largely in-keeping with
demographic and consuming trends in North America.
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Figure 4.2 - Development of International Rail Capacity from
Pacific West Coast, 1986-2015F
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Figure 4.3 - Development of International Rail Capacity from Pacific
West Coast to Hinterland, 1986 - 2015F
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In terms of estimated activity, it is possible to provide an indication of the numbers of trains per week carrying
international containers in/out of Pacific West Coast ports.
Table 4.3 offers an overview of the position at the end of 2015 for each of the major Class 1 Railroads offering
services.
The list of services is based on published or known schedules and includes estimates. It is accepted that the
services offered are subject to frequent review and change by the railroad operators, although the broad regions
in North America that are served (and indicated) are regarded as being fundamentally correct.
This analysis is offered to provide an indicative overview of the total rail capacity offered from the Pacific West
Coast region. It is not meant to confirm traffic levels moving but instead the regions typically served by each
railroad in North America from the Pacific West Coast of the continent.

Section IV – Intermodal Developments

159

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Table 4.3
North American Pacific West Coast Ports: Projected Number of International Container Trains - End of 2015
Per Week

Port
CN

Regions Served (estimated distribution)

Vancouv er south shore & Roberts Bank

21 outbound

40% central Canada, 20% Midw est, 30% NE, 10% SE

Vancouv er south shore & Roberts Bank

21 inbound

40% central Canada, 20% Midw est, 30% NE, 10% SE

Prince Rupert

7 outbound

10% central Canada, 30% Midw est, 50% NE, 10% SE

Prince Rupert

7 inbound

10% central Canada, 30% Midw est, 50% NE, 10% SE

56
CP Rail

Vancouv er south shore & Roberts Bank

14 outbound

10% central Canada, 30% US Midw est, 60% northeast

Vancouv er south shore & Roberts Bank

14 inbound

10% central Canada, 30% US Midw est, 60% northeast

28
BNSF

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

14 outbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% transfer to northeast lines)

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

19 inbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% transfer from northeast)

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

23 outbound

Central & Southeast

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

21 inbound

Central & Southeast

Los Angeles

11 outbound

Chicago & points east (20% Midw est, 80% NE)

Los Angeles

9 inbound

Los Angeles

26 outbound

Central & Southeast including transfers

Los Angeles

28 inbound

Central & Southeast including transfers

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% NE)

Oakland

3 outbound

Chicago (30% Midw est, 70% northeast)

Oakland

7 inbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

Oakland

6 outbound

Southeast

Oakland

8 inbound

Southeast

Seattle

7 outbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

Seattle

15 inbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

Seattle

3 outbound

Central and Southeast

Seattle

2 inbound

Southeast

Tacoma

6 outbound

Chicago & north (60% Midw est,40% northeast)

Tacoma

15 inbound

Chicago & north (60% Midw est,40% northeast)

Tacoma

2 outbound

Central

Tacoma

2 inbound

Southeast

Portland

4 outbound

Chicago & north (60% Midw est, 40% northeast)

Portland

7 inbound

Chicago & north (60% Midw est, 40% northeast)

238
Union Pacific

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

10 outbound

Chicago (70% Midw est, 30% northeast)

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

5 inbound

Chicago (70% Midw est, 30% northeast)

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

19 outbound

Central and southeast

Los Angeles/Long Beach on-dock

18 inbound

Central and southeast

Los Angeles

6 outbound

Central

Los Angeles

6 inbound

Central

Oakland

5 outbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

Oakland

6 inbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

Oakland

12 outbound

Central and southeast

Oakland

8 inbound

Central and southeast

Seattle

4 outbound

Chicago (60% Midw est, 40% northeast)

Seattle

7 inbound

Chicago (70% Midw est, 30% northeast)

Seattle

7 outbound

Central and Southeast

Seattle

10 inbound

Central and Southeast

Portland

4 outbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

Portland

7 inbound

Chicago (50% Midw est, 50% northeast)

134

Sources: Port of Vancouv er, Rail companies, Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Following a series of mergers and acquisitions in North America in the past, intermodal railroad capacity serving
the Pacific West Coast market in the US is dominated by two Class 1 railroads, Burlington Northern Santa Fe
and Union Pacific. In Canada, Canadian Pacific and Canadian National are, of course, dominant and they have
also extended their reach into the eastern US by means of acquisitions and access to trackage rights. In
addition, Canadian National’s acquisition of additional rail capacity has widened coverage to the US southeast.
The rail companies serving each west-coast port are listed in Table 4.4 and a high-level summary of the
geographical coverage for each operator is also illustrated in Figure 4.4.
Table 4.4
North America - Pacific West Coast Ports: Major Rail Operators, End of 2015
Port

Railroads

Vancouv er

Canadian Pacific Railw ay , Canadian National

Prince Rupert
Tacoma

Canadian National
Burlington Northern Santa Fe, Union Pacific Railroad

Seattle

BNSF, UPRR

Portland

BNSF, UPRR

Long Beach

BNSF, UPRR

Los Angeles

BNSF, UPRR

Oakland

BNSF, UPRR

Sources: Ports, Rail companies, Ocean Shipping Consultants

Figure 4.4: Summary of Published North American Railroad Networks, 2015
In terms of an overview of the intermodal networks of the railroads from the West Coast, these are shown in the
following maps, which include a visual indication of access from the eastern seaboard too, in the case of
Canadian National and Canadian Pacific. The BNSF image also shows the networks of the two key eastern
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railroad operators, CSX and Norfolk Southern. These items are listed to provide further confirmation of the
current key regions each operator confirms it serves.

Figure 4.5: Canadian National Intermodal Network, with Location of Intermodal Terminals Highlighted

Figure 4.6: Canadian Pacific Intermodal Network - Access to New York Region Highlighted
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Figure 4.7: BNSF Intermodal Map - CSX and Norfolk Southern Networks Highlighted

Figure 4.8: Union Pacific Railroad Network
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Potential merger activity in North American railroad industry
There is some history of mergers in the US railroad industry, such as the 1993 tie-up of Burlington Northern and
Santa Fe and the 1996 arrangement that combined Union Pacific and Southern pacific, although this latter deal
did encounter a number of major operating issues and for some years afterwards the level of service offered
was challenging. The most recent merger occurred in 1997 when Norfolk Southern and CSX Transportation
acquired the Conrail network on the US East Coast.
Nevertheless, the process of merger and acquisition has been a key part of how the current Class 1 operators in
North America have built their large-scale networks.
So the concept itself is not unknown in North America and in November 2015 there were a number of press
reports indicating that Canadian Pacific is interested in purchasing Norfolk Southern. This development comes
just over a year after Canadian Pacific had an interest in acquiring CSX Transportation, though the deal did not
ultimately come to fruition, mainly due to the lack of desire on the part of the Florida-based operator.
Norfolk, Virginia-based Norfolk Southern would add around 20,000 route miles to the existing Canadian Pacific
network of approximately 14,000 miles and would certainly greatly improve the Canadian railroad’s reach into
the eastern side of North America, as can be seen by the NS proportion of Figure 4.7. The combined network
will provide Canadian Pacific with the ability to link the Pacific West Coast region (and the Port of Vancouver)
right through to the Gulf of Mexico and into key areas of the US Atlantic seaboard without the need to obtain any
trackage rights.
Moreover, with little existing network overlap, then there are obvious geographic synergies that can be gained,
while there are likely to be potential cost-savings to be made from probably economies of scale to be made from
operating the larger network – albeit that these are very hard to quantify at this stage and in this analysis.
It can be noted that Canadian Pacific, probably rightly, has stated that a major incentive for the merger will be to
help alleviate the long-standing issue of congestion in Chicago by allowing more rail traffic to be moved away
from the city. The company has stated that it will be able to create “fluid routes through under-utilised hubs and
free-up much needed capacity for other railroads…..providing them with new, efficient and competitive service
options for their own customers.” That said, it should be noted that intermodal activity is just one component of
railroad activity and the dominant coal and bulk business will be a key factor too.
In terms of achieving a successful outcome and assuming that Norfolk Southern is interested in pursuing the
project, the following are likely to be the major obstacles Canadian Pacific will need to overcome to achieve its
objective:


Showing the regulatory authorities in Ottawa and Washington DC that the newly-merged entity would
not be anti-competitive and would improve service and performance to customers. There is some
history of issues, such as in 2000 when a proposed merger of Canadian National and Burlington
Northern was denied by the Surface Transportation Board.



The potential US-driven nationalistic attitude towards a major infrastructure asset being obtained and
then controlled by an organisation outside of the country, even if the purchaser was from near
neighbour Canada and Canadian Pacific has a long-standing and generally successful history of
railroad operations. The existing (and previous) Norfolk Southern president has openly stated he is
“opposed to rail mergers” though this cannot be simply taken as the final decision at this stage.

Whether Canadian Pacific is ultimately successful will largely be a combination of its approach to the subject
and handling of the matter, from any potential negotiations through to subsequent public relations activities.
With a known history in North America of large-scale railroad mergers it would be foolish to simply dismiss this
latest potential development, even if there are previous failed attempts in the industry.
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While some initial negative reaction is to be expected, it is not included in any container projections developed
for the Port of Vancouver, so any merger developments can only represent an upside for the port.
4.3 Major Intermodal Facilities and Planned Investments
The development of the North American intermodal system and network has required very heavy investment in
the various stages of the intermodal chain. In general, the capacity of the main lines linking the western ports
with the eastern hinterland has not been significantly constrained and, where difficulties have occurred, the
necessary investment to boost capacity has been forthcoming from the railroads.
The main constraints to the ability of the ports to maximise intermodal volumes have focused on:



The availability of on-dock container handling capability;
Links between port rail facilities and the major east-west rail lines.

Investment has been directed at both sectors to boost capacity significantly in the forecast period.
The development of on-dock rail capacity at the major west-coast ports has followed an uncertain path since
demand growth accelerated in the early 1990s. Initially, the big operators were highly reluctant to allow
organised port labour to take a major role in intermodal container handling. This factor was responsible for the
emphasis on 'near-dock' container yards, which became the principal means of linking marine terminals with the
rail system. This applied at both Los Angeles and Long Beach, where the emphasis near-dock construction
resulted in the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF).
However, the costs associated with trucking containers from terminals to rail yards were obviously highly
uncompetitive. Hence, there has been a switch in favour of on-dock rail facilities, and all new container
terminals on the west coast either incorporate such a facility or provide on-dock access to an adjacent rail yard.
The level of investment in these facilities has been very high and has provided capacity to handle current and
anticipated intermodal volumes.
Of course, the quality of any transportation system is determined by its weakest link, and these investments
placed greater pressure on the connections between the ports and the main transcontinental rail lines. The
focus of investment thus shifted to providing dedicated “rail corridors” – the Alameda Corridor serving Los
Angeles/Long Beach and the Fast Corridor serving Seattle/Tacoma. These programmes were central to the
development of intermodal volumes to/from these locations.
Comparison of Port Rail Facilities
A summary of the on-dock rail facilities available in each major terminal on the west coast is presented in Table
4.5, based on available information at the end of 2015.
Where an on-dock terminal is available, an indication of the known, published or estimated capacity for
doublestack rail cars has been provided. For completeness, the ICTF located five miles from the San Pedro
ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach is also included.
However, this snapshot is representative of existing operations and not work in progress, hence the Terminal 5
modernisation project in Seattle, which has currently closed the facility to container traffic, also means that
doublestack intermodal facilities are also not available.
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Table 4.5
North American Pacific West Coast Ports - On-Dock or Near-Dock Facilities & Doublestack Capacity, End of 2015
Port/Terminal

On-dock/Near dock

Estimated Yard
Capacity (Doublestack cars)

Port of Vancouver:
Deltaport

On-dock

93

Vanterm

On-dock

32

Centerm

On-dock

27

On-dock

56

On-dock

Not operational

On-dock

108

Prince Rupert:
Fairv iew Container Terminal
Seattle:
Terminal 5 - Global Gatew ay North (APL)
Terminal 18 - SSA
Terminal 30 - SSA/China Shipping

Near-dock

Terminal 46 - Total Terminals Inc (Hanjin)

Near-dock

Tacoma:
Oly mpic Container Terminal - Yangming

Near-dock

Husky Terminal - ITS (K Line)

Near-dock

Ports America - Ev ergreen

On-dock

78

Hy undai Intermodal Yard - WUT - Hy undai

On-dock

52

North Intermodal Yard - International

76

South Intermodal Yard - Domestic

67

Portland:
Terminal 2 - SSA

On-dock

45

Terminal 6 - ICTSI

On-dock

84

Near-dock

111

On-dock

81

On-dock

119

Pier 300 - Global Gatew ay South (APL)

On-dock

128

Pier 400 - APM Terminals

On-dock

222

Pier A - SSA/MSC

On-dock

63

Pier F - Long Beach Container Terminal (OOCL)

On-dock

28

Pier G - International Transport Serv ices (K Line)

On-dock

54

Pier J - Pacific Container Terminal (SSA/Cosco)

On-dock

83

Pier T - Total Terminals Inc (Hanjin)

On-dock

174

Intermodal Container Transfer Facility - now

Near-dock

750,000 containers per annum

ICTF - future ex pansion

Near-dock 1.5 million containers per annum

Oakland:
Joint Intermodal Terminal
Los Angeles:
West Basin Container Terminal - China
Shipping/Yangming
Terminal Island Container Transfer Facility - Yusen
Terminal (NYK)/Ev ergreen Terminal

Long Beach:

San Pedro ICTF:

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants, derv ied from published information
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With respect to the specific competing ports on the Pacific West Coast and the level of intermodal rail facilities,
the following represents a summary of the Pacific Northwest region position at the end of 2015, with noted
investment plans also commented upon, where appropriate:


Port of Vancouver:
At the Port of Vancouver, all three container terminals offer on-dock rail facilities:
o
o
o

Deltaport – a supporting rail yard with eight tracks of 1067m each.
Vanterm – rail offered with six 305m and three 366m tracks.
Centerm – there are three rail tracks totalling 840m.

However, a C$285 million expansion is planned to be able to cater for the growth in size of ships calling
and, therefore, a higher number of containers moving via intermodal rail. It is known that US-bound
cargo moving through the Deltaport complex has grown by 35 per cent annually between 2009 and
2014, with the trend continuing moving forward.
The rail expansion at Deltaport is aimed at handling the approximate 10,000 container moves
generated by the anticipated larger ships, which compares to the 7,000 container moves that are
created by 9,000 TEU ships currently calling. The new rail facility is set to be completed in the second
half of 2017 and will allow Canadian Pacific and Canadian National to increase the daily number of
doublestack services linked to Deltaport increase from four to six.


Prince Rupert:
The relatively new Prince Rupert facility opened with rail facilities at the Fairview Container Terminal
rail facilities comprising the following:
o
o
o

Seven working tracks.
Six storage tracks
Total trackage of 5182m.

However, with the phase two development at the terminal the following is due to be offered:
o
o
o

14 working tracks.
12 storage tracks.
Total trackage of 14000m.

With almost every container moving exclusively via rail at this port, it will need to ensure that the phase
two development does bring the additional planned rail infrastructure improvements. Any delays or
failure to deliver them will result in a negative impact to the port’s ability to meet future growth demand.


Tacoma:
Historically, Tacoma has added considerable rail track in recent years but, along with Seattle, faced
increasing landside congestion, due to constraints on port access. This made intermodal access less
competitive than via the Port of Vancouver. Action to help overcome these issues are part of the Fast
Corridor project, which is similar to the Alameda Corridor project – albeit on a considerably smaller
scale – and the problem has been less significant in recent years due to declining demand. Yet despite
the plans, the Port of Vancouver remains a lower cost, higher-capacity and more efficient option.
The two most recently built container terminals – Evergreen’s Pierce County and Hyundai Marine’s
Washington United facilities – are the only ones with on-dock rail yards. The lack of such a capability
at the other container terminals has been ameliorated by provision of on-dock rail access to the two
near-dock intermodal yards, whilst APM Terminals has its own near-dock rail facility.
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The following represents a summary of each intermodal rail option at the port:
o
o
o
o


Hyundai Intermodal Yard – a 9.1 hectare site with 5140m of track served by BNSF.
Ports America Yard – a 10.3 hectare site with 7176m of track served by both BNSF and UP.
North Intermodal Yard – this 10.2 hectare site has eight 980m rail tracks and capacity for 76
doublestack cars and handles intermodal containers.
South Intermodal Yard – handling domestic containers, this 7.2 hectare operation has around
2580m of track, with noted capacity for 67 doublestack cars.

Seattle:
On-dock intermodal access is available only at two for the ports four container terminals:
o Terminal 5 (APL) – a 12.1 hectare site with six tracks that can accommodate 54 doublestack rail
cars, supported by adjacent storage for another 54 cars, thereby allowing up to four full trains
(according to the port), with services provided by both BNSF and UP. However, this terminal is
currently undergoing modernisation and is closed for container business, so this intermodal option
is unavailable. However, once the facility is completed in 2019, it will need to cater for extra
intermodal activity as the overall terminal capacity is being raised to 1.0 million TEU per annum, so
the need for containers moving via rail will, in principle, also have to rise.
o Terminal 18 (SSA) – also has capacity for 54 doublestack cars on-dock and also a further 54 units
in an adjacent storage location
There is also a near-dock facility provided by BNSF/UP, which predominantly serves the SSA-operated
Terminal 30 and Hanjin Shipping’s T46 operation.



Fast Corridor:
In addition there is the Fast Corridor, which comprises a collection of 24 projects aimed at improving
the flow of rail (and road) traffic between Tacoma and Everett by means of grade separations, bridges
and passing tracks. The participants comprise a mix of the Port Authorities, local cities, counties and
both Federal and State agencies, plus trucking companies and railroads. To date, 19 projects have
been carried out since 1998, leaving five to complete as part of the current (and confirmed) cycle.
The investment will allow more trains to be handled, and at speeds of up to 50 miles/hour. Plus, it will
also double the capacity for intermodal trains to around 36 per day. This should be adequate to
eliminate current difficulties and accommodate anticipated demand growth over the forecast period.

The San Pedro Bay ports are the largest Pacific West Coast gateways for intermodal shipments to the rest of
North America, although access via Oakland is also of relevance. In 2015 it is estimated (by the ports) that 23
per cent of Long Beach’s total container traffic moves to or from on-dock rail yards, while for Los Angeles the
figure is at 26 per cent. However, both of these port authorities expect these totals to increase moving forward,
with Long Beach targeting 35 per cent by 2020 and then 50 per cent thereafter, while Los Angeles is expecting
to see 40 per cent reached.
Therefore, for the Pacific South region, the following summary applies at the end of 2015:


Los Angeles:
Dedicated or shared on-dock rail yards exist on all container terminals except MOL’s Transpacific
Terminal. As part of an on-going investment programme, it too is set to have an on-dock rail capability
by 2015, but at present the following infrastructure is available:
o
o

West Basin Container Terminal – with three tracks of 793m each, a total of 81 doublestack rail
cars can be accommodated at this facility, which is shared by China Shipping and Yangming.
Terminal Island Container Transfer Facility - shared by both NYK Line and Evergreen, with the
operation capable of handling/storing a total of 119 doublestack rail cars.
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o
o


Pier 300 (APL) – almost three complete trains can be handled simultaneously. There are
eight rail tracks and supporting storage facilities, meaning that up to 128 doublestack rail cars
can be catered for supporting the marine operation.
Pier 400 (APM Terminals) – with 12 loading tracks each representing 762m, with storage this
operation can handle up to 222 doublestack rail cars.

Long Beach:
All terminals except that for the Pier C facility operated by SSA for Matson Line have on-dock rail
yards, with railcar capacity ranging between 28 and 174:
o
o
o
o

o

Pier T (Hanjin Shipping) – with around 27400m of track available, a total of 174 doublestack
rail cars can be accommodated on the working and storage tracks. The working tracks
account for around 19000m.
Pier J (SSA/Cosco) – rail transfer facility can handle up to 83 doublestack rail cars using
reachstackers.
Pier G (K Line) – eight rail tracks split across North and South yard operations, with
doublestack capacity for 54 rail cars.
Pier F (OOCL) – relatively small on-dock operation compared to other facilities at the port,
with capacity for 28 doublestack rail cars and around 3050m of track. The Middle Harbor
project will see the total track available increase to around 22860m and add 14 hectares. As
the size of the facility is increasing quite substantially, it is reasonable to expect the capacity of
doublestack rail cars to increase to at least 50, from the current level of 28 units.
Pier A (SSA/MSC) – there are two rail tracks, totalling 4260m and allowing two trains to be
worked on simultaneously. A total of 63 doublestack rail cars is the estimated working
capacity for the facility at any one time.

At the start of Q4 2015, the port announced that the US$93 million Green Port Gateway rail project had
been completed, as part of a combined San Pedro intention to invest over US$1 billion in rail
infrastructure over the foreseeable future. This relatively small component of the overall initiative
realigns a rail pathway to relieve an existing bottleneck with better access to the Piers J and G and the
Middle Harbor terminals.


ICTF – this operation is located approximately five miles from the San Pedro port complex and was
opened in 1986 as a multi-user facility for numerous shipping lines, operated by UP. Since its
construction, the facility has expanded its role for transcontinental rail services, as well as the relay of
containers to/from the ports and major rail yards in downtown Los Angeles. The 112.1 hectare facility
can accommodate a weekly total of around 70 double-stack container trains in each direction
(westbound and eastbound). There are six loading lines, varying in length from 1158m to 1524m, with
the capacity to handle 95 double-stack cars, and an adjacent storage yard for 100 more railcars.
These figures equate to an estimated annual capacity (by the operator) of 750,000 containers per
annum.
There are confirmed plans to expand the capacity of the facility to 1.5 million containers per annum,
which UP claims can be achieved through reducing the land used to 94.3 hectares and could be
completed with a construction schedule of three-to-four years. To date the project has not been
undertaken.
Given the high investment in on-dock and near-dock intermodal terminals at Los Angeles and Long
Beach, this aspect of intermodal capacity is not anticipated to be a constraint on the development of
port demand.



Alameda Corridor - Opened in 2002, the Alameda Corridor provides a 20-mile expressway between
these key port intermodal terminals and the major UP and BNSF marshalling yards in downtown Los
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Angeles, which in turn link to the transcontinental rail network. Costing US$2.4bn, this dedicated route
for port traffic allows the two railroad operators to carry up to 12.7m containers/year (87 stack trains
daily) on its double tracks (compared with 3.7m in 1999 on pre-existing tracks).
As such, the capacity will be sufficient to meet anticipated demand growth. There is also scope for
more intensive operation, if demand progresses beyond this level.


Oakland:
The lack of on-dock intermodal rail was a longstanding competitive issue for the port’s terminals.
Instead of offering this option, a joint intermodal terminal was developed with both UP and BNSF
having access.
The site is located behind B55-B59 and B60-B63, albeit that it is still near-dock and not directly ondock, but offers the following:
o
o

UP – a terminal portion of 44.5 hectares, capable of handling 70 doublestack rail cars.
BNSF – an operation covering 32.5 hectares, with a capacity of 41 doublestack rail car units.

The importance of the immediate San Francisco hinterland is critical for Oakland in terms of a key local market it
serves. The proximity of the port to this area, plus its traditional role in serving US export markets (and not the
higher inbound Asian volumes) are largely responsible for the comparative lack of effective rail capacity at the
port.

4.4

Regional Doublestack Rail Capacity

The scale of demand growth during the late 1990s caused significant constraints to build up in the operation of
intermodal links in both the Pacific South and Pacific Northwest markets. However, organisational efficiencies,
the completion of the Alameda Corridor, progress on the Fast Corridor and a slower pace of demand growth
over the past decade have changed the situation.
In the Port of Vancouver, investments in intermodal yards and rail capacity are closely linked to the development
of marine terminals, and there are no real constraints in despatching containers. Rail services will be further
improved as part of the C$309 million Roberts Bank Rail Corridor project, as already identified, which follows
none recent initiatives completed for the start of 2015 that included six grade separations and two overpasses,
which will collectively help reduce congestion and aid efficiency of rail operations.
Taking into account the current known capacities available at all ports in the Pacific Norwest and Pacific South
regions, Figure 4.9 provides an indication of the current position (at the end of 2015), together with how the
development has occurred since 2000 at all ports included for the Pacific West Coast. The capacity at these
facilities will partially determine the amount of cargo that can move in this manner.
The dominant position of the two San Pedro ports can be noted. The ICTF in Southern California is listed
separately because this option does entail additional time and costs being incurred compared to a container
moving directly from marine terminal to on-dock intermodal train.
No allowance for annual capacities has been calculated, the analysis is simply based on the published or known
capacities provided by respective port and terminal operators.
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Figure 4.9 - Pacific West Coast: Intermodal Rail Yard Capacity, 2000-2015F
(Doublestack railcars)
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Moving forward over the short-term to 2020, Table 4.6 outlines the likely change in position that will occur
between the end of 2015 and 2020 at each relevant port or intermodal transfer facility. Both on-dock and neardock developments are included and although some estimates are included and timescales from various
projects can change, it nonetheless gives a good indication of how the share of doublestack capacity is
expected to develop over the remainder of the current decade.
Table 4.6
North American Pacific West Coast Ports: Intermodal Yard Capacity, 2015-2020
double-stack railcars

Vancouv er
Prince Rupert
Tacoma
Seattle
Portland
Oakland
Long Beach*
Los Angeles
LA: ICTF

Total

On-dock

2015F
Near-dock

Total

%

On-dock

2020
Near-dock

Total

%

152
56
130
162
129
0
402
550
0

0
0
143
na
0
111
0
0
195

152
56
273
162
129
111
402
550
195

7.5%
2.8%
13.4%
8.0%
6.4%
5.5%
19.8%
27.1%
9.6%

203
143
130
216
129
0
452
550
0

0
0
143
na
0
111
0
0
195

203
143
273
216
129
111
452
550
195

8.9%
6.3%
12.0%
9.5%
5.7%
4.9%
19.9%
24.2%
8.6%

1581

449

2030

100.0%

1823

449

2272

100.0%

Notes:
* = Assumes Middle Harbor project finishes on schedule but ICTF in Southern California is not completed.
Seattle Terminal 5 modernisation has not specified the increase in doublestack capacity .
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Both the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert can expect to see respective shares of intermodal yard capacity
increase by 2020, based on doublestack rail cars that can be handled, including as a result of the Deltaport
Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project. Subsequent development of Deltaport Terminal 2 Project is
expected to further improve intermodal access, although the final build-out will not be until after the assessment
period addressed to 2020
As a result, the Port of Vancouver’s share retained at the end of 2015 of 7.5 per cent of the total available at all
ports listed will increase to 8.9 per cent by 2020, whereas Prince Rupert will see a 2015F share of 2.9 per cent
rise to 6.3 per cent – assuming, of course, that the port’s phase two development occurs as planned.
The gains by Vancouver and Prince Rupert come at the expense of Tacoma (down from 13.4 per cent in 2015F
to 12.0 per cent by 2020), Seattle (8.0 per cent to 9.5 per cent) and also Portland (falling from 6.4 per cent to 5.7
per cent).
In the Pacific Southwest region Long Beach will see a marginal increase from 19.8 per cent to 19.9 per cent due
to the Middle Harbor expansion project (assuming it is completed on-schedule) but Los Angeles, despite
retaining a dominant share of all ports listed, will also see its end of 2015 share of 27.1 per cent fall to 24.2 per
cent.
It is clear that the relative importance of on-dock will continue to increase for both the Pacific Northwest and
Pacific South port regions. For major rail operators, intermodal traffic is one sector of the total rail business, and
will benefit from broader development programmes.
There have also been some other relevant service initiatives of note:


Canadian Pacific launched a faster intermodal rail service between Toronto and Calgary in June 2013
(a reduction of 20 hours to 64 hours to make the 3400km journey), which itself represented improved
schedules being generated in 2012 for its service linking Chicago, Vancouver and Toronto.



Canadian National has increased capacity on its Edmonton to Winnipeg in northern Ontario, while also
on the link between Winnipeg, Chicago and Memphis – key locations that are being served from the
Pacific Gateway and where further demand growth is anticipated.



Both Canadian railroads are targeting competitive service times from the Port of Vancouver to key
consuming hinterlands:
o
o

Canadian Pacific offers a four-day service to Chicago.
Canadian National can reach Chicago in 100 hours from Deltaport and Memphis in 130 hours.

Summary of key examples of inland rail facilities
The final part of the intermodal chain is the provision of inland intermodal terminal capacity. This sector has
experienced periodic congestion. However, significant shares of limited capital budgets have been targeted at
this sector, underlining a continued commitment to the handling of international container volumes.
With double-stack capacity firmly established on corridors to/from west-coast ports, the focus has shifted
somewhat to improving intermodal capabilities for East Coast ports. With demand also growing less rapidly, the
pace of investment in the intermodal transport chain serving West Coast ports has eased.
The recent major investments of note:


Canadian National opened a new intermodal terminal at Calgary. Strategically located between
Vancouver and Prince Rupert and key cities of consumption and demand the new facility offered a 30
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per cent capacity increase over the existing operation and comprises 2.5 million square-feet of
distribution warehousing space. Imports include consumer goods and industrial materials, with exports
comprising forest products, plastics and agri-products.


Union Pacific has formally opened its new US$370m Joliet International Terminal (JIT) close to west
Chicago and Interstates 55 and 58. The terminal significantly increases UP’s capacity and flexibility for
international intermodal services. JIT has a capacity of 0.5m containers (and/or trailers) per annum.
The 220-hectare Phase I development was commissioned in 2010 and there is scope for a further
expansion of around 95 hectares. Measured by capacity, JIT is the second largest of UP’s intermodal
facilities, being somewhat smaller than the ICTF yard at Long Beach.



On Columbus’ west side, CSX Corp.’s intermodal cargo facility (Buckeye Yard) doubled its capacity.
The project, as part of the National Gateway initiative, was completed in early 2013, increasing the
yard’s annual capacity from 0.18m to 0.36m containers (or trailers). The project added 24 acre of land
(totalling 36 acre now) and a second access track, redesigned the yard by introducing RMG systems,
and expanded the track from 9,000 feet to 15,000 feet as well as the gate.



A new terminal under construction at Union Pacific is the new Santa Teresa in New Mexico. This new
intermodal terminal will be integrated along the Sunset Route (where a second main track is being
built) and is scheduled to open during 2014 with an annual capacity of 0.25m containers (and/or
trailers).

Aside from these major capacity additions, only limited additional investment is planned for the inland sector.
Sufficient capacity is seen to exist to handle current and medium term demand but, if required, it is reasonable
to assume that further capacity can be added with minimum difficulty.
4.5

The Importance of Rail Connectivity for the Port of Vancouver

The fact that the Port of Vancouver continues to serve more distant hinterlands throughout Canada, together
with the US Midwest, Chicago and towards Memphis, is a clear indication of the need, and importance, of being
able to offer good intermodal rail connectivity.
As already identified, the Class 1 railroads in North America offer connectivity to/from ports on the Pacific West
Coast to/from a wide-range of different inland locations throughout Canada and the US.
It is apparent, therefore, that intermodal rail links are very important for the import sector, with on-dock rail
terminals providing the key driver of demand at Centerm, Vanterm and Deltaport. The smaller facilities at Fraser
Surrey do not offer a direct rail link.
The current position is further summarised in Table 4.7, where the market share of railed import containers
increased from 64.7 per cent in 2012 to 67.8 per cent in 2013, but for 2014 the share has fallen to 56.6 per cent
and is forecast to be very similar for 2015 also, at 57.5 per cent.
The larger jump in import volumes leaving the terminals by truck and not rail indicates that this is cargo that is
either for the local market or could be part of a transloading operation nearby to the terminals.
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Table 4.7
Modal Share for Port of Vancouver Import Containers, 2012-2015F
By Rail

By Truck

000TEU

000TEU

Total

Rail

2012

878.2

479.0

1357.2

64.7%

2013

956.4

454.2

1410.6

67.8%

2014

1032.1

792.9

1825.0

56.6%

2015F

1079.4

799.3

1878.7

57.5%

percent

As remov ed from the terminals
Source: Port of Vancouv er data / OSC estimates

The importance of the port’s rail links are seen to be very significant. A large volume of import containers are
transloaded at depots in the immediate vicinity of the Port of Vancouver. This transloading involves the
unloading of international maritime ISO containers and the reloading of these goods into domestic 53’
containers. These reloaded containers are then delivered to customers either by truck or by rail.
This means that a significant proportion of containerised goods leaving the marine terminals by truck are
ultimately dependent upon the rail system for final delivery.
Identification of the volumes involved here is a complex matter and lies outside the scope of the current study.
However, a detailed review1 of these matters was undertaken in early 2011, which throws considerable light on
these matters.
This Study provided an empirical assessment of the distribution of containers by mode for 2009 based upon
detailed discussions with major shippers, trucking companies and the railroads in order to define the importance
of transload activities for containerised freight.
At that time the headline split between rail and trucks for import containers leaving the maritime terminals was
around 63 : 27. A review was undertaken of the modality of trucked containers within the 27 per cent sector.
This has now declined as a proportion, but the overall conclusions of the earlier study are seen to be still valid.
These conclusions have been adjusted to take into account the projected split between tail and truck for 2015
and the following key components can be derived for this sector, while remaining consistent with the Transload
Mapping Study content:


2.4 per cent of total import demand is trucked to intermodal rail facilities from the terminals – i.e. not all
railed containers are directly loaded in the terminals.



23.0 per cent of total import demand is trucked to transload stations for reloading into 53’ containers for
onward shipment by rail.

See ‘Lower Mainland Transload Mapping Study’ prepared by Culham Business Solutions for Transport Canada in January
2011.
1
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6.3 per cent of import demand is trucked to transload stations for reloading into 53’ containers for
delivery to BC destinations by truck.



10.8 per cent of import demand is trucked to transload stations for reloading into 53’ containers for
delivery to other Canadian destinations by truck.

This means that rail is even more important for import containers via Vancouver than headline modal split
figures would indicate. In total rail is necessary for an estimated (57.5 + 2.4 + 23.0) 82.9 per cent of all import
containers shipped via the port.
While this is a small drop on the position in 2013, which was estimated to be 86.9 per cent, the trend is well
established and it is anticipated that this general proportional significance will be maintained over the forecast
period. For reference this research has not been updated as the requirement is beyond the existing scope of
work but it is understood that the transload proportion and key conclusions remain consistent.
The position is further summarised in Figure 4.10.

Figure 4.10 - Estimated Import Demand by Modality (% Loaded TEU)

11%
6%
By rail direct
By truck to intermodal rail
By truck to transload for rail
23%

58%

By truck to transload for truck
By truck direct

2%

Importance of intermodal rail evident to Pacific Gateway region
The importance of intermodal rail to the Port of Vancouver (and Prince Rupert) is evident. Currently, 82.9 per
cent of all import containers leaving the Port of Vancouver’s container terminals ultimately involve rail, whereas
for Prince Rupert the figure is higher, at an estimated 95 per cent, which therefore indicates only a very small
involvement with its limited local markets.
Table 4.8 provides a summary of the total container traffic estimated for 2015 that left each port using rail.
These figures will form the basis of the estimation for intermodal train paths required for these two ports.
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Table 4.8
Import Container TEU Moving by Rail - Port of Vancouver & Prince Rupert, 2015F
Port

Port of Vancouv er

International

International

Full

Empty

1,579,112

30,228

479,774

4,846

Prince Rupert

Total Inbound

% Share via

Total Rail

Rail

TEU

1,609,340

82.9%

1,334,143

484,620

95.0%

460,389

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants, deriv ed from port data

However, to offer an indication of the likely number of intermodal train paths required, it is necessary to make
some assumptions regarding the length of train and number of cars.
This total is known to vary between routes and operators, with Canadian Pacific averaging around 160 cars plus
often three engines, while the minimum and maximum for US railroad operators can be between 115 and 170
cars (plus engines).
Therefore, for the purposes of this basic assessment, it is noted that 160 cars will be applicable. This total of
cars equates to four TEU equivalents.
Using the TEU volumes in 2015 for the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert, as shown in Table 4.9, the
following high-level conclusions can be noted for both of these container ports:


An average size of intermodal train with 160 cars will move 640 TEU (based on each doublestack car
unit carrying four TEU). This is noted to be a typical size of train built by a Class 1 railroad operator in
offering service to ports on the Pacific Coast.



For the Port of Vancouver, the 2015 import total moving via rail is estimated to be 2085 intermodal train
paths per annum (or 40 per week), with Prince Rupert requiring 719 train paths per annum (or nine per
week).



The large difference between the intermodal train paths between the two ports is reflective of the big
differences in volumes moving via rail at present.

Future intermodal train path capacity to increase to keep pace with cargo demand
Moving forward it is possible to estimate the future number of train paths for both Vancouver and Prince Rupert.
Table 4.9 provides a projection for both ports, based on an intermodal train remaining the same size and
carrying capacity but taking into account projected container traffic for each port to 2025.
In terms of future need for intermodal import train paths this is expected to increase for both ports, based on the
following:


Assuming that 82.9 per cent of all Port of Vancouver future container traffic requires use of intermodal
rail at some point in its transportation network.



The share of import international containers remains constant.
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A remaining high share (of 95 per cent) of Prince Rupert import container cargo moves via intermodal
rail.

Table 4.9
Estimated Train Paths to 2025 for Port of Vancouver & Prince Rupert
Year

2013

2015F

2020F

2025F

2,048

2,085

2,800

3,409

475

719

891

1,027

39

40

54

66

9

14

17

20

Total Per Annum:
Port of Vancouv er
Prince Rupert
Total Per Week:
Port of Vancouv er
Prince Rupert

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

4.6 Synopsis of Intermodal Rail Pricing in North America
Intermodal rail pricing is an important component that has some influence over container traffic moving within
North America. In overall terms, it is irrelevant if the Port of Vancouver can satisfy the marine and terminal
requirements of shipping lines if the cost of moving the cargo to end user in more distant (i.e. non-local)
destinations is prohibitive and can be served more cheaply from a competing port.
On this basis, because the Port of Vancouver is serving hinterlands in Central/Eastern Canada and the US
Midwest regions, then it is heavily dependent on cost-effective intermodal rail services and pricing.
Earlier analysis in this Section has identified that the Port of Vancouver is able to offer good on-dock intermodal
rail capacity and is currently served by both Canadian National and Canadian Pacific railroads. Plus, it is not
inconceivable that in the future one of the US West Coast Class 1 operators, of BNSF or UPRR, might also be a
user of some or all of the port’s container terminals, which would further increase competition (or choice for
shippers) and, potentially, capacity.
Based on research and information gathered and used in Section V of this Study (which utilises intermodal costs
between ports and key inland locations as part of an in-depth analysis of the cost competitive position of the Port
of Vancouver and competing ports to a range of key inland locations) Table 4.10 details some typical rail rates of
interest in this analysis.
These examples are not meant to be all encompassing and are to be regarded of what is likely to be paid,
subject to specific commercial factors that shippers/shipping lines and rail service providers will undertake.
Hence, it is not possible to know with any precision the potential impact of any volume discounts that could be
applied due to the highly commercially sensitive nature of the data.
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Nevertheless, the following key conclusions can be noted:


The Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert are highly competitive against Southern California ports for
all example locations used.



These two Canadian ports are also able to rely on lower rates than the US Pacific Northwest ports of
Seattle and Tacoma.



Due to the distances involved, US intermodal rates from Norfolk, New York and Savannah are lower
than the Pacific Gateway to Chicago and Memphis – however, this is largely due to the shorter
distances to be covered.



Generally, Canadian railroads are able to offer lower prices than their US West Coast counterparts and
on average there is generally a variation of around 10 per cent between rates available.

Table 4.10
Typical 2015 Intermodal Rail Costs to Toronto, Chicago and Memphis
- US$ per 40' container
To Toronto

Typical

To Chicago

Typical

To Memphis

Typical

Vancouver

1650

Vancouver

1650

Vancouver

1800

Prince Rupert

1630

Prince Rupert

1650

Prince Rupert

1800

Seattle/Tacoma

1950

Seattle

1800

Seattle

1950

Los Angeles

2100

Los Angeles

1700

Los Angeles

2050

New York

1950

New York

1650

New York

2150

Norfolk

2250

Norfolk

1350

Norfolk

1650

Sav annah

2200

Sav annah

1550

Sav annah

1250

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants/Local Rail Companies

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the Port of Tacoma is already facing an intermodal cost advantage of about
US$400 to Chicago compared to the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert. To put this amount into perspective,
it is around 20 per cent of the total intermodal freight cost, a substantial amount and share of this cost
component.
To offset this disadvantage the port has acknowledged the need to take time and cost out of the supply chain by
improving the movement of containers from vessels to trains – incidentally, a process that is already efficient at
the Port of Vancouver’s Deltaport facility with its direct load operation.
Another initiative noted by Tacoma is to coordinate vessel stowage and unloading with intermodal trains. Yet
this too is something other ports will be replicating or already doing, so it is hard to note tangible differences in
terms of costs.
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While this approach from Tacoma is clearly correct, it does also show that a reduction in pricing by the railroads
serving the port is not going to be an option, leaving the port itself with having to find potential alternative
strategies.
However, whatever the port does to try to mitigate this cost, it is reasonable to assume that it can also be
replicated by both the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert (if it is already not happening), which therefore
means that it is hard to see how any quantifiable advantage can be gained over the Pacific Gateway facilities.
While this data and analysis should only be regarded as what is generally indicative of typical rates that are
currently applied, it does endorse the fact that Canadian National and Canadian Pacific can offer the Canadian
ports in the Pacific Gateway cheaper intermodal rates – and while this continues, it will help ensure that both the
Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert remain competitive options for serving key discretionary hinterlands in
North America.
The key question is how the US railroads are reacting to this situation and whether there could be a time when
they undertake any lowering of rates. To date this does not seem to have occurred and it is probably likely that
both of the Canadian railroads can then match the most competitive options provided by the US railroad
companies.
It should, of course, be noted that the Canadian railroads continue to invest in their networks, including in the
Western Canada region and to/from key destinations serving larger population/consumption regions.
Moreover, the current desire of Canadian Pacific to explore the potential for acquiring Norfolk Southern further
emphasises the desire to expand its network in order to further improve service offerings to customers.

4.7 Key Conclusions – Implications for the Port of Vancouver
The Pacific West Coast intermodal market is well served by established rail facilities at the terminals
and by inland facilities located on the major Midwest markets. There has been continued demand for
access to the network for the movement of containers to the east and this will continue.
Future capacity for doublestack operations will continue to be of vital importance to all ports on the
Pacific West Coast. Ongoing projects, such as the FAST Corridor in Seattle-Tacoma and the Middle
Harbor development in Long Beach will further assist the flow of cargo.
The Port of Vancouver is already working to ensure that additional good-quality on-dock rail
infrastructure is provided at key facilities and this is investment that will continue to be required moving
forward, especially in view of the ability to serve more distant hinterlands that require the use of
intermodal rail.
The cost advantage generally enjoyed by Canadian railroads over US counterparts is unlikely to change
in the immediate future, leaving US ports having to find other ways of being competitive regarding
intermodal rail. However, the Pacific Gateway Canadian ports themselves are already doing likewise
themselves and seeking to maximise potential to maintain, if not increase, overall competitiveness.
If Canadian Pacific can overcome potential surface transportation authority objections and a sense of
US nationalism towards foreign ownership, then the acquisition of Norfolk Southern could gain further
traction. However, the process is likely to be a challenging process, although the North American Class
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1 Railroad industry has seen large-scale merger and acquisition activity in the past, so the process itself
involving Canadian Pacific and Norfolk Southern cannot simply be dismissed.
Regardless of the railroads serving the Pacific Gateway region, it can be concluded that both the Port of
Vancouver and Prince Rupert will see an increased number of doublestack rail car intermodal paths
needed by 2025, with the total rising in line with overall container volumes.
There is nothing to be noted in the North American intermodal industry in terms of service, investment,
pricing or activities that are expected to place the Port of Vancouver in a more negative competitive
position compared to all major competing ports in North America over the forecast period.
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SECTION V – THE COMPETITIVE COST STRUCTURE AT THE PORT OF
VANCOUVER

5.1

Introduction and Methodology

The market position of the Port of Vancouver in the trades under review will primarily be determined by
the costs of using the port’s terminals in contrast to other possible facilities.
These charges will comprise not simply the stevedoring costs associated with using a particular terminal
but also the overall costs entailed in delivering containers to/from major markets. From this perspective,
the competitive position will be determined by the total of comparable shipping costs, stevedoring costs
and intermodal and truck delivery charges.
This Section provides an analysis of the current and future development of costs in these sectors and is
thus of central importance to informing Port of Vancouver projections.
Included in this analysis are a range of cost comparisons for container cargo routed to Toronto, Chicago
and Memphis via different port gateways in Canada and the US on both the East Coast and Pacific
West Coast of North America. The comparative cost position of the Port of Vancouver is therefore
generated in relation to other port gateways.

5.2

Container Stevedoring Charges

Attention is initially turned to the current and potential future development of container handling charges
that can be applied at the Port of Vancouver. The analysis is developed as follows:





The levels of container stevedoring charges on the West Coast are contrasted with other major
port markets.
A more focused analysis of the total costs of transiting major West Coast terminals and the
competitive position of Vancouver is presented.
The effect of US/Canadian dollar exchange rates on container handling costs is then
considered.
The future development of the Port of Vancouver container handling charges to 2025 is
projected.

Container handling charges at the Port of Vancouver are seen to be competitive in relation to those at
competing Pacific Northwest and Pacific South ports. The level of relative competitive position varies
in-line with the exchange rate with the US dollar but is also attributable to generally lower cost structures
in the port.
West Coast container handling charges since 2008
The level of container handling charges has continued to be dynamic. Cost levels are determined by
the inter-relation between central and local administrative policies and the actual supply and demand of
container handling capacity. There are, therefore, very strong regional pressures in the container
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handling markets.
The identification of container handling charges is a complex undertaking. Whilst some terminals
publish a tariff for container handling, this provides only the most general guide to the level of charges
that are actually levied. Invariably, discounts are available for volume customers and often further
flexibility is made available in the light of major marketing initiatives.
In addition, the various activities included in container handling charges are also found to vary between
ports and, indeed, often in different terminals within the same port. However, this complexity must be
negotiated if the competitive position of the Port of Vancouver is to be identified.
Assessment of container handling charges based on three different types of sources
The methodology here utilised reflects the complexity of the issues involved and, accordingly, provides
typical cost estimates on the basis of:




Published tariffs (where available).
Data provided by container terminals.
Data provided and confirmed by major shipping lines.

By assuming this wide-ranging approach a sophisticated analysis of the current (and anticipated)
developments of handling charges can be derived.
In this Section, analysis is presented for the broader regional market for import/export container
handling. Although the Port of Vancouver has the potential to develop a significant regional
transshipment role, the regions’ ports have not yet developed a competitive tariff structure for this part of
the market. As such, transshipment charges are not considered in this analysis.
Evaluation of cost structures must be grounded on a homogeneous basis of handling activities
Prior to evaluating cost structures, some further remarks are necessary with regard to the methodology
utilised in determining typical cost levels.
In order to develop costs that are comparable, it is necessary to develop data as follows:



Ensure that similar consignments are utilised.
Make clear that all parallel handling activity is included.

There are numerous differences between the actual handling activities that are included in a particular
tariff. Sometimes prices include all extra operations that may become necessary, whilst on other
occasions these costs relate simply to the movement of the container from the vessel to the yard during
regular working hours, with other costs such as hatch opening, lashing, overtime payments constituting
further billings. It is essential that these costs must all be included as they can exert a great influence
over total outgoings. The method employed has been to identify costs that include the basic handling
charge and any other applicable handling charges.
Basic Handling Charge includes all handling costs between the ship and the yard in either direction.
Other Handling Charges include the diverse activities that are sometimes billed to the shipowner.
These include:








Hatch opening and closing.
Security charges.
Cargo plan preparation.
Overtime costs.
Lashing/unlashing.
Extra yard moves.
Weighing.

Section V – The Competitive Cost Structure at the Port Vancouver

182

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________



Stand-by on vessel account.

The distribution between different categories varies for each port and terminal but this approach allows
direct comparisons to be developed. A synthetic analysis has been developed that identifies charges
on a homogeneous basis among different ports.
It is also necessary to consider the average (or typical) customer for a particular port and this will
obviously vary greatly. In order to allow direct comparison we have assumed the following criteria:





90,000 units per annum,
Around 100 calls per annum,
Typically, 900 containers per port call, and
Average vessel size of 8500TEU or larger.

These synthetic conditions are adequately reflected in the regional ports that are under consideration,
although some differences will be noted in smaller volume terminals.
It is also necessary to estimate the mix of ISO containers utilised and it has been assumed that around
15 per cent are 20’ units, with the remainder being 40’ ISO boxes. Further, it is assumed that 80 per
cent are loaded and 20 per cent are empty. This latter approach allows typical costs to be synthesised
between ports which quote different tariffs for empty and full containers and with those that offer a
uniform rate.
Table 5.1
North American Container Stevedoring Charges in the World Context
- end-y ear US dollars per import/ex port container*
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

240
242
N/A
265
310
335

235
193
N/A
245
285
335

250
238
230
272
325
355

255
255
235
265
350
345

261
258
240
270
356
351

267
243
246
274
362
357

265
230
245
265
345
345

260
193
250
263
352
355

Top 5 Japanese Ports
Kaohsiung
Pusan
Hong Kong
Singapore

279
86
155
325
185

336
85
145
315
185

339
80
160
335
177

390
79
162
340
190

395
75
165
345
195

400
72
168
350
200

385
75
155
335
200

390
85
156
325
198

Antw erp - Scheldt
Rotterdam - Delta

158
201

147
185

145
184

135
170

135
165

130
160

125
140

125
135

Vancouver - C$
Vancouver - US$
Prince Rupert - C$
Seattle/Tacoma
Oakland
Long Beach/Los Angeles

* - Vancouv er TEU : FEU
Prev ailing ex change rate. Prince Rupert 2008/2009 subject to new port price
Additional charges not included and are generally noted to be 25-30% of basic handling charges - how ev er, important to note applies to all ports.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

World container handling charges
In order to offer a degree of comparison with other major regional ports and analysis has been
undertaken of the development of container handling prices at the Port of Vancouver and other major
world port ranges for the period since 2008. This reflects the period of market downturn and
subsequent recovery. The results are summarised for import/export containers in Table 5.1.
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This run of data contrasts similar activities in major Pacific West Coast ports with those in Asian and
North European hub ports. Although differences are noted, it is clear that Pacific West Coast terminal
handling rates are – generally speaking – broadly comparable with the most expensive East Asian ports
and significantly more expensive than in northern Europe. This reflects the balance of the market in
each region. For example, the container handling market in northern Europe is highly competitive, with
an over-capacity situation noted. This results in strong downward pressure on prices. In some Asian
gateways – especially Hong Kong (until recently) – the balance of the market has favoured the
stevedore, with the next effect being very high stevedoring charges.
In other situations – most notably in Japan – the strict regulation of the port market has seen
stevedoring rates at very high levels, with this being manifested in an uncertain development for these
terminals.
Regional market balance determines the container handling pricing levels
It must be stressed, therefore, that the regional balance of a market is critical in determining pricing
levels. Although the level of pricing in a different world region is of some interest, it remains the case
that the regional balance of supply and demand and the structure of the immediate market are of
fundamental importance in determining prices at the Port of Vancouver.
Regional container handling charges
Table 5.2 summarises those revenues that are directed towards the stevedoring company from the
shipping lines for the service of container handling (other charges such as port dues are a separate
sector) on the Pacific West Coast. The development of prices has been collated on an annual basis
since the early 2000s on the basis of evolving representative deepsea services as defined above. The
current position is here summarised.
Table 5.2
Pacific West Coast Container Handling and Other Charges - 2015
- US$ per import/ex port container
to Stevedore

to Port Authority

Total

Vancouv er

192.59

18.65

211.24

Prince Rupert

185.19

17.50

202.69

Seattle/Tacoma

263.00

19.45

282.45

Oakland

352.00

21.85

373.85

Long Beach/Los Angeles

355.00

24.55

379.55

Note - the mechanism for port dues/w harfage collection v aries in each port. Includes some estimation.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Trends on the Pacific West Coast: Fairly stable pricing levels in US ports
In recent years, the general trend in container handling prices on the West Coast has been
characterised by a limited contraction in line with the downturn in demand noted since 2007, but the
recovery has been reflected in firmer pricing levels. The position was made uncertain by the decline in
market share that followed the industrial unrest in US Pacific West Coast ports and the subsequent
attempt to re-establish market share.
The tight control of the waterfront and high labour costs has limited the level of price weakening during
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the downturn. Stevedoring charges at Los Angeles/Long Beach increased by some six per cent
between 2008-2010, with a marginal downturn reported thereafter as the ports tried to overcome the
impact of the Global Financial Crisis and have traffic return to pre-recessionary levels. This pattern has
also been noted at Oakland.
This stability has also been noted in the US Pacific Northwest region, and the scope for price increases
is much more restricted here given declining market share and very strong competition from Canadian
ports. Typical stevedore charges for transiting Seattle/Tacoma terminals reflect the weaker balance of
supply and demand.
The effect of exchange rate movements on container handling charges
The development of stevedoring prices at the Port of Vancouver has shown a different development
pattern over the period. Since 1995 the role of the port has been transformed from a medium volume
local terminal to a major alternative gateway for the Pacific Northwest and the broader US hinterland.
There has been little development in handling prices in terms of Canadian dollars over the period.
It is certainly the case that the competitive position of the Port of Vancouver has been influenced by the
developing value of the Canadian dollar over the period since the early-2000s. It is invariably the case
that shipping costs are primarily billed in terms of US dollars and in the period to 2003, the relatively
weak position of the Canadian dollar versus its US counterpart resulted in lower handling rates at
Vancouver. In the subsequent period the Canadian dollar has strengthened sharply, with this negating
the earlier exchange rate advantage. More recently, the position has reversed as a result of the
commodity downturn.

Figure 5.1 charts the development of end-year exchange rates between the two currencies together
with current data at the end of 2015. It is clear that the Port of Vancouver has succeeded in increasing
its market share in the region, despite the relative increase in stevedore costs at the port when
considered in terms of US dollars since 2009. The growth in demand was not the result of favourable
exchange rate shifts.
Table 5.3 summarises the effect of shifts in the exchange rate on current stevedoring and port revenues
considered in terms of US dollars. It is apparent that although the Canadian dollar has strengthened
considerably (to rates not recorded since before 1994) over the period, this has not adversely impacted
on competitive position.

Section V – The Competitive Cost Structure at the Port Vancouver

185

Container Traffic Forecast Study

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________

In 1995, the port was already somewhat cheaper than the neighbouring US ports and this position has
improved further. In 2011 the Port of Vancouver enjoyed a price advantage of around 3.8 per cent over
Seattle and an advantage of around 26 per cent over Californian ports. There is an underlying
difference in pricing but the year-on-year position has been obscured by changes in the exchange rate
and this is relevant for the position at the end of 2013.
The Port of Vancouver’s competitive position has been noted throughout this period of uncertainty, with
relative exchange rates seen to exert only a limited influence on competitive position of the port and is
expected to continue in the short-term future, at least. The recent decline in the value of the Canadian
dollar has been an added attraction for the Vancouver option.
Table 5.3
The Effect of Currency Fluctuations on Port of Vancouver Container Revenue
- US$ charges per container
to Stevedore

to Port Authority

Total

at US$ = C$0.90

213.99

20.72

234.71

at US$ = C$1.00

192.59

18.65

211.24

at US$ = C$1.10

175.08

16.95

192.04

at US$ = C$1.20

160.49

15.54

176.04

at US$ = C$1.30

148.15

14.35

162.49

at US$ = C$1.40

137.57

13.32

150.89

at US$ = C$1.50

128.40

12.43

140.83

at US$ = C$1.60

120.37

11.66

132.03

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

In addition to revenues retained by the stevedoring companies, further charges are levied that are
directed towards the Port Authorities. These 'port charges' are associated with vessels calling at
regional ports and represent revenues for the development of the port. There are wide differences
noted in the mechanisms utilised for the collection of these charges, with stevedores sometimes
responsible (as at the Port of Vancouver) and in other cases direct billing.
Port dues form a limited part of the total built-up transit costs
There are usually published tariffs for every key element of port charges – port dues on ship, port dues
on cargo, pilotage, towage, etc. – but in the current regional market there is a high degree of flexibility in
these charges – especially for new customers. It is certain that Maersk Line does not pay port dues in
direct conformity with the published tariffs, for example. This flexibility is most notable in the
establishment of major new terminal contracts, and the overall package of prices is often related to
stevedore charges in order to deliver a competitive overall cost. This is a highly sensitive area and a
matter of strict secrecy.
The current position with regard to charges for representative vessels and customers has been
estimated from a variety of sources. This is based not simply on published tariffs, but actual reports
from shipping lines and agents utilising these ports. Clearly, there is a mixture of fixed and cargo
volume-related charges, which are thus closely influenced by consignment size.
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Port charges at the Port of Vancouver are currently marginally higher than at US Pacific
Northwest ports but much lower than Pacific South ports
Charges to the Port Authority are currently estimated at some US$18.65 at the Port of Vancouver, with
this being marginally higher than in US Pacific Northwest ports and significantly cheaper than the
position at Long Beach/Los Angeles.
There has been little change in these relative costs, except as attributable to fluctuations in exchange
rates, and this position is expected to remain similar moving forward.
This cost sector represents a significant potential for revenue generation for terminal development at the
Port of Vancouver, but it must be stressed that this is a highly competitive area, and ports are quite
prepared to offer significant additional discounts to secure important customers.
Short-term volatility in stevedoring charges and port dues has a limited effect on the overall
competitive position
It should also be stressed that these charges are only a single element of through-transport costs. With
competitive shipping and intermodal charges, short-term volatility in the stevedoring charge and port
dues would have only a very limited effect on the overall competitive position – especially if productivity
and efficiency can be sustained at higher levels in Vancouver.

5.3

The Outlook for Port of Vancouver Container Handling Charges

In order to consider the development of the competitive position of the Port of Vancouver over the
forecast period, it is necessary to consider how terminal handling charges are likely to develop. This
market is seen to be highly dynamic with strong demand growth, and regional moves towards
introduction of more private capital into container handling, suggesting significant changes in average
costs.
Handling charges primarily determined by the local balance of supply and demand for capacity
In considering the future development of handling charges in the regional market, the most significant
factor determining demand will be the future balance of supply and demand for container handling
capacity. The free market will determine pricing against this background.
The primary determinant of market prices will be the local balance of supply and demand in Vancouver
modified by the broader balance of the market of which the Port of Vancouver is a part (i.e. the Pacific
Northwest market). It is the resulting capacity-utilisation rate that will offer the best indicator of the
direction of the market over the forecast period. There are of course limitations encountered in relying
on this methodology.
The future development of capacity becomes increasingly problematic to specify beyond the medium
term, with further capacity additions predicated upon actual demand growth in the medium term.
However, given the timescale associated with port investment, it is felt that a supply/demand-based
approach is meaningful through to 2025.
Tables 5.4 summarise the development of supply and demand for the Pacific Northwest market for the
forecast period and includes the most recent Port of Vancouver-supplied data relating to planned
capacity, together with any other changes at regional ports. At present overall Base Case utilisation
rates are running at some 73.7 per cent for 2015, but this obscures considerable differences between
smaller and larger terminals, with deep water remaining at a premium in the range.
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Table 5.4
Forecast Pacific Northwest Container Port Supply/Demand Balance to 2020
- million TEU/annum and percentage

2010
Total Capacity
Total Demand
Low Case
Base Case
High Case

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

10.40 10.35 10.80 11.10 11.45 11.05 11.25 11.95 12.40 12.40 13.40 13.40 13.40 15.80 15.80 18.25

7.14
7.14
7.14

7.13
7.13
7.13

7.56
7.56
7.56

7.79
7.79
7.79

7.78
7.78
7.78

8.14
8.14
8.14

8.84
8.89
8.95

9.14 9.39 9.67 9.94 10.16 10.38 10.60 10.83 11.06
9.32 9.68 10.07 10.45 10.74 11.04 11.35 11.66 11.99
9.52 10.04 10.57 11.09 11.49 11.90 12.33 12.78 13.24

Capacity Utilisation - %
Low Case
68.7% 68.9% 70.0% 70.2% 67.9% 73.7% 78.5% 76.5% 75.7% 78.0% 74.2% 75.8% 77.4% 67.1% 68.5% 60.6%
Base Case
68.7% 68.9% 70.0% 70.2% 67.9% 73.7% 79.1% 78.0% 78.1% 81.2% 78.0% 80.2% 82.4% 71.8% 73.8% 65.7%
High Case
68.7% 68.9% 70.0% 70.2% 67.9% 73.7% 79.6% 79.7% 80.9% 85.2% 82.7% 85.7% 88.8% 78.0% 80.9% 72.5%

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

It is anticipated that the balance of the market will remain broadly stable, although the gradient of this
improvement will be determined by the level of demand, with limited changes anticipated for the
capacity side of the equation.
This phased development is typical of port utilisation rates with capacity being provided in large
packages and demand increasing incrementally. The position is further summarised in Figure 5.2.

There is no deterministic relation between the development of capacity-utilisation rates and stevedoring
prices. However, an evaluation of this indicator provides by far the best assessment of the general
anticipated level of stevedoring prices. This is especially appropriate in North America where the free
market can operate uninfluenced by other regulatory factors.
On the basis of these forecast supply/demand shifts, a projection of forecast import/export stevedore
rates at the Port of Vancouver – in terms of real Canadian dollars – has been developed and
summarised in Table 5.5.
A strengthening in prices is forecast in the short term, and then a cyclical pattern is anticipated that will
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reflect the balance of supply and demand over the rest of the period. It is forecast that rates will be
significantly higher in real terms in 2025 than is currently the case. This represents a positive outlook
for the market.
Table 5.5
Forecast Port of Vancouver Stevedoring Rates to 2025
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Pacific Northwest Capacity Utilisation - %
Low Case

73.7% 78.5% 76.5% 75.7% 78.0% 74.2% 75.8% 77.4% 67.1% 68.5% 60.6%

Base Case

73.7% 79.1% 78.0% 78.1% 81.2% 78.0% 80.2% 82.4% 71.8% 73.8% 65.7%

High Case

73.7% 79.6% 79.7% 80.9% 85.2% 82.7% 85.7% 88.8% 78.0% 80.9% 72.5%

2015 C$ per import/export container
Low Case

260

277

270

267

275

262

267

273

237

242

214

Base Case

260

279

275

276

287

275

283

291

253

260

232

High Case

260

281

281

286

301

292

302

313

275

285

256

* v essel - terminal departure
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The outlook for container handling prices at the Port of Vancouver under anticipated local and
regional supply/demand balances is generally positive. There is little danger that prices will
show any sustained weakness and the competitive position of the port versus other US
locations will be sustained.

5.4 Relative Cost Structures and Potential Port of Vancouver Demand
The future share of the Port of Vancouver in the total Asian markets will be further influenced by the
competitive cost structures associated with intermodal services to the US Midwest. The competitive
pressures will be between other Pacific West Coast ports and alternative all-water services via US East
Coast ports.
The current analysis defines the relative level of costs involved and assesses how these will develop in
the future. The analysis concludes with a forecast of the likely impact of competitive transport cost
structures on Port of Vancouver demand projections. The analysis provides a summary of the
comparative costs for delivering a standard 40' freight container from two Asian source ports to the
major representative inland destinations of Toronto, Chicago and Memphis – where the major
intermodal yards are located. In order to provide a range of analyses, two Asian ports have been
selected – Shanghai and Singapore – as they represent the geographical range of trades under review
and are the major demand centres.
In the current and future market there are three options for these movements:


Via US Pacific West Coast ports and then by landbridge intermodal link to each inland location
– four port alternatives have here been used to cover the direct competition with the Port of
Vancouver (Los Angeles, Seattle/Tacoma, Vancouver and Prince Rupert).
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Via the Panama Canal and various north-east coast North American ports (Norfolk, Savannah
and New York), with onward rail movement to intermodal hubs. The economics of this
alternative will be radically revised when larger vessels can transit the Canal from 2016.
As above, except with shipment via the Suez Canal.

In defining these competitive cost structures, it is necessary to identify the following cost areas:


Voyage Costs. These comprise built-up vessel trading costs – capital charges (ship
mortgage), operating costs and bunker charges – and, where appropriate, canal dues.



Stevedoring and Port Costs. These have been defined for the range of ports under review, on
the basis of high volume typical movements of 40' containers. The basic handling charges are
applied. Additional charges are generally accepted to be around 25-30 per cent of this charge
at all competing ports, so the relative impact to the basic handling charges are consistent from
a through transport cost analysis perspective.



Inland Distribution Costs. These are based upon quoted intermodal rail rates for delivery of 40'
containers from the discharge port to the three inland destinations. Once again, rates for high
volume shipments of 40' containers have been utilised.

It is also necessary to adopt a dynamic approach to these cost estimations. The water depth advantage
of the Port of Vancouver has been significant in the development of Asia to US container flows, but
recent years have seen an improvement of water depth at some terminals on the West Coast and at
New York and there are plans to improve some of the other East Coast ports. At present, all of the East
Coast US ports are restricted with regard to water depth. It is currently not possible to berth the largest
container vessels on a fully loaded basis anywhere on the East Coast and, even with the dredging
programme at New York/New Jersey finalised, there remain limitations for the largest vessels and other
air draught restrictions (until the Bayonne Bridge project is finished during the current decade).
Given these developments, costs have been considered from the following key perspectives:



The maximum vessel size currently possible for each trade.
The forecast position from around 2017.

Key Assumptions
Table 5.6 presents a summary of the dimensions and berthing requirements for vessels which are
currently dominant and are anticipated for these trades.
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Table 5.6
Current and Forecast Container Vessel Particulars
4500TEU
Panamax

8500TEU

12500TEU
New Panamax

14500TEU

18300TEU

12.2
12.8
294
32
315000
324000

14.5
15.0
320.0
45.5
424000
612000

15.2
15.6
366.0
49.0
517000
900000

15.5
15.9
380.0
56.4
548000
na

15.5
15.9
400.0
59.0
615000
na

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
N
Y
N
Y

Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
Y
N
Y

Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y

Y
Y
Y
N
N
Y
Y
N
Y
N
Y

Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y

Dimensions
Draught (design) - m
Required depth - m
LOA - m
Beam
Suez Transit - $
Panama Transit - $
Accessibility in 2015
Vancouver
Prince Rupert
Singapore
Kobe
Seattle/Tacoma
Los Angeles
Long Beach
Panama
Halifax
New York
Suez
Accessibility in 2017
Vancouver
Prince Rupert
Singapore
Kobe
Seattle/Tacoma
Los Angeles
Long Beach
Panama
Halifax
New York
Suez
From start of 2017.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The typical dimensions of each of the vessel types are detailed and the implications for port and canal
accessibility are defined. Required water depth has been calculated on the basis of current operational
practices and load states of the vessels. As is detailed in Section 3, these units are seldom fully-loaded
by weight, but their operators are stressing these requirements.
The known specifications of the 18,300TEU class vessels are also included. The current largest and
anticipated largest vessels have been selected on the basis port and canal developments over the
period to 2017. It is anticipated that no significant further increases will be noted for the container
sector.
The costs of transiting the Panama and Suez Canals are of relevance to this study. Table 5.6 reflects
the increased cost for the Panama Canal of US72.00 per TEU, but the level of charges for the Suez
Canal is not anticipated to change in the medium term.
The summarised data is based on net canal tonnage for these vessels and calculates transit charges on
the basis of current tariffs. Estimates have been made of transit costs for the expanded Panama Canal
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and for the use of the largest vessels via Suez. The daily at-sea and in-port trading costs of these
vessels have already been considered in the context of scale economy evaluation in Section 3.
Table 5.7 details the haul lengths involved in terms of nautical miles for the various trade permutations
under consideration in this study.
It is important to note the wide divergence in haul lengths between Singapore and Shanghai, with the
westerly option via Suez clearly favoured for south-east Asian cargoes (in distance terms).
The range of selected origins provides a useful indicator the overall range of costs on Asia inland North
America trades.
Table 5.7
Asia to North America Haul Lengths
- nautical miles
Singapore

Shanghai

Vancouver

7078

5099

Prince Rupert

6667

4629

Tacoma

7082

5102

Seattle

7062

5082

Los Angeles

7669

5688

Long Beach

7669

5777

New York v ia Panama

12620

10596

Norfolk v ia Panama

12422

10398

Sav annah v ia Panama

12200

10176

New York v ia Suez

10239

12434

Norfolk v ia Suez

10380

12575

Sav annah v ia Suez

10752

12947

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 5.8 provides a summary of container handling charges at the various ports under review. These
price levels relate to high volume and regular consignments, and are representative of the entire charge
for transiting container terminals with 40' (loaded) containers.
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Table 5.8
Typical Container Handling Charges
- US$ per 40' container
Terminal

Handling Charge

Singapore

198.00

Shanghai

225.00

Prince Rupert

185.00

Vancouv er

193.00

Seattle/Tacoma

263.00

Los Angeles/Long Beach

355.00

New York

338.00

Norfolk

315.00

Sav annah

305.00

- all charges betw een gate and v essel
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

The development of intermodal rail rates for the North American market is summarised in Table 5.9,
which details typical costs for rail movements of high volumes of 40' loaded containers on a regular
service basis. This market sector is seen to be highly competitive, especially where several railroads
are offering a service. Also, the level of rates is seen to be highly negotiable, and the specific rates from
a terminal are the subject of intense short-term volatility.
Table 5.9
Typical 2015 Intermodal Rail Costs to Toronto, Chicago and Memphis
- US$ per 40' container
To Toronto

Typical

To Chicago

Typical

To Memphis

Typical

Vancouver

1650

Vancouver

1650

Vancouver

1800

Prince Rupert

1630

Prince Rupert

1650

Prince Rupert

1800

Seattle/Tacoma

1950

Seattle

1800

Seattle

1950

Los Angeles

2100

Los Angeles

1700

Los Angeles

2050

New York

1950

New York

1650

New York

2150

Norfolk

2250

Norfolk

1350

Norfolk

1650

Sav annah

2200

Sav annah

1550

Sav annah

1250

Rates do not apply on hazardous or restricted commodities
Includes lift charges
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants/Local Rail Companies
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The data here summarised details the average rates that have been identified by OSC during the
September to November 2015 period, in which total intermodal costs fell slightly by around 1.5 per cent
over the comparable period of 2014 as a result of lower fuel charges.
It is important to note that these rates are regarded as indicative only and do not take into account
specially negotiated arrangements with railroads that are not available in the public domain.
Given the volatility and competitive nature of this market, it has been necessary to identify a 'typical'
rate. This has been defined from data extracted from numerous sources, and should be noted as
merely representative of the current market. These rates have been confirmed as reasonably
representative by several operators who are active on these trades. This typical rate is used in the
following cost comparisons.
5.5

Cost Calculations

These input costs have been utilised in defining the built-up charge associated with the various existing
and future transport options that are relevant for North American hinterland distribution and the relative
position of the Port of Vancouver in these markets.
In developing these costs several further key assumptions have been utilised:







It has been assumed that a load factor of 90 per cent will be achieved.
An average trading speed of 19 knots has been utilized for all vessels.
Container handling has been estimated at a speed of 90 containers per hour 'through-the-ship'
– there will be scope to improve these rates.
For ease of comparison a simplified port itinerary has been utilised.
Canal charges have been calculated on the basis of current tariffs – without rebates.
The US Harbor Maintenance Fees (HMF) cost has been excluded. It equates to 0.125 per
cent of the value of the imported goods. However, because the value is unknown beyond
applying a basic constant cost, the exclusion of this charge ensures that the cost calculations
provided are conservative and understate the competitive position of Vancouver.

Table 5.10 through to Table 5.13 provides a further insight into the calculation methodologies utilised in
this study. The first two tables summarise cost calculations for Singapore to Toronto under current
vessel sizes and the next tables reconsiders these costs on the basis of the anticipated vessel size
position from 2017 when larger vessels are deployed on some trades – i.e. when the Panama Canal is
open to much larger vessels and when US East Coast ports are able to accommodate larger vessels.
As the focus of the analysis is the relative position and the importance of changes in the shipping
sector, all other costs are held constant in real terms.
There are numerous assumptions made in these analyses and only a general picture can be offered.
However, this provides a useful assessment of the relative position for both final destinations and a
range of entry ports in both Canada and the US from both East and West coasts.
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Table 5.10
Sample Calculation I - Singapore to Toronto with Largest Current Vessels
- US dollars per 40' container
Routing

Vancouver

Prince
Rupert

14500
90
7078
15.52
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1593044
599973
0
2193017
6525
336.09

14500
90
6667
14.62
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1500540
599973
0
2100513
6525
321.92

8500
90
7082
15.53
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1023176
225682
0
1248858
3825
326.50

12500
90
7669
16.82
7.84
6667
91400
58777
1537168
460994
0
1998163
5625
355.23

4500
90
12620
27.68
2.82
2400
40010
27224
1107298
76867
324000
1508165
2025
744.77

8500
90
10239
22.45
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1479285
225682
436720
2141688
3825
559.92

193.00
198.00
727.09

185.00
198.00
704.92

263.00
198.00
787.50

355.00
198.00
908.23

338.00
198.00
1280.77

Inland to Toronto

1650.00

1630.00

1950.00

2100.00

Total

2377.09

2334.92

2737.50

3008.23

Vessel TEU
Load factor - %
Ocean Haul Length
Sea Day s @ 19 knots
Port (and Canal) Day s
Cargo size - box es
Sea Costs per day
Port Costs per day
Sea Costs
Port Costs
Canal Charges
Voy age Cost
No. FEU
Cost per FEU
Discharge cost
Load cost
Total per FEU

Seattle/ Los Angeles
New York
Tacoma
via Panama

New York
Norfolk
via Suez via Panama

Norfolk
Savannah
via Suez via Panama

Savanna
via Suez

4500
90
12422
27.24
2.82
2400
40010
27224
1089926
76867
324000
1490792
2025
736.19

12500
90
10380
22.76
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2080559
460994
532510
3074063
5625
546.50

4500
90
12200
26.75
2.82
2400
40010
27224
1070447
76867
324000
1471314
2025
726.57

8500
90
10752
23.58
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1553401
225682
532510
2311594
3825
604.34

338.00
198.00
1095.92

315.00
198.00
1249.19

315.00
198.00
1059.50

305.00
198.00
1229.57

305.00
198.00
1107.34

1950.00

1950.00

2250.00

2250.00

2200.00

2200.00

3230.77

3045.92

3499.19

3309.50

3429.57

3307.34

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 5.11
Sample Calculation I - Shanghai to Toronto with Largest Current Vessels
- US dollars per 40' container
Routing

Vancouver

Prince
Rupert

14500
90
5099
11.18
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1147631
599973
0
1747604
6525
267.83

14500
90
4629
10.15
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1041848
599973
0
1641821
6525
251.62

8500
90
5102
11.19
5.33
4533
65881
42315
737114
225682
0
962797
3825
251.71

12500
90
5688
12.47
7.84
6667
91400
58777
1140098
460994
0
1601093
5625
284.64

4500
90
10596
23.24
2.82
2400
40010
27224
929710
76867
324000
1330576
2025
657.07

8500
90
12434
27.27
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1796409
225682
436720
2458812
3825
642.83

193.00
225.00
685.83

185.00
225.00
661.62

263.00
225.00
739.71

355.00
225.00
864.64

338.00
225.00
1220.07

Inland to Toronto

1650.00

1630.00

1950.00

2100.00

Total

2335.83

2291.62

2689.71

2964.64

Vessel TEU
Load factor - %
Ocean Haul Length
Sea Day s @ 19 knots
Port (and Canal) Day s
Cargo size - box es
Sea Costs per day
Port Costs per day
Sea Costs
Port Costs
Canal Charges
Voy age Cost
No. FEU
Cost per FEU
Discharge cost
Load cost
Total per FEU

Seattle/ Los Angeles
New York
Tacoma
via Panama

New York
Norfolk
via Suez via Panama

Norfolk
Savannah
via Suez via Panama

Savanna
via Suez

4500
90
10398
22.80
2.82
2400
40010
27224
912337
76867
324000
1313203
2025
648.50

12500
90
12575
27.58
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2520523
460994
532510
3514027
5625
624.72

4500
90
10176
22.32
2.82
2400
40010
27224
892858
76867
324000
1293725
2025
638.88

8500
90
12947
28.39
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1870525
225682
532510
2628717
3825
687.25

338.00
225.00
1205.83

315.00
225.00
1188.50

315.00
225.00
1164.72

305.00
225.00
1168.88

305.00
225.00
1217.25

1950.00

1950.00

2250.00

2250.00

2200.00

2200.00

3170.07

3155.83

3438.50

3414.72

3368.88

3417.25

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 5.12
Sample Calculation I - Singapore to Toronto with Largest Future Vessels
- US dollars per 40' container
Routing

Vancouver

Prince
Rupert

14500
90
7078
15.52
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1593044
599973
0
2193017
6525
336.09

14500
90
6667
14.62
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1500540
599973
0
2100513
6525
321.92

8500
90
7082
15.53
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1023176
225682
0
1248858
3825
326.50

12500
90
7669
16.82
7.84
6667
91400
58777
1537168
460994
0
1998163
5625
355.23

12500
90
12620
27.68
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2529543
460994
900000
3890537
5625
691.65

12500
90
10239
22.45
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2052297
460994
436720
2950011
5625
524.45

193.00
198.00
727.09

185.00
198.00
704.92

263.00
198.00
787.50

355.00
198.00
908.23

338.00
198.00
1227.65

Inland to Toronto

1650.00

1630.00

1950.00

2100.00

Total

2377.09

2334.92

2737.50

3008.23

Vessel TEU
Load factor - %
Ocean Haul Length
Sea Day s @ 19 knots
Port (and Canal) Day s
Cargo size - box es
Sea Costs per day
Port Costs per day
Sea Costs
Port Costs
Canal Charges
Voy age Cost
No. FEU
Cost per FEU
Discharge cost
Load cost
Total per FEU

Seattle/ Los Angeles
New York
Tacoma
via Panama

New York
Norfolk
via Suez via Panama

Norfolk
Savannah
via Suez via Panama

Savanna
via Suez

12500
90
12422
27.24
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2489856
460994
900000
3850850
5625
684.60

12500
90
10380
22.76
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2080559
460994
532510
3074063
5625
546.50

8500
90
12200
26.75
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1762602
225682
612000
2600284
3825
679.81

8500
90
10752
23.58
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1553401
225682
532510
2311594
3825
604.34

338.00
198.00
1060.45

315.00
198.00
1197.60

315.00
198.00
1059.50

305.00
198.00
1182.81

305.00
198.00
1107.34

1950.00

1950.00

2250.00

2250.00

2200.00

2200.00

3177.65

3010.45

3447.60

3309.50

3382.81

3307.34

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 5.13
Sample Calculation I - Shanghai to Toronto with Largest Future Vessels
- US dollars per 40' container
Routing

Vancouver

Prince
Rupert

14500
90
5099
11.18
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1147631
599973
0
1747604
6525
267.83

14500
90
4629
10.15
9.10
7733
102632
65945
1041848
599973
0
1641821
6525
251.62

8500
90
5102
11.19
5.33
4533
65881
42315
737114
225682
0
962797
3825
251.71

12500
90
5688
12.47
7.84
6667
91400
58777
1140098
460994
0
1601093
5625
284.64

12500
90
10596
23.24
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2123854
460994
900000
3484848
5625
619.53

12500
90
12434
27.27
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2492261
460994
436720
3389975
5625
602.66

193.00
225.00
685.83

185.00
225.00
661.62

263.00
225.00
739.71

355.00
225.00
864.64

338.00
225.00
1182.53

Inland to Toronto

1650.00

1630.00

1950.00

2100.00

Total

2335.83

2291.62

2689.71

2964.64

Vessel TEU
Load factor - %
Ocean Haul Length
Sea Day s @ 19 knots
Port (and Canal) Day s
Cargo size - box es
Sea Costs per day
Port Costs per day
Sea Costs
Port Costs
Canal Charges
Voy age Cost
No. FEU
Cost per FEU
Discharge cost
Load cost
Total per FEU

Seattle/ Los Angeles
New York
Tacoma
via Panama

New York
Norfolk
via Suez via Panama

Norfolk
Savannah
via Suez via Panama

Savanna
via Suez

12500
90
10398
22.80
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2084167
460994
900000
3445161
5625
612.47

12500
90
12575
27.58
7.84
6667
91400
58777
2520523
460994
532510
3514027
5625
624.72

8500
90
10176
22.32
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1470183
225682
612000
2307866
3825
603.36

8500
90
12947
28.39
5.33
4533
65881
42315
1870525
225682
532510
2628717
3825
687.25

338.00
225.00
1165.66

315.00
225.00
1152.47

315.00
225.00
1164.72

305.00
225.00
1133.36

305.00
225.00
1217.25

1950.00

1950.00

2250.00

2250.00

2200.00

2200.00

3132.53

3115.66

3402.47

3414.72

3333.36

3417.25

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Section V – The Competitive Cost Structure at the Port Vancouver

198

Port of Vancouver Container Forecasts

Ocean Shipping Consultants

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Cost Levels for Transport Alternatives
Table 5.14 through to Table 5.19 provides a summary of the total transport costs under each alternative
with current largest vessels deployed (limited by port and canal constraints) and for when larger vessels
are introduced as port and canal improvements materialize for the period from around late 2016. The
ultimate destinations focused on are Toronto, Chicago and Memphis as major intermodal distribution
centres for eastern Canada and the US Midwest.
It should be noted that all other costs are held constant, with the exception of sea costs incurred with
the introduction of larger vessels where this is possible. In addition, it has been further assumed that
the accessibility of other West Coast ports is also improved over the period.
Representative shipments costs are derived from Shanghai and Singapore are also kept as constants
because these ports constitute the geographical range of demand growth.
Table 5.14
Asia to Toronto Container Distribution Costs - Current Direct Comparison*
-US$ per 40' container

Singapore to Toronto
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez
Shanghai to Toronto
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez

Sea Costs

Stevedoring Costs**

Inland Rail Costs

Total

336.09
321.92
326.50
355.23
744.77
559.92
736.19
546.50
726.57
604.34

391.00
383.00
461.00
553.00
536.00
536.00
513.00
513.00
503.00
503.00

1650.00
1630.00
1950.00
2100.00
1950.00
1950.00
2250.00
2250.00
2200.00
2200.00

2377.09
2334.92
2737.50
3008.23
3230.77
3045.92
3499.19
3309.50
3429.57
3307.34

267.83
251.62
251.71
284.64
657.07
642.83
648.50
624.72
638.88
687.25

418.00
410.00
488.00
580.00
563.00
563.00
540.00
540.00
530.00
530.00

1650.00
1630.00
1950.00
2100.00
1950.00
1950.00
2250.00
2250.00
2200.00
2200.00

2335.83
2291.62
2689.71
2964.64
3170.07
3155.83
3438.50
3414.72
3368.88
3417.25

* - current largest possible capacity v essels deploy ed on each alternativ e
** - load and discharge costs
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 5.15
Asia to Chicago Container Distribution Costs - Current Direct Comparison*
-US$ per 40' container

Singapore to Chicago
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez
Shanghai to Chicago
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez

Sea Costs

Stevedoring Costs**

Inland Rail Costs

Total

336.09
321.92
326.50
355.23
744.77
559.92
736.19
546.50
726.57
604.34

391.00
383.00
461.00
553.00
536.00
536.00
513.00
513.00
503.00
503.00

1650.00
1650.00
1800.00
1700.00
1650.00
1650.00
1350.00
1350.00
1550.00
1550.00

2377.09
2354.92
2587.50
2608.23
2930.77
2745.92
2599.19
2409.50
2779.57
2657.34

267.83
251.62
251.71
284.64
657.07
642.83
648.50
624.72
638.88
687.25

418.00
410.00
488.00
580.00
563.00
563.00
540.00
540.00
530.00
530.00

1650.00
1650.00
1800.00
1700.00
1650.00
1650.00
1350.00
1350.00
1550.00
1550.00

2335.83
2311.62
2539.71
2564.64
2870.07
2855.83
2538.50
2514.72
2718.88
2767.25

* - current largest possible capacity v essels deploy ed on each alternativ e
** - load and discharge costs
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
Table 5.16
Asia to Memphis Container Distribution Costs - Current Direct Comparison*
-US$ per 40' container

Singapore to Memphis
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez
Shanghai to Memphis
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez

Sea Costs

Stevedoring Costs**

Inland Rail Costs

Total

336.09
321.92
326.50
355.23
744.77
559.92
736.19
546.50
726.57
604.34

391.00
383.00
461.00
553.00
536.00
536.00
513.00
513.00
503.00
503.00

1800.00
1800.00
1950.00
2050.00
2150.00
2150.00
1650.00
1650.00
1250.00
1250.00

2527.09
2504.92
2737.50
2958.23
3430.77
3245.92
2899.19
2709.50
2479.57
2357.34

267.83
251.62
251.71
284.64
657.07
642.83
648.50
624.72
638.88
687.25

418.00
410.00
488.00
580.00
563.00
563.00
540.00
540.00
530.00
530.00

1800.00
1800.00
1950.00
2050.00
2150.00
2150.00
1650.00
1650.00
1250.00
1250.00

2485.83
2461.62
2689.71
2914.64
3370.07
3355.83
2838.50
2814.72
2418.88
2467.25

* - current largest possible capacity v essels deploy ed on each alternativ e
** - load and discharge costs
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 5.17
Asia to Toronto Container Distribution Costs - Future Comparison*
-US$ per 40' container

Singapore to Toronto
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez
Shanghai to Toronto
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez

Sea Costs

Stevedoring Costs**

Inland Rail Costs

Total

336.09
321.92
326.50
355.23
691.65
524.45
684.60
546.50
679.81
604.34

391.00
383.00
461.00
553.00
536.00
536.00
513.00
513.00
503.00
503.00

1650.00
1630.00
1950.00
2100.00
1950.00
1950.00
2250.00
2250.00
2200.00
2200.00

2377.09
2334.92
2737.50
3008.23
3177.65
3010.45
3447.60
3309.50
3382.81
3307.34

267.83
251.62
251.71
284.64
619.53
602.66
612.47
624.72
603.36
687.25

418.00
410.00
488.00
580.00
563.00
563.00
540.00
540.00
530.00
530.00

1650.00
1630.00
1950.00
2100.00
1950.00
1950.00
2250.00
2250.00
2200.00
2200.00

2335.83
2291.62
2689.71
2964.64
3132.53
3115.66
3402.47
3414.72
3333.36
3417.25

* - futurelargest possible capacity v essels deploy ed on each alternativ e
** - load and discharge costs
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Table 5.18
Asia to Chicago Container Distribution Costs - Future Comparison*
-US$ per 40' container

Singapore to Chicago
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez
Shanghai to Chicago
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez

Sea Costs

Stevedoring Costs**

Inland Rail Costs

Total

336.09
321.92
326.50
355.23
691.65
524.45
684.60
546.50
679.81
604.34
0.00
267.83
251.62
251.71
284.64
619.53
602.66
612.47
624.72
603.36
687.25

391.00
383.00
461.00
553.00
536.00
536.00
513.00
513.00
503.00
503.00

1650.00
1650.00
1800.00
1700.00
1650.00
1650.00
1350.00
1350.00
1550.00
1550.00

2377.09
2354.92
2587.50
2608.23
2877.65
2710.45
2547.60
2409.50
2732.81
2657.34

418.00
410.00
488.00
580.00
563.00
563.00
540.00
540.00
530.00
530.00

1650.00
1650.00
1800.00
1700.00
1650.00
1650.00
1350.00
1350.00
1550.00
1550.00

2335.83
2311.62
2539.71
2564.64
2832.53
2815.66
2502.47
2514.72
2683.36
2767.25

* - futurelargest possible capacity v essels deploy ed on each alternativ e
** - load and discharge costs
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 5.19
Asia to Memphis Container Distribution Costs - Future Comparison*
-US$ per 40' container

Singapore to Memphis
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez
Shanghai to Memphis
v ia Vancouv er
v ia Prince Rupert
v ia Seattle/Tacoma
v ia Los Angeles/Long Beach
v ia New York and Panama
v ia New York and Suez
v ia Norfolk and Panama
v ia Norfolk and Suez
v ia Sav annah and Panama
v ia Sav annah and Suez

Sea Costs

Stevedoring Costs**

Inland Rail Costs

Total

336.09
321.92
326.50
355.23
691.65
524.45
684.60
546.50
679.81
604.34
0.00
267.83
251.62
251.71
284.64
619.53
602.66
612.47
624.72
603.36
687.25

391.00
383.00
461.00
553.00
536.00
536.00
513.00
513.00
503.00
503.00

1800.00
1800.00
1950.00
2050.00
2150.00
2150.00
1650.00
1650.00
1250.00
1250.00

2527.09
2504.92
2737.50
2958.23
3377.65
3210.45
2847.60
2709.50
2432.81
2357.34

418.00
410.00
488.00
580.00
563.00
563.00
540.00
540.00
530.00
530.00

1800.00
1800.00
1950.00
2050.00
2150.00
2150.00
1650.00
1650.00
1250.00
1250.00

2485.83
2461.62
2689.71
2914.64
3332.53
3315.66
2802.47
2814.72
2383.36
2467.25

* - futurelargest possible capacity v essels deploy ed on each alternativ e
** - load and discharge costs
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

Conclusions on the current competitive position of the Port of Vancouver for Asian trades to
Chicago shows a highly competitive option
For Asian trades the Port of Vancouver/Prince Rupert option is highly competitive for both Toronto and
Chicago by a considerable margin, but the level of this advantage is seen to be greater for Shanghai
and points to the northeast of the Asian region as a result of the considerably shorter ocean hauls to
Pacific Northwest ports.
This gateway is considerably cheaper than other Pacific Northwest ports and also much lower than
Pacific South alternatives. It should also be noted that the East Coast option becomes cheaper than the
Californian routing for these trades with the New Panamax vessel. This will further squeeze demand at
Pacific South ports.
Prince Rupert generates a slightly lower through cost than noted for the Port of Vancouver, but this is
marginal and other considerations such as the greater availability of export cargo at Vancouver and the
greater critical mass offered by a Vancouver call will continue to offset this difference.
All-water options remain more expensive as a result of the distances involved in the case of NE Asia
and the size limitations of the Panama Canal for SE Asian suppliers.
The relative advantage of the Port of Vancouver is sustained for shipments from Singapore (and the
ASEAN market in general). Once again, it must be stressed that timings will continue to favour the
West Coast and this will sustain overall demand. Within this, the costs of the Port of Vancouver are
seen to be highly favourable.
The outlook is further summarised in Figures 5.3 to 5.8.
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Conclusions on the current competitive position of the Port of Vancouver for Asian trades to
Toronto notes a competitive cost option
Similar calculations using the same ports of entry in Canada and the US have been used to draw some
indicative comparisons for Singapore and Kobe serving Toronto.
Once again, the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert options offered the most competitive cost options,
favoured in part by the sailing distances and no requirement to use transit canals as impacts East Coast
facilities.
The Pacific South ports are deemed to be more expensive than the Pacific Northwest alternatives, with
volume and local cargo issues influencing the structure of Californian demand.
The empty container issue
The Asia-North America container trades are severely distorted by the imbalance in goods flows in
favour of eastbound containers. This generates a requirement for large volumes of empty container
repositioning back to Asia. This is seen to be only indirectly relevant to the current analysis but the
following points may be made:


The relative balance of the Port of Vancouver flows minimises disruptions due to these
considerations. Given identified competitive cost structures this further supports the
Vancouver option.



There is no time pressure for repositioning empties. As such, the slower transit time via the
East Coast will not be a penalty for this trade.



The North Atlantic trade is in far better balance eastbound and westbound and, as such, there
is a more limited pool of empty containers on the East Coast. Possibilities for reloading are
therefore higher.



The introduction of the Pendulum service offers greater opportunities for global integration of
hardware, with the North American, European and Asian markets interlinked by transshipment
over wayports.

Although the competitive position of the Suez all-water option is clearly improving, in particular for New
York/New Jersey seeking to serve central Canada, these will still be more than offset by the advantages
via the Port of Vancouver (and Prince Rupert). This will be far less true of other Pacific Northwest ports
and be scarcely the case with the Californian terminals.
There are no specific negative factors impacting on the position of the Port of Vancouver with regard to
the empty container repositioning issue. Indeed, the main impact of the Port of Vancouver’s market
position has been a lack of empty containers to handle the increasing level of export volumes.

5.6

Key Conclusions – Implications for Port of Vancouver

This analysis has summarised the existing highly competitive cost position for Port of
Vancouver terminals when serving the eastern Canadian and US Midwest regions. This position
is largely the same as it has been in recent years. The same competitive position emerges if
Toronto is used as the final destination further reflecting the same competitive issues. The
competitive position is undermined for southern destinations as represented by Memphis.
The Pacific Northwest region in general is seen to be very well placed and, within this sector, the
Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert generate the lowest costs. This represents a major
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competitive advantage. These advantages are focused on the NE Asian trades but are also
significant with regard to the SE Asian markets.
It is also concluded that this relatively strong competitive position will be further boosted by
anticipated ship size developments in the main line container trades. The strong existing
advantage will be considerably enhanced as larger vessels are introduced into the trades.
The use of a US East Coast port, such as New York/New Jersey, is not seen to be a more viable
cost alternative, with the higher sea costs, fees associated with transiting canals and greater
terminal handling charges more than offsetting any benefits gained from lower inland intermodal
costs.
On this basis, although there will be increased competition from all-water services (especially
from SE Asia via Suez in the largest classes of vessels) two factors will restrict this:


The time involved in shipping via Suez is considerably greater than via the landbridge.
If there are no intermodal delays, a difference of around nine days is indicated in favour
of the West Coast alternative. This will continue to be a relevant factor for higher value
cargoes. For empty containers and lower value goods this will be of no real importance.



A competitive response may be anticipated from the major railroads if east coast ports
are chosen as locations of major deepsea developments.

Despite these factors, it is apparent that the Port of Vancouver/Prince Rupert option offers a
highly competitive overall transport alternative for the US Midwest region, both within the West
Coast market and also in contrast to the Panama and Suez alternatives.
The level of this advantage has been somewhat reduced by the lower marine fuel prices that are
currently being recorded, but this is seen as a temporary adjustment. With bunker prices at
typical average levels the relative advantages of the Port of Vancouver option are even more
significant. These advantages will increase in the next few years.
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SECTION VI – SWOT ANALYSIS FOR THE PORT OF VANCOUVER

6.1

Introduction

There is no doubt that the Port of Vancouver is currently a highly-competitive option for container traffic moving
to/from local and more distant hinterland markets in Canada and the US.
In addition, considerable potential exists for the further development of the port as a major regional load-centre
and transit point for the broader North American markets. The port will continue to enjoy a highly diversified
cargo base. As such, this represents a continuation of the expanding role of the port that has been noted in
recent years. In order to cope with this demand it will be necessary to significantly increase handling capacity.
This Section provides an essentially subjective review of the relative competitive position of the port versus other
locations in the Pacific Northwest and other parts of North America for both existing and developing sectors of
the market.
The competitive position versus Prince Rupert is considered, as is the ability to compete with the San Pedro
complex in Southern California. In addition, a summary is presented of the strengths and weaknesses of the
port in each of the major identified market sectors, namely:


Vancouver and British Columbia;



The broader Pacific Northwest;



Eastern Canada and the US Midwest (i.e. major intermodal discretionary markets).

In each case, the general competitive position of the Port of Vancouver is seen to be positive.

6.2

The Competitive Position of the Port of Vancouver – Qualitative Assessment

This study has identified a series of criteria that will determine the existing and forecast competitive position of
the Port of Vancouver in the developing markets. These criteria may be summarised as follows:


The physical capability of the terminals;



The planned development of capacity;



The productivity of the terminals;



The costs of transiting the terminals;



Delivered costs to eastern Canada and the US Midwest;



Intermodal capacity;
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Import/export balances;



Suitability as a regional hub location;



Existing customer base.

The accompanying analysis (summarised in Table 6.1) provides an evaluation of these items in order to help
assess the competitive position of the Port of Vancouver versus its immediate competitor in the Pacific Gateway
region – i.e. Prince Rupert. For completeness, Seattle-Tacoma and the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles
are also included due to the relatively close geographic proximity, even though the competitive overlap is more
restricted to more distant discretionary markets.
Of course, not all of these factors are of equal weight and they will, in any case, vary in significance from
customer to customer. Nevertheless, this is exactly the type of qualitative evaluation that is undertaken by
shipping lines (and the largest shippers) when evaluating port choice and terminal investment.
As such, OSC has confidence in the veracity of this approach, especially as it has been used for a wide-range of
different assignments on a global basis.
Table 6.1
The Relative Competitive Position of the Port of Vancouver Versus Competing Ports
Vancouver

Prince Rupert

Sea-Tac

San Pedro

Phy sical Capability of Terminals

*****

*****

****

*****

Planned Capacity Dev elopment

*****

*****

**

*****

Productiv ity of Terminals

****

****

***

***

Cost of Transiting Terminals

****

****

****

**

Deliv ered costs to Midw est

****

****

**

****

Intermodal Capacity

*****

*****

***

*****

Import/Ex port Balance

*****

***

****

*****

****

**

****

*****

Location as a Regional Hub

*****

**

*****

*****

Ex isting Customer Base

*****

***

****

*****

46
92.0%

37
74.0%

35
70.0%

44
88.0%

Local Demand

Total
- percentage

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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The following qualitative points must be stressed in this analysis to accompany the summary assessment:


Physical Capability
The Port of Vancouver facilities offer considerable advantages with regard to ship size accessibility and
available capacity – particularly at Deltaport. The facilities at Prince Rupert (although offering a much
lower capacity) are seen to be equally well suited to current and future shipping requirements, although
the delivery of Phase II on time as planned is crucial to the port continuing to meet demand. With new
owner, DP World, it will be highly-likely to ensure this objective is met.
The position in both Seattle and Tacoma is less competitive, with generally less deepwater capacity
and a more fractured terminal structure. There is very little planned investment at these locations. The
Port of Vancouver enjoys an existing advantage and (providing planned developments are expedited)
this competitive position will be maintained.
Prince Rupert has noted plans to expand beyond the existing phase one development. After making
the significant investment in acquiring the port, and with an existing terminal at the Port of Vancouver,
there is no doubt that DP World is very committed to the Pacific Gateway region and both facilities. It is
reasonable to assume that the expansion at Prince Rupert will be undertaken as part of the new
owner’s commitment to the facility.
The San Pedro ports comprise the largest terminals on the Pacific Coast and have a substantial critical
mass of volumes and customers, with large local markets to serve. There are known plans to expand
over the next 10 years, although there is a need to improve productivity and to better embrace the
advantages of automation, which is occurring very slowly.



Planned Capacity Development
The Port of Vancouver has a comprehensive plan to increase container handling capacity. This will
allow it to expand its market share and further extend its hinterland. Expansion is also planned at
Prince Rupert. The US Pacific Northwest ports do not have significant expansion plans, whereas
short-to-medium term projects in San Pedro will see both terminal and intermodal capacity increase
further.



Terminal Productivity
In terms of land use and crane utilisation rates, productivity at the Port of Vancouver is significantly
higher than is noted on average in the competing US terminals. Productivity levels at Prince Rupert
are comparable with Vancouver, although Prince Rupert is already under pressure to add ship-to-shore
gantry cranes to lower the assessed annual moves each unit has to perform to more sustainable levels.
Both Seattle and Tacoma need to increase utilisation rates and it will be essential for the Port of
Vancouver to continue its process of productivity improvements for the terminals to maintain the
existing relative advantages.
Long Beach and Los Angeles are fully aware of the need to improve productivity, especially as a
solution instead of simply looking to build further terminals at a much higher cost. Achieving these
objectives will not be without challenges, especially with regard to the unionised workforce.



Cost Levels
The Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert both enjoy a significant advantage with regard to stevedoring
costs in contrast to both Seattle and Tacoma. This has been partially attributable to favourable
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exchange rates, but underlying cost structures are also generally lower so this advantage should be
maintained in the future.
Southern California ports are also slightly less competitive but have the advantage of offering
significant volumes of cargo and terminal operators who are generally serving ships in which their own
companies have an interest.


Delivered Costs to US Midwest and Central/Eastern Canada
The Pacific Northwest region generally enjoys a highly competitive cost structure on these hauls in
contrast to Californian and US East Coast ports. The Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert have a
lower cost structure than both Seattle and Tacoma and therefore the Canadian ports remain a more
cost-competitive alternative.
The Pacific Gateway ports are highly competitive for Toronto as a representative distribution centre for
eastern Canada US East Coast ports using the All-Water via Suez Canal routing are estimated to be
less cost-competitive. Any benefits gained with the lower inland portion of the through costs are easily
offset by higher ocean components and terminal charges.
The San Pedro ports are generally quite cost competitive and offer very high volumes of potential cargo
to transportation providers, while the sizeable local demand will always entice shipping lines to use
these ports, with discretionary market traffic therefore arriving on the same vessels. This position will
not change over the forecast period.



Intermodal Capacity
Both Tacoma and Seattle have been hampered by a lack of available on-dock rail capacity and – more
importantly – by congestion linking the ports with the transcontinental mainlines. These difficulties
have declined in recent years as investment has been stepped-up and also as volumes have
stagnated, certainly not helped by issues of capacity for intermodal trains having to exit the local
mountainous terrain between Everett to Spokane via Stevens Pass. Current access for Canadian
National and Canadian Pacific in serving the Port of Vancouver is not impacted by these restrictions
and is less capacity constrained.
In contrast to Prince Rupert, the Port of Vancouver is served by two transcontinental lines – thus
offering improved flexibility and security – with a strong likelihood that one of the US western railroads
seek access to the terminal too.
The doublestack capacity and number of services to/from Southern California is substantial and will
continue to be offered by the two US West Coast railroad operators, even if at a slightly higher cost
than the Canadian railroads can provide. Moreover, the amount of intermodal capacity at both Long
Beach and Los Angeles will continue to expand to keep pace with demand.



Import/Export Balances
In contrast to the Californian ports, the balance between imports and exports in the Pacific Gateway
and Pacific Northwest regions is considerably more positive – with this position generally helping to
ease the problems associated with repositioning empty containers.
The Port of Vancouver does, however, enjoy a relative advantage in contrast to both Seattle and
Tacoma with a much more balanced profile. There are major existing and expanding containerised
export opportunities for Vancouver and this will be a more important driver than will be the case for
competing ports.
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Local Demand
Each of the major ports in the region has a very strong local market – with the exception of Prince
Rupert which is in an isolated location. The combined local demand of Seattle and Tacoma is greater
than that for the Port of Vancouver, but the overall structure of demand and deeper hinterland reach of
the Port of Vancouver offsets this relative deficiency.
Southern California remains a massive local market and will always underpin demand for the two ports
located in this state.



Suitability as a Regional Hub
As pressures to reduce port calls intensify as larger vessels are deployed, the Port of Vancouver will be
better- placed to play a dominant Pacific Northwest role. The difficulties associated with cross-border
movements into the US will be offset by the other advantages of the port. It is likely that the Port of
Vancouver and either Tacoma or Seattle will be called at by most major lines.
Although the most restricted port in the port rotation may influence the ship limitations it is still
reasonable to expect the Port of Vancouver to benefit from this process of concentration of port calls.
Long Beach and Los Angeles will remain key ports of call in their own right, with the overlap with the
Pacific Northwest only for the distant discretionary markets.



Existing Customer Base
In contrast to Seattle, the diversity of the existing customer base (that is the number of major lines
calling at the port) is somewhat more limited at the Port of Vancouver, but the difference has narrowed
in recent years. In relation to Tacoma, there is little relative difference, however. As the competitive
position of the port is consolidated, it is anticipated that this relative disadvantage will decline. Prince
Rupert is focused on a single customer grouping.
Seattle and Tacoma are generally well-represented but not as much as the San Pedro complex which
will always be a “must-call” in any Transpacific liner routing.

It should be apparent from these considerations that the Port of Vancouver occupies a highly
competitive position. Of course, the relative importance of each of these considerations is not equal
and it is not possible to provide a more definitive quantification of such issues.
However, by ranking the position of the Port of Vancouver for each criteria and comparing these scores
with the other ports, a general view of the competitive position can be defined.
It is apparent that the overall competitive position of the port is highly positive in relation to its
immediate competitors.
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6.3

The Competitive Position of the Port of Vancouver – Forecast Growth Areas

In addition to the qualitative assessment provided in Section 6.2, a separate analysis for the Port of Vancouver
has been undertaken with a specific focus on the port’s key forecast growth areas, namely:


Local Demand – Vancouver and British Columbia.



Regional Demand – the broader Pacific Northwest market.



Continental Demand – the North American intermodal (discretionary container) market, including
Eastern Canada.

Each of these areas is included in Table 6.2, which seeks to summarise the opportunities for further
development and to detail the potential threats to development.
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Table 6.2
Summary Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities & Threats Analysis for the Port of Vancouver by Regional Market Sector
Market Sector
Local Demand - Vancouver &
British Columbia

Strengths

Weaknesses

Opportunities

Threats

Central location
No cross border costs
Competitiv e handling rate
Capacity av ailable and planned
More lines offering first/last call
Strong ex port demand
Relativ ely high productiv ity

Ex change rate v olatility v s US ports

Scope for local market to grow
abov e trend

Failure to deliv er required port capacity
Adv erse currency mov es could low er
relativ e adv antage

Competitiv e handling rates v US ports
Competitiv e productiv ity
Stronger local market for ex ports
Av ailable intermodal capacity
Deeper w ater than US ports
More lines offering first/last call
Capacity av ailable and planned
Relativ ely high productiv ity

Ex change rate v olatility v s US ports
Vancouv er local market is smaller than
Seattle/Tacoma

PNW market to ex pand at
continental rate - could increase share
Low er costs and port consolidation
could fav our Port of Vancouv er

Failure to deliv er required port capacity

Competitiv e handling costs
Deeper w ater than US ports
Effectiv e intermodal links
Capacity av ailable and planned
Low est intermodal costs
Relativ ely high productiv ity
Through-costs are low

Costs slightly higher than Prince Rupert
Lack of w estbound cargo
PNW v olumes smaller than Pacific South
South may fav our Californian ports
Ex posure to C$ rate for US cargoes
US ports may offer first/last calls

Can increase market share in both US
and Canadian markets
Concentration of port calls in PNW
fav our Vancouv er

Failure to deliv er required port capacity
All-w ater serv ices could lift market share
Potential border costs for US cargoes
Potential use of US East Coast ports

The Broader Pacific Northwest

The Eastern Canadian and US
Intermodal Markets

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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SECTION VII – FORECAST CONTAINER HANDLING VOLUMES AT THE
PORT OF VANCOUVER

7.1

Introduction and Methodology

On the basis of the analyses in this detailed study, this Section summarises the overall anticipated
development of the Port of Vancouver container port demand.
It uses forecasts provided in Section I, specifically from the regional demand forecasts to 2050
contained in Section 1.11 and the qualitative evaluations provided in Section II to Section V.
The schematic shown in Figure 7.1 provides a visual summary of this robust methodology used to
determine the container forecasts for the Port of Vancouver, with a synopsis noted as follows:
1. The market study model forecasts the future container demand for the following levels of
aggregation:
In Section 1.11 the following is provided:


Total for all North American container ports, broken down to Pacific West Coast and
Atlantic/ Gulf coasts.



Pacific West Coast container demand



Pacific Northwest region, which includes the US ports of Seattle and Tacoma,
together with the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert.



Pacific Gateway facilities of the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert.

In this Section VI:


Port of Vancouver container demand forecasts.

2. The scenarios underlying the forecasts, as developed in Section I, are:


High, medium and low GDP growth scenarios for North America, China and other
major Asia economies, along with Other Canada and West Canada.



High, medium and low GDP growth: Demand growth Multipliers for North America and
both China and other major Asia regions.



Application of four specific risk/opportunity factors (covering US side capacity
development in Pacific Northwest, intermodal transportation from the Port of
Vancouver increases, application of intermodal transportation costs/charges and
market share of the Port of Vancouver based on mainly ship size and draught
developments).
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3. The overall container demand outlook is formulated in Section 1.11 for North America and
subsequently for the Pacific Northwest region by forecasting a market share for this area on
the following basis:


North American container demand consists of the container volumes handled on the
Pacific West Coast, Atlantic Coast and Gulf Coasts. Trade is split by global regions
(i.e. NE Asia, SE Asia, Australasia, South America, Middle East/India, Africa and
Europe). The total container demand is generated using the North American outlook
for GDP and multipliers.



The Pacific West Coast container demand is generated based on market share of
total North American market versus share of East Coast for each growth scenario.



The market share which ports in the Pacific Northwest region are able to attract from
the total Pacific West Coast demand is subsequently determined.

4. The outlook for the Pacific Gateway area comprises the container volumes for the Port of
Vancouver and Prince Rupert. The forecasts for import and export containers are developed
separately and the approach for each consists of the following.


The forecast of underlying import demand is based on confirmed 2015 import
volumes of both ports (excluding empty containers). This volume of full imports in
2015 is split to their destinations. The volumes for each destination are then combined
with corresponding GDP outlook for West Canada, the other Canadian regions and
US and the North American multipliers outlook.



The additional potential of the Pacific Gateway for increased penetration in the US
and Canadian hinterland is captured by an additional market growth factor for
intermodal transport penetration and intermodal cost outlook (see risk/opportunity
factors under point two above).



The combined forecast for the Pacific Gateway of the underlying import demand plus
the continued penetration of more distant regions are then split by origin and
commodity type.

The outlook for the export volumes for the Pacific Gateway follows a similar approach:


The forecast for full exports is based on the actual full exports in 2014 and 2015. The
full exports are split in two container flows based on 2015 actual destination shares.
These two container exports flows are then projected using either the China or other
major Asia GDP scenario and the Asian multiplier scenarios.



The total export container forecast is then split by origin and commodity type, based
on the known position for 2014, for both China and other major Asian areas.

The outlook for empty containers has been carried out as a separate set of steps.


The empty import containers have been forecast based on their average historic
share of full imports and subsequently applying a declining trend.



The empty export containers are determined as the balance between the full and
empty imports minus the full exports. In the near future this balance is set such that
the (full and empty) imports make up for roughly 54 per cent as is currently witnessed.
However, the forecast assumes that the balance between total imports and exports
will move towards a 50-50 per cent split from around 2022 onwards.
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5. The volumes for the Port of Vancouver are determined by the market share which the Port of
Vancouver is anticipated to capture from the Pacific Gateway volumes. The first (US side
capacity development Pacific Northwest) and fourth risk factor (increased ship sizes and
draught) are applied to this forecast.
As with the Pacific Gateway forecast, the Port of Vancouver forecasts are split into a set of
detailed forecast to identify the origin, destination and commodity type of the container flows.
The import : export ratio is kept the same as that of the total Pacific Gateway to calculate Port
of Vancouver imports and exports from the total traffic forecast.
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Figure 7.1: Port of Vancouver Forecast Demand Model Methodology
GDP Scenario
(3 scenarios for each)
•
•
•
•
•
•

North America
West Canada
East & Other Canada
USA
Developing Asia
China

North American Container demand
Forecast Total Containers handled in North America
(Total container volumes Pacific Coast + total
container volumes Atlantic/Gulf) =
Forecast based on
- GDP Forecast North America (US+Canada) *
- Multiplier Forecast North America
Trade split by Global Region (NE Asia, SE Asia,
Australasia, SAM, Middle East/India, Africa, Europe)

Pacific West Coast Container demand
Forecast Pacific North West Container demand
Forecast based on
- Forecast market share West Coast Ports (versus
East Coast Ports (3 scenarios) *
- Forecast “North American Container demand”

Pacific North West Container demand
Forecast Pacific North West Container demand
Forecast based on
- Forecast market share Pacific North West
Container (3 scenarios) *
- Forecast “Pacific West Coast Container demand”

Risk Factors
(4 Risks identified; each 3 scenarios)

Multiplier
(3 scenarios for each)
•
•

1.
2.

North America
Developing Asia

3.
4.

Pacific Gateway demand (Import)

Pacific North West US port capacity unfavourable
Intermodal transportation from Vancouver
increases
Intermodal transportation costs changes
Market Share of Port of Vancouver

Pacific Gateway demand (Export)

Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (import) =
Forecast West Canada Volume PG + Other Canada Volume PG
+ US Volume PG

Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (export) =
Forecast Full PG Export (Developing Asia)
+ Full PG Export (China)

Forecast West Canada Volume PG / Other Canada Volumes based
on:
- Total Import (full + empty) Container from Port of Vancouver
& Prince Rupert
- Share of Containers destined to West Canada / Other Canada
- GDP Forecast West Canada / Other Canada *
- Multiplier Forecast Canada
- Risk factors 2. and 3. (see top of table)

Forecast Full PG Export (Developing Asia) based on:
- Total Export (full only) Container from Port of Vancouver
+ Prince Rupert
- Share Exports to Developing Asia
- GDP Forecast Developing Asia*
- Multiplier Forecast Developing Asia

Forecast US based on:
- Total Import (full + empty) Container from Port of Vancouver
& Prince Rupert
- Share of Containers destined to US
- GDP Forecast US *
- Multiplier US
- Risk factors 2. and 3. (see top of table)

Total Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (import) split by:
- Forecast of split by Origin
- Forecast of split by Destination
- Forecast of split by Type of Commodity
- (Forecast of Empty Import based on average share of
empties in PG imports over 2011 – 2015)

Forecast Full PG Export (China) based on:
- Total Export (full only) Container from Port of Vancouver
+ Prince Rupert
- Share Export to China
- GDP Forecast China *
- Multiplier Forecast Developing Asia
Total Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (export) split by:
- Forecast of split by Origin
- Forecast of split by Destination
- Forecast of split by Type of Commodity

Pacific Gateway demand (Empty Export)
Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (empty) Export=
+ Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (import)
+ Forecast Pacific Gateway Empty Import (share of full import)
- Forecast Pacific Gateway (PG) (export)
(including short term import/export imbalance; long term balance)

Port of Vancouver demand
Pacific Gateway Container demand
Forecast Pacific Gateway Container demand =
Forecast based on
- Forecast Full Exports and Imports
- Forecast Empties Import and Export

Forecast Port of Vancouver demand =
Forecast based on
- Forecast Pacific Gate PG (import) + Forecast Pacific
Gate PG (export)
- Risk factor 1 and 4. (see top of table)
- Forecast of market share of Port of Vancouver in
Pacific Gateway

Forecast Port of Vancouver import / export based on
- Forecast Port of Vancouver demand
- Average share of exports of import from Port of
Vancouver in period 2008-2013
Forecast Port of Vancouver import / export split by
- Forecast of split by Origin
- Forecast of split by Destination
- Forecast of split by Type of Commodity

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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7.2

Port of Vancouver Forecast Demand Development

The development of this updated demand is summarised in Table 7.1 and in Figure 7.2. The balance of
imports and exports under the Base Case growth option to 2030 is also detailed in Figure 7.3, which
highlights the largely balanced nature of the trade for the Port of Vancouver.

Figure 7.2- Forecast Potential Port of Vancouver Volumes to 2050 ('000TEU)
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Figure 7.3 - Potential Port of Vancouver Base Case Imports & Exports to 2030 ('000TEU)
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Clearly there is a discontinuity in the forecasts developed to 2025 with the longer term projections. For
the period between 2025 and 2050 a scenario-based approach has been adopted and this can only
really offer a snapshot of potential demand in each of the periods under review. The range of possible
developments clearly broadens significantly in the second half of the forecast period.
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Table 7.1
Forecast Potential Total Port of Vancouver Volumes to 2050
- '000 TEU

Total
Low Case
Base Case
High Case

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

2050

2514.3
2514.3
2514.3

2507.0
2507.0
2507.0

2713.2
2713.2
2713.2

2825.5
2825.5
2825.5

2912.9
2912.9
2912.9

3054.5
3054.5
3054.5

3161.1
3177.1
3192.8

3317.4
3371.9
3435.4

3481.6
3577.4
3693.7

3643.7
3780.5
3950.1

3807.7
3986.7
4212.1

3966.0
4178.8
4450.7

4131.0
4380.2
4702.9

4236.1
4520.2
4892.3

4343.7
4664.3
5089.0

4453.7
4812.6
5293.2

4904.7
5479.4
6233.7

5259.9
6082.5
7108.0

5563.8
6645.3
7994.7

5809.8
7139.8
8894.8

5998.7
7552.7
9793.3

Includes empties
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 7.2
Port of Vancouver - Base Scenario Import Container Port Demand to 2030
- 000 TEU
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

By Destination
West Canada & Unknow n
Other Canada
US
Total

611.0
645.8
193.0
1449.9

621.3
677.1
209.6
1508.0

599.3
607.1
350.3
1556.7

610.2
591.2
379.4
1580.8

613.6
647.9
374.7
1636.2

648.0
684.3
395.7
1728.1

684.2
722.5
417.8
1824.5

719.5
759.8
439.4
1918.6

755.0
797.3
461.0
2013.3

787.4
831.5
480.9
2099.8

821.3
867.3
501.5
2190.1

847.5
895.0
517.6
2260.1

874.5
923.5
534.1
2332.1

902.4
952.9
551.0
2406.3

930.8
982.9
568.4
2482.1

959.8
1013.5
586.1
2559.5

982.2
1037.2
599.8
2619.1

1004.7
1061.0
613.5
2679.2

1027.4
1084.9
627.4
2739.7

By commodity
Household Goods
Construction & Materials
Industrial, Auto and Vehicles
Machinery
Basic Metals
Other goods
Empties
Total

404.8
179.5
149.8
108.0
56.7
450.7
101.9
1451.3

414.2
192.9
160.3
105.0
44.0
502.2
89.5
1508.0

512.7
200.9
184.4
110.9
55.5
434.7
57.6
1556.7

553.9
191.3
199.0
108.0
57.1
433.5
38.1
1580.8

574.0
198.2
206.2
111.9
59.2
449.3
37.4
1636.2

606.3
209.4
217.9
118.2
62.5
474.6
39.1
1728.1

640.3
221.2
230.1
124.9
66.0
501.2
40.9
1824.5

673.5
232.6
242.0
131.3
69.4
527.2
42.6
1918.6

706.9
244.2
254.0
137.8
72.9
553.3
44.2
2013.3

737.5
254.7
265.0
143.8
76.0
577.2
45.6
2099.8

769.3
265.7
276.5
150.0
79.3
602.2
47.1
2190.1

793.9
274.2
285.3
154.8
81.8
621.4
48.6
2260.1

819.2
283.0
294.4
159.7
84.4
641.2
50.1
2332.1

845.8
292.1
303.9
164.9
87.2
662.0
50.3
2406.3

872.5
301.4
313.5
170.1
89.9
682.9
51.9
2482.1

899.6
310.7
323.3
175.4
92.7
704.2
53.5
2559.5

920.6
318.0
330.8
179.5
94.9
720.6
54.7
2619.1

941.8
325.3
338.4
183.6
97.1
737.1
56.0
2679.2

963.0
332.6
346.0
187.8
99.3
753.8
57.2
2739.7

By origin
China
Hong Kong
South Korea
Taiw an
Thailand
Others
Total

773.5
87.1
178.5
90.0
49.3
272.8
1451.3

846.0
61.8
165.9
76.9
55.8
301.6
1508.0

946.5
63.8
160.3
65.4
59.2
261.5
1556.7

948.5
63.2
167.6
66.4
56.9
278.2
1580.8

981.7
65.4
173.4
68.7
58.9
288.0
1636.2

1036.8
69.1
183.2
72.6
62.2
304.1
1728.1

1094.7
73.0
193.4
76.6
65.7
321.1
1824.5

1151.2
76.7
203.4
80.6
69.1
337.7
1918.6

1208.0
80.5
213.4
84.6
72.5
354.3
2013.3

1259.9
84.0
222.6
88.2
75.6
369.6
2099.8

1314.1
87.6
232.2
92.0
78.8
385.5
2190.1

1356.0
90.4
239.6
94.9
81.4
397.8
2260.1

1399.3
93.3
247.2
97.9
84.0
410.5
2332.1

1443.8
96.3
255.1
101.1
86.6
423.5
2406.3

1489.3
99.3
263.1
104.2
89.4
436.9
2482.1

1535.7
102.4
271.3
107.5
92.1
450.5
2559.5

1571.5
104.8
277.6
110.0
94.3
461.0
2619.1

1607.5
107.2
284.0
112.5
96.5
471.5
2679.2

1643.8
109.6
290.4
115.1
98.6
482.2
2739.7

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Table 7.3
Port of Vancouver - Base Scenario Export Container Port Demand to 2030
- 000 TEU
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

By Origin
British Columbia
Alberta & Prairies
C&E Canada
NW Territories
Other Canada
US
Unknow n
Total

969.0
88.5
151.6
0.0
1.9
49.9
0.9
1261.9

977.6
89.6
152.8
0.0
0.0
1.3
96.2
1317.5

1015.8
104.4
153.3
0.0
0.0
81.4
1.4
1356.2

1150.9
104.6
137.0
0.0
0.0
78.1
2.9
1473.6

1164.4
111.9
180.5
0.0
1.8
62.5
19.7
1540.9

1242.2
119.4
192.6
0.0
1.9
66.7
21.0
1643.8

1324.7
127.3
205.4
0.0
2.0
71.1
22.4
1752.9

1407.0
135.2
218.2
0.0
2.2
75.5
23.8
1861.9

1491.3
143.3
231.2
0.0
2.3
80.1
25.2
1973.4

1571.0
151.0
243.6
0.0
2.4
84.3
26.6
2078.9

1655.0
159.1
256.6
0.0
2.5
88.9
28.0
2190.1

1707.9
164.2
264.8
0.0
2.6
91.7
28.9
2260.1

1762.3
169.4
273.2
0.0
2.7
94.6
29.8
2332.1

1818.4
174.8
281.9
0.0
2.8
97.6
30.8
2406.3

1875.7
180.3
290.8
0.0
2.9
100.7
31.7
2482.1

1934.1
185.9
299.9
0.0
3.0
103.8
32.7
2559.5

1979.2
190.2
306.9
0.0
3.0
106.3
33.5
2619.1

2024.6
194.6
313.9
0.0
3.1
108.7
34.3
2679.2

2070.3
199.0
321.0
0.0
3.2
111.2
35.0
2739.7

By commodity
Lumber
Woodpulp
Specialty Crops
Meat, Fish & Poultry
Basic Metals
Other Goods
Empties
Total

333.5
182.5
150.0
43.0
44.1
295.8
213.0
1261.9

342.2
186.9
190.2
40.5
34.9
330.9
191.9
1317.5

297.0
153.7
202.9
39.7
30.3
322.1
310.5
1356.2

247.0
133.5
158.7
33.6
27.3
450.9
422.6
1473.6

253.0
136.7
162.6
34.5
28.0
461.9
464.2
1540.9

262.3
141.8
168.6
35.7
29.0
478.9
527.4
1643.8

272.7
147.4
175.2
37.1
30.2
497.8
592.4
1752.9

283.8
153.4
182.3
38.6
31.4
518.0
654.4
1861.9

295.2
159.5
189.7
40.2
32.7
538.9
717.2
1973.4

307.5
166.2
197.6
41.9
34.0
561.3
770.6
2078.9

320.5
173.2
205.9
43.6
35.5
585.1
826.3
2190.1

331.1
178.9
212.8
45.1
36.6
604.5
851.1
2260.1

342.1
184.9
219.8
46.6
37.9
624.6
876.3
2332.1

353.5
191.1
227.2
48.1
39.1
645.4
902.0
2406.3

365.2
197.4
234.7
49.7
40.4
666.7
928.1
2482.1

377.1
203.8
242.3
51.4
41.7
688.5
954.6
2559.5

388.7
210.1
249.8
52.9
43.0
709.6
965.0
2619.1

400.5
216.5
257.4
54.5
44.3
731.2
974.9
2679.2

412.5
222.9
265.1
56.2
45.6
753.1
984.2
2739.7

By Destination
China
Other Major Asia
Total

522.4
739.4
1261.9

606.0
711.4
1317.5

587.2
769.0
1356.2

639.6
834.1
1473.6

679.0
861.9
1540.9

734.8
908.9
1643.8

794.5
958.4
1752.9

855.6
1006.3
1861.9

919.6
1053.8
1973.4

980.7
1098.2
2078.9

1045.0
1145.1
2190.1

1089.5
1170.6
2260.1

1135.7
1196.4
2332.1

1183.7
1222.6
2406.3

1231.9
1250.2
2482.1

1280.2
1279.3
2559.5

1318.7
1300.4
2619.1

1356.6
1322.7
2679.2

1393.6
1346.1
2739.7

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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As Table 7.2 shows, import demand will continue to be driven by commodities from Asia, most
specifically China, as expected. Key commodities are household goods, although construction and
materials, industrial, auto and vehicle parts and machinery all offer supporting volumes.
This means that US destinations will remain the third largest import destination market in North America
for the Port of Vancouver, with 551,000 TEU by 2025 and an estimated 627,400 TEU in 2030. West
Canada and the other remaining Canadian regions will be the two largest areas of import activity,
recording 902,400 TEU and 952,900 TEU, respectively in 2025. By 2030, it is projected that West
Canada will have grown to almost 1.03 million TEU per annum, with the remainder of Canada (collated
under the “Other Canada” classification) will be generating over 1.08 million TEU per annum.
These more distant markets will require efficient intermodal rail services to be available from the port
and it remains essential that effective levels of containers moving via rail continues to be offered.
With respect to export commodities, British Columbia will continue to be the dominant origin area for
cargo being shipped from the Port of Vancouver in containers. By 2025 the province will account for
almost 1.97 million TEU, with 2.29 million TEU expected in 2030.
China will remain the key driver of export demand, accounting for over 1.18 million TEU in 2025 and
then 1.39 million TEU by 2030. By way of comparison, the other major Asia region comprising the key
markets will collectively reach 1.22 million TEU in 2025 and 1.34 million TEU by 2030.
Of the individual commodities lumber, woodpulp and specialty crops will continue to generate the
largest export volumes being containerised. Locally-sourced cargo from British Columbia will be an
important generator of some of this volume, although the need for continued good transloading facilities
in Vancouver will be equally important for any of this cargo arriving from more distant locations.

7.3

Comparison of Port of Vancouver Annual Growth

It is possible to generate a comparison of annual growth rates for the Port of Vancouver in which the
historic levels of container development are shown against projected development.
Table 7.4 compares the annual growth rates (CAGR) for the following regions and time periods, with
assumptions and conclusions added:


North America, Pacific Northwest region and the Port of Vancouver are listed. The Pacific
Gateway region (consisting of the Port of Vancouver and Prince Rupert) is excluded because
historic data is unavailable for the full assessment period as Prince Rupert only opened during
2007.



The Port of Vancouver has outperformed the North American and Pacific Northwest region
historically between 1990 and 2000 but also for the period 2000 to 2014.



Between 2013 and 2025, and also for the 2025 to 2050 period, the Port of Vancouver will
continue to see its total container demand growth surpass projections for North America and
the Pacific Northwest region.



North America, the Pacific Northwest region and Vancouver are all mature markets, which is
reflected in the lower growth in overall terms (if compared to emerging or developing
economies).
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Table 7.4
Comparison of Annual Growth Rates of Total TEU - Historic Container Demand and Projected Volumes
North America

Pacific North West Region

Time Period

Scenario

2010-2014

Historic

2015

Average Annual Growth Rate
3.7%
5.5%

Time PeriodS cenario
2010-2014 Historic
2015

Port of Vancouver
Average Annual Growth Rate
2.2%
4.6%

Time PeriodScenario
2010-2014 Historic
2015

Average Annual Growth Rate
3.7%
4.9%

2016-2025

High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

4.1%
3.1%
2.3%

2016-2025 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

5.0%
3.9%
3.1%

2016-2025 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

5.7%
4.7%
3.8%

2026-2050

High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

2.4%
1.7%
1.1%

2026-2050 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

2.4%
1.7%
1.1%

2026-2050 High Scenario
Base Scenario
Low Scenario

2.5%
1.8%
1.2%

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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7.4
Comparison of the Port of Vancouver Container Forecasts – June 2014 vs. January 2016
Studies
A comparison of the total container forecasts completed in July 2013 and the current modeling exercise
has been conducted.
As shown in Table 7.5, there is a reduction in the number of containers anticipated in the current
projections in contrast to the outlook undertaken in mid-2014.
The adjustments reflect a reduction in overall container demand at the port during the forecast period.
The impact of the forecast level of demand in relation to the planned investment in new container
handling facilities at the Port of Vancouver is addressed in the supply/demand balance in Section 7.5.
Table 7.5
Port of Vancouver Forecast Comparisons - June 2014 vs January 2016
000 TEU
Base Case
June 2014

January 2016

2012

2713.2

2013

2825.5

2014

2999.6

2912.9

2015

3156.1

2016

Low Case
Difference

June 2014

January 2016

2713.2

2713.2

2825.5

2825.5
-86.7

2974.2

2912.9

3054.5

-101.6

3102.4

3326.6

3177.1

-149.5

2017

3497.5

3371.9

2018

3677.1

2019

High Case
Difference

June 2014

January 2016

Difference

2713.2

2713.2

2713.2

2825.5

2825.5

2825.5

-61.3

3018.6

2912.9

-105.7

3054.5

-47.9

3197.3

3054.5

-142.8

3240.3

3161.1

-79.2

3393.0

3192.8

-200.2

-125.6

3361.8

3317.4

-44.4

3625.7

3435.4

-190.3

3577.4

-99.7

3487.7

3481.6

-6.1

3874.2

3693.7

-180.5

3865.7

3780.5

-85.2

3618.2

3643.7

25.5

4139.6

3950.1

-189.5

2020

4063.8

3986.7

-77.1

3753.4

3807.7

54.3

4423.0

4212.1

-210.9

2021

4235.2

4178.8

-56.4

3875.4

3966.0

90.6

4664.2

4450.7

-213.5

2022

4413.6

4380.2

-33.4

4001.3

4131.0

129.7

4918.4

4702.9

-215.5

2023

4599.4

4520.2

-79.2

4131.1

4236.1

105.0

5186.3

4892.3

-294.0

2024

4792.9

4664.3

-128.6

4264.9

4343.7

78.8

5468.6

5089.0

-379.6

2025

4994.3

4812.6

-181.7

4403.0

4453.7

50.7

5766.1

5293.2

-472.9

2030

5812.7

5479.4

-333.3

4918.1

4904.7

-13.4

7066.5

6233.7

-832.8

2035

6510.0

6082.5

-427.5

5331.0

5259.9

-71.1

8242.2

7108.0

-1134.2

2040

7131.9

6645.3

-486.6

5670.4

5563.8

-106.6

9367.4

7994.7

-1372.7

2045

7716.6

7139.8

-576.8

5959.0

5809.8

-149.2

10514.8

8894.8

-1620.0

2050

8252.2

7552.7

-699.5

6195.2

5998.7

-196.5

11663.2

9793.3

-1869.9

Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants

7.5 Port of Vancouver Supply/Demand Development to 2025
The final analysis of this Section considers the development of the supply/demand balance at
Vancouver’s container facilities on the basis of demand volumes here defined and the core assessment
of capacity development at the port as detailed in this study.
It is apparent that container terminal utilisation rates will steadily increase over the forecast period,
although there is already a pressing need for additional capacity to be developed at Vancouver.
It should be noted that an effective utilisation rate of around 85 per cent of the maximum or ‘design’ of
terminal capacity typically indicates less than optimal terminal use and the first signs of congestion
either with regard to vessel arrival or for hinterland linkages.
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The scope of this Report is not to conduct a detailed capacity analysis of the Port of Vancouver
container terminals. However, it is possible to note that using this typical 85 per cent benchmark, with
confirmed throughout for 2014 and 2015, followed by short-term projections to 2025 onwards, it is clear
that the Port of Vancouver is already surpassing this utilisation figure.
These developments are further summarised in Figure 7.4 and in Table 7.6.

Figure 7.4 - Port of Vancouver Capacity & Demand Development to 2025 ('000 TEU)
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Table 7.6
Port of Vancouver Container Supply-Demand Balance to 2025
000 TEU
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Max imum

3650

3650

3650

3650

3850

4050

4250

4700

4700

4700

4700

4700

7100

7100

7100

Effectiv e

3103

3103

3103

3103

3273

3443

3613

3995

3995

3995

3995

3995

6035

6035

6035

High

2507

2713

2825

2913

3055

3193

3435

3694

3950

4212

4451

4703

4892

5089

5293

Base

2507

2713

2825

2913

3055

3177

3372

3577

3781

3987

4179

4380

4520

4664

4813

Low

2507

2713

2825

2913

3055

3161

3317

3482

3644

3808

3966

4131

4236

4344

4454

High

80.8%

87.5%

91.1%

93.9%

93.3%

92.7%

95.1%

92.5%

98.9%

105.4%

111.4%

117.7%

81.1%

84.3%

87.7%

Base

80.8%

87.5%

91.1%

93.9%

93.3%

92.3%

93.3%

89.5%

94.6%

99.8%

104.6%

109.6%

74.9%

77.3%

79.7%

Low

80.8%

87.5%

91.1%

93.9%

93.3%

91.8%

91.8%

87.1%

91.2%

95.3%

99.3%

103.4%

70.2%

72.0%

73.8%

Capacity - '000 TEU

Demand - '000 TEU

Utilisation - %

Note: Utilisation based on effectiv e capacity av ailable.
Source: Ocean Shipping Consultants
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Ocean Shipping Consultants
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7.6

Conclusions – Key Implications for the Port of Vancouver

The Port of Vancouver remains a highly-competitive option for import and export container
volumes moving forward.
By 2025, the port’s terminals are projected to be handling over 4.8 million TEU per annum in total
(under the Base Case growth scenario), compared to the 2015 confirmed total of just over 3.0
million TEU.
Continued growth of Asian imports, together with locally-sourced exports, are anticipated to
continue, with the port able to serve more distant import intermodal markets in both Canada and
the US. However, it will need intermodal rail capacity to continue to serve these important
locations. Although relatively small volumes, likely future demand growth for exports of
specialty crops from North America should also be noted.
It can be concluded that there is already a pressing need for investment in additional capacity at
the Port of Vancouver just to keep pace with projected container demand growth, even for the
Base Case growth scenario.
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APPENDIX IR1-03-B
UPDATED EIS FIGURES

Figure 2-2

Canadian West Coast Container Traffic Forecast (2001) and Actual Throughput (Updated)
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Figure 2-3

Canadian West Coast Container Traffic Forecast (2016) (Updated)

Figure 2-4

Canadian West Coast Container Traffic Forecast (2016) and Planned Capacity Increases to 2030
(Updated)

APPENDIX IR1-03-C
SUPPORTING TABLES

Table IR1-03-1

Actual and Projected throughput at the Port of Vancouver (2000 – Present)

Projected (OSC 2001)

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

High case

1,330,000

1,460,000

1,770,000

1,920,000

2,060,000

2,220,000

2,360,000

2,510,000

2,660,000

2,810,000

2,950,000

3,110,000

3,270,000

3,440,000

3,600,000

Base case

1,320,000

1,430,000

1,710,000

1,830,000

1,960,000

2,080,000

2,200,000

2,340,000

2,470,000

2,600,000

2,720,000

2,850,000

2,990,000

3,130,000

3,280,000

Low case
Actual traffic
Port of Vancouver

1,310,000

1,380,000

1,450,000

1,510,000

1,590,000

1,680,000

1,780,000

1,880,000

1,980,000

2,080,000

2,160,000

2,240,000

2,320,000

2,400,000

2,480,000

1,234,331

1,202,219

1,565,836

1,799,881

1,982,488

2,140,223

2,302,399

2,495,522

2,492,107

2,152,462

2,514,309

2,507,032

2,713,160

2,825,475

2,912,929

3,054,467

Canadian west coast

1,234,331

1,202,219

1,565,836

1,799,881

1,982,488

2,140,223

2,302,399

2,512,225

2,673,984

2,417,684

2,857,675

2,917,501

3,278,016

3,361,914

3,531,096

3,830,879

Note: All figures in TEUs. OSC = Ocean Shipping Consultants.

Table IR1-03-2
OSC 2016

Imports and Exports at the Port of Vancouver
2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Actual throughput
2007
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Forecast
2020
2030

High case

4,210,000 6,230,000

Base case
Low case

3,990,000 5,480,000
3,810,000 4,910,000

Total Imports
U.S. Import %
Total Exports
U.S. Export %
Total

546,165
7%
621,325

553,981
7%
597,673

741,951
13%
723,341

752,566
12%
794,805

824,783
8%
840,123

884,324
5%
883,055

1,137,307 1,301,064 1,294,308 1,122,849 1,296,946 1,320,610 1,451,309 1,507,992 1,556,678 1,580,846
7%
7%
8%
8%
10%
13%
18%
21%
23%
24%
1,070,441 1,194,458 1,197,799 1,029,613 1,217,364 1,186,422 1,261,852 1,317,483 1,356,223 1,473,621

1%
2%
1%
2%
1%
2%
4%
6%
4%
3%
5%
4%
5%
6%
6%
5%
1,234,331 1,202,219 1,565,836 1,799,881 1,982,488 2,140,223 2,302,399 2,495,522 2,492,107 2,152,462 2,514,309 2,507,032 2,713,160 2,825,475 2,912,929 3,054,467

23%

23%

4%

4%

Note: All figures in TEUs. U.S. volumes and percentages based on cargo tonnage data. Table 7.2 in the Container Traffic Forecast Study – Port of Vancouver, 2016 by Ocean Shipping Consultants (Appendix IR1-03-A) contains incorrect data regarding import container
traffic destined to the U.S.A. for the years 2012 and 2013. The figures in this table are based on corrected data.
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Request Number IR1-04: Context of the Project
Information Request
Provide comparative details to support the assertion that the proposed Project would have a
higher competitive position than Prince Rupert, Seattle or Tacoma in accommodating ultralarge container ships and services offered, in terms of:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

physical capability of the terminals;
planned development of capacity;
productivity of the terminals;
delivery costs to eastern Canada and the American Midwest;
intermodal capacity;
import-export balance;
suitability of a regional hub location; and
existing customer base.

VFPA Response
1

The EIS states that Ocean Shipping Consultants (2014) finds that the Port of Vancouver is

2

considered to have a higher competitive position than its immediate competitors—Prince

3

Rupert and Seattle/Tacoma (Seattle/Tacoma began operating as a single entity in August

4

2015)—based on a review of the following criteria:

5



Physical capability of the terminals;

6



Planned development of capacity;

7



Productivity of the terminals;

8



Delivered costs to eastern Canada and the American Midwest;

9



Intermodal capacity;

10



Import-export balances;

11



Suitability as a regional hub location; and

12



Existing customer base.

13

Following the VFPA’s submission of the EIS, Ocean Shipping Consultants has provided an

14

updated study (appended to IR1-03 as Appendix IR1-03-A), which also assesses the above

15

factors and similarly concludes that the Port of Vancouver remains a highly competitive option

16

for import and export container volumes compared to its competitors. These reports review

17

and provide a detailed comparative analysis of Pacific northwest ports (Vancouver, Prince

18

Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma) based on an overall measure against the criteria outlined above.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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19

As it relates to these criteria, the analysis provided by Ocean Shipping Consultants

20

(Appendix IR1-03-A) does not substantially differ from the 2014 report.

21

Based on the criteria reviewed, it is clear that, in many of the areas assessed, the Port of

22

Vancouver occupies a higher competitive position than its immediate competitors of the ports

23

of Prince Rupert and Seattle/Tacoma.

24

The proposed Project would leverage the existing advantages of a highly competitive port,

25

including the following:

26



27

The highest terminal productivity rates (excepting Prince Rupert, which is almost
purely a rail terminal);

28



Low delivered costs to Toronto or the American Midwest;

29



Strong intermodal capacity and a highly efficient intermodal network;

30



A balanced profile of both imports and exports;

31



A strong position as a regional hub; and

32



A diverse existing customer base.

33

This response to the information requested will focus on Prince Rupert, Seattle, and Tacoma,

34

and briefly summarise (or where appropriate, excerpt) the comparative analysis provided in

35

Appendix IR1-03-A to support the conclusion that the Port of Vancouver is considered to have

36

a higher competitive position than its immediate competitors. This response will also include

37

references to the specific section of Appendix IR1-03-A where the detailed analysis can be

38

found.

39

Where appropriate, the Ocean Shipping Consultants report (Appendix IR1-03-A) is excerpted

40

below. Excerpts are in blue text, and include relevant verbatim passages; however, in some

41

cases, extraneous text has been edited out.
1.0

Physical Capability of the Terminals

42

Section 2 (pp. 101-123) of Appendix IR1-03-A reviews and analyses the container terminal

43

capabilities and current container handling facilities of the container terminals of the ports of

44

Vancouver, Prince Rupert, Seattle, and Tacoma (also called Pacific northwest ports). The

45

analysis is based on three main indicators:

46



Terminal area – the land area devoted to container operations;

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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47



48

Quayage – length of quays dedicated to container handling and that are typically
equipped with container gantry cranes; and

49



Number of quayside container gantry cranes currently available.

50

Section 2 of Appendix IR1-03-A also outlines information regarding water depth. Tables 2.2,

51

2.3, 2.5, and 2.7 and the accompanying analysis presented on pages 103-111 in

52

Appendix IR1-03-A compare the facilities at each of the container terminals in Vancouver,

53

Prince Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma. The analysis shows that existing container-handling

54

facilities at the Port of Vancouver are competitive with Seattle/Tacoma in terms of the three

55

major indicators noted above, and the Project is anticipated to increase the Port of

56

Vancouver’s competitive position relative to these ports. While Prince Rupert provides some

57

much needed capacity on the west coast of Canada, the existing facilities are quite small when

58

comparing these indicators of area, berthage, and numbers of cranes.

59

More information, including descriptions of the existing container-handling facilities at each

60

of these ports can be found in pages 101-123 of Appendix IR1-03-A.

61

Relative to its immediate competitors, the Port of Vancouver offers some of the most

62

competitive container-handling facilities in the region. In terms of area, berthage, and number

63

of cranes, the Port of Vancouver offers similar container-handling facilities to Seattle/Tacoma.

64

However, the Port of Vancouver also offers some unique competitive features, particularly

65

when it comes to accommodating larger vessels.

66

For example, the Port of Vancouver offers berth pocket depth up to 15.9 metres, outstripping

67

Seattle/Tacoma. While Prince Rupert provides a berth pocket depth of more than 18 metres,

68

due to the established maximum draughts of ultra-large container vessels, the maximum

69

depth at Prince Rupert is anticipated to be seldom required (see p. 152 of Appendix IR1-03-

70

A).
2.0

Planned Development of Capacity

71

Table IR1-04-1 (Table 2.9 in Appendix IR1-03-A) shows investment and capacity plans

72

forecast to 2025 for the major container ports in the Pacific northwest region. The

73

development of Roberts Bank and the second phase at Prince Rupert remain the major

74

investment programmes.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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75

The Terminal 5 (T5) modernisation programme represents the remaining noted investment

76

at other ports and while it is possible that further capacity activity may be undertaken at

77

Seattle-Tacoma over the next 10 years, the specific details are yet to be confirmed.

78

With the Port of Vancouver actively planning to raise its annual capacity from 3.65 million

79

TEU1 to 4.70 million TEU per annum by 2020, it is clear that this port will remain at the centre

80

of the region’s overall expansion.
Table IR1-04-1

Pacific Northwest – Noted Planned and Committed
Investment to 2025 (Table 2.9 in Appendix IR1-03-A)

Port

81

More information, including descriptions of key planned and potential developments of

82

capacity, can be found in pages 101-114 of Appendix IR1-03-A.

83

As a whole, the Port of Vancouver’s immediate competitors are planning less expansion than

84

in Vancouver. This planned expansion outside of Vancouver is focused on the terminal

85

expansion at Prince Rupert, and the T5 modernisation program in Seattle. The Port of

86

Vancouver, however, is offering a comprehensive program to improve container capacity

87

across its existing terminals and through the development of a new terminal at Roberts Bank,

88

offering good accessibility for larger container vessels.

1

TEU = twenty-foot equivalent unit.
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3.0

Productivity of the Terminals

89

As presented in Table 2.12 of Appendix IR1-03-A, terminal productivity is considered from

90

the following perspectives:

91



Throughput per unit of berth – TEU per metre of berth per annum.

92



Throughput per unit of terminal area – TEU per hectare of terminal per annum.

93



Throughput per quayside gantry crane – TEU per gantry crane per annum.

94

Table 2.12 of Appendix IR1-03-A summarises the productivity data over the years 2007 to

95

2015 for the ports of Vancouver, Prince Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma. The container terminals

96

at the ports of Vancouver and Prince Rupert exceed those of Seattle/Tacoma based on all

97

three measures of productivity: TEU per metre of berth, TEU per hectare of terminal, and TEU

98

per gantry crane. More information can be found in pages 114-115 of Appendix IR1-03-A.

99

A measure of terminal productivity is crane or berth moves per hour. These measures are an

100

important competitive factor because they show how quickly vessels can be loaded or

101

unloaded at a terminal. The faster a vessel can be unloaded and loaded, the lower the costs

102

it incurs in port and the lower the costs are related to vessel operations. According to JOC

103

port productivity data, Vancouver was more productive than both Seattle and Tacoma in 2013

104

(JOC Group Inc. 2013).

105

While the productivity of a terminal is related to its throughput, another factor that must be

106

considered in the productivity of terminals includes effective capacity (also called practical

107

capacity). The maximum, or design, capacity of a terminal is the number of containers that

108

can be handled by the facilities of the terminal during a given time period. However, Ocean

109

Shipping Consultants note that the practical situation is more complex, and depends on the

110

market and customers of the terminal (Appendix IR1-03-A). For example, terminals that are

111

operated by a single shipping line can maximise capacity by managing the arrival and

112

departure times for ships. On the other hand, common-user terminals (or terminals that do

113

not give preference to a particular shipping line) have less control over these factors and also

114

need to respond to short-term customer requirements.

115

Therefore, Ocean Shipping Consultants state that common-user terminals, like those operated

116

in the Port of Vancouver, will see difficulties at other stages of the transport chain begin to

117

emerge when demand reaches much in excess of around 80 per cent of ‘design’ capacity. For

118

example, vessels may be queuing for berths or there can be landside congestion. However,

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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119

Ocean Shipping Consultants state that, in their study, a conservative utilisation rate of about

120

85% represents the effective capacity of a container terminal (Appendix IR1-03-A).

121

Section 2.0 above, notes that plans to increase container terminal capacity are an important

122

factor of Vancouver’s competitiveness. The proposed Project would help ensure that enough

123

practical container terminal capacity is available to maintain Vancouver’s competitive position

124

relative to its immediate competitors.

125

Ocean Shipping Consultants conclude that Vancouver’s and Prince Rupert’s container handling

126

facilities are highly productive, and that there is limited opportunity for increasing container

127

handling capacity by way of increasing productivity at these ports (Appendix IR1-03-A).
4.0

Delivered Costs to Eastern Canada and the American Midwest

128

Section 5 of Appendix IR1-03-A (pp. 181-206) provides an analysis of current and potential

129

future development of container handling (stevedoring) charges between the ports of

130

Vancouver, Prince Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma. It also provides a comparison of overall costs

131

for moving a 40-foot container between two origin ports in Asia via these Pacific northwest

132

ports to inland locations in Canada and the U.S.A, which is outlined below.

133

In order to provide a range of analyses, two Asian ports have been selected – Shanghai and

134

Singapore – as they represent the geographical range of trades under review and are the

135

major demand centres.

136

In defining these competitive cost structures, it is necessary to identify the following cost

137

areas:

138



139
140

Voyage Costs. These comprise built-up vessel trading costs – capital charges (ship
mortgage), operating costs and bunker charges – and, where appropriate, canal dues.



Stevedoring and Port Costs. These have been defined for the range of ports under

141

review, on the basis of high volume typical movements of 40' containers. The basic

142

handling charges are applied. Additional charges are generally accepted to be around

143

25-30 per cent of this charge at all competing ports, so the relative impact to the basic

144

handling charges are consistent from a through transport cost analysis perspective.

145



Inland Distribution Costs. These are based upon quoted intermodal rail rates for

146

delivery of 40' containers from the discharge port to the three inland destinations.

147

Once again, rates for high volume shipments of 40' containers have been utilised.
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148

Tables 5.14 and 5.15 in Appendix IR1-03-A compare the costs for the movement of a 40-foot

149

container between Asia (Shanghai/Singapore) and inland locations (Toronto/Chicago), via the

150

ports of Vancouver, Prince Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma. For a 40-foot container travelling

151

between Shanghai and Toronto, Ocean Shipping Consultants estimate the total cost via

152

Vancouver to be $2335.83, via Prince Rupert to be $2291.62, and via Seattle/Tacoma to be

153

$2689.71. For a container travelling between Singapore and Toronto, Ocean Shipping

154

Consultants estimates the total cost via Vancouver to be $2377.09, via Prince Rupert to be

155

$2334.92, and via Seattle/Tacoma to be $2727.50. All prices stated are in U.S. Dollars.

156

Between Shanghai/Singapore and Chicago, Vancouver and Prince Rupert offer a similar price

157

advantage over Seattle/Tacoma. (Details can be found in Table 5.15 of Appendix IR1-03-A.)

158

The ports of Vancouver and Prince Rupert offer more economical routes between Asia and

159

Toronto/Chicago than Seattle/Tacoma. While Prince Rupert offers a slightly cheaper route

160

than the Port of Vancouver for imports, there are key considerations that will continue to

161

offset this difference, including the greater availability of export cargo at Vancouver, the

162

existence of a strong local market, and the presence of three Class I rail carriers.

163

More information, including information about assumptions that have been used in the cost

164

comparisons, and the potential development of future container handling costs, can be found

165

in pages 181-206 of Appendix IR1-03-A.
5.0

Intermodal Capacity

166

Section 4 (pp. 154-180) of Appendix IR1-03-A addresses the relative positions of the ports of

167

Vancouver, Prince Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma with regard to intermodal capacity and

168

efficiency. Ocean Shipping Consultants specifically consider availability of on-dock rail,

169

efficiency of access between port terminals and intercontinental networks, mainline capacity

170

to key areas of demand, and inland intermodal facilities.

171

Vancouver offers on-dock facilities at all of its container terminals, as does Prince Rupert.

172

Seattle/Tacoma offers on-dock rails at only six of its nine terminals. Seattle/Tacoma attempts

173

to address this shortfall through the use of near-dock railyards.

174

Vancouver has more efficient access between port terminals and intercontinental mainlines,

175

than Seattle/Tacoma. Although regional access to the ports of Seattle/Tacoma have improved

176

somewhat with increased investment over recent years, access for Canadian National (CN)

177

and Canadian Pacific (CP) service to the Port of Vancouver is less constrained and a lower

178

cost, higher-capacity and more efficient rail option.
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179

In comparison with Prince Rupert, which is only served by Canadian National, the Port of

180

Vancouver is served by three Class I railways, of which two currently offer container

181

intermodal services. This cost-competitive environment also offers routing alternatives that

182

improve flexibility and choice, and reduce supply chain risk.

183

Compared with Seattle/Tacoma, which is served by the U.S. railroads BNSF and Union Pacific,

184

Vancouver has access to the majority of U.S. markets through CN, CP, and BNSF, in addition

185

to access to Canadian markets, which are not served by the U.S. railroads.

186

In terms of inland intermodal facilities, Ocean Shipping Consultants conclude that there is

187

currently sufficient inland capacity in Canada and the U.S.A., and that further capacity can

188

likely be added with minimum difficulty, if required (Appendix IR1-03-A).

189

More information, including information about intermodal market developments, the

190

importance of rail to the Port of Vancouver, and intermodal rail pricing and the potential

191

development of future container handling costs, can be found in pages 154-180 of

192

Appendix IR1-03-A.
6.0

Import-Export Balance

193

Section 5 (p. 205) of Appendix IR1-03-A addresses the balance of imports and exports in the

194

trade of containers between North American and Asian markets.

195

Ports that can offer export traffic as well as imports are appealing as destinations for shipping

196

lines. Shipping lines benefit as they can earn revenue carrying full containers in both directions

197

and benefit from reduced rail costs for returning empty containers. Ports benefit from handling

198

both imports and exports, as:

199



200
201

imports or exports;


202
203
204

They are less vulnerable to a decrease in one-way traffic than a port that handles just
They are more attractive to shipping lines, as they can earn revenue carrying full
containers in both directions and are less likely to switch to an alternate gateway; and



Integrated operations of rail, trucking, and local off-dock facilities result in a gateway
that delivers overall reliability, lower costs, and less time in transit.

205

Table 1.16 of Appendix IR1-03-A summarises the import-export balance data for Vancouver,

206

Prince Rupert, and Seattle/Tacoma. Vancouver and Seattle/Tacoma (and to a lesser extent,
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207

Prince Rupert) have a strong balance of import and export traffic, and are competitive from

208

this perspective.

209

In addition, Vancouver is a gateway for major Canadian grain and forest product rail shipping

210

corridors. Vancouver’s container export strength is driven not only by the diversity of

211

transloading facilities and the number of shipping lines that call at its container terminals, but

212

also by the ability to attract some otherwise bulk and breakbulk exports to containerised

213

movements. This ability to redirect bulk or breakbulk traffic to containers may result in more

214

competitive prices for these commodities, lower supply chain costs, and/or the opportunity to

215

access more markets.

216

For further details, refer to Section 5 (p. 205) of Appendix IR1-03-A, which addresses the

217

balance of imports and exports in the trade of containers between North American and Asian

218

markets.
7.0

Suitability of a Regional Hub Location

219

In the container shipping industry, a hub or a transshipment facility is a port or terminal

220

where large transocean services make a single call to unload or load cargo for an entire region.

221

Cargo is then distributed within the region via smaller feeder vessels or barges. Examples

222

include Singapore, some Panamanian ports, and some Caribbean ports. Although some

223

transhipment occurs on the west coast of North America, large scale regional hubs do not

224

currently exist.

225

Ocean Shipping Consultants included the suitability of a regional hub location as a factor of in

226

competitiveness to indicate that should shipping service patterns change, Vancouver’s

227

position would be competitive due to its existing ship size advantage, as well as the capacity

228

and efficiency of the intermodal network. Vancouver’s position in this regard is also bolstered

229

by its strong export business, described in Section 6.0 above, which is an incentive for

230

shipping lines to call at Vancouver to load containers for backhaul (the return trip) to Asia.
8.0

Existing Customer Base

231

Tables 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, and 2.7 and the accompanying analysis presented in pages 103-111 in

232

Appendix IR1-03-A show the major customers calling at Pacific northwest container terminals

233

as of late 2015. With the reorganisation of shipping alliances and the re-opening of T5 in

234

Seattle, these are subject to change.
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235

As demonstrated above, the Port of Vancouver has a relatively diverse customer base. The

236

diversity of its existing customer base is similar to that of Seattle/Tacoma. The Port of

237

Vancouver has a more balanced and more diversified customer base, which represents less

238

risk, than Prince Rupert.
9.0

Conclusions

239

Ocean Shipping Consultants conclude that the Port of Vancouver occupies an overall higher

240

competitive position than the ports of Prince Rupert and Seattle/Tacoma, based on an analysis

241

of the following criteria:

242



Physical capability of the terminals;

243



Planned development of capacity;

244



Productivity of the terminals;

245



Delivered costs to eastern Canada and the American Midwest;

246



Intermodal capacity;

247



Import-export balances;

248



Suitability as a regional hub location; and

249



Existing customer base.

250

Container terminal capacity is a key factor in the competitiveness of the Port of Vancouver

251

and its immediate competitors. With limited expansion currently planned at Pacific northwest

252

terminals as a whole, RBT2 represents a major share of the planned capacity development

253

for Pacific northwest container terminals. Ocean Shipping Consultants container traffic

254

forecasts also indicate that, even with recent, current, and proposed improvements to

255

infrastructure at container terminals within the Port of Vancouver, and the planned expansion

256

at the Fairview Container Terminal in Prince Rupert, Canada’s west coast will need additional

257

container capacity by the mid-2020s (Appendix IR1-03-A). The delivery of container capacity

258

as part of the Project is needed to help meet growing demand for containerised trade, as well

259

as to help ensure that Port of Vancouver remains competitive in relation to Prince Rupert and

260

Seattle/Tacoma, by providing reliable, efficient goods movement services at a fair price.

261

The proposed Project would not only raise the Port of Vancouver’s container capacity, but it

262

would also leverage several of the existing competitive advantages of the Port of Vancouver,

263

including the following:

264



Low delivered costs to eastern Canada or the American Midwest;

265



Strong intermodal capacity and a highly efficient intermodal network;
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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266



A balance of imports and exports; and

267



A diverse existing customer base.

268

The situation of the proposed Project within the Port of Vancouver’s leading competitive

269

environment, in combination with the limited expansion planned by Pacific northwest

270

terminals, shows that the Project would offer a higher competitive position overall than Prince

271

Rupert or Seattle/Tacoma in accommodating the required container capacity, larger container

272

vessels, and other services offered.
References
JOC Group Inc. 2013. Key Findings on Terminal Productivity Performance Across Ports,
Countries and Regions. JOC Port Productivity. White Paper. July 2013. Available at
http://www.joc.com/sites/default/files/u59196/Whitepapers/Port_productivity/portPr
oductivity_whitepaper.pdf. Accessed November 2016.
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Request Number IR1-05: Project Operation – Marine Shipping
Panel Review Question
1. Update Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum to include information regarding the
2012 vessel movements through Segment F (Rosario Strait) for all vessel types.
2. Update Table 4-7 of the Marine Shipping Addendum to report on anticipated 2030 vessel
movements through Segment F (Rosario Strait) for all vessel types.
3. Discuss the possibility of Roberts Bank Terminal 2-associated vessels using Segment F
(Rosario Strait) as an alternative route to Segment C for transit between Canadian and
Pacific northwest terminals in the United States.
4. Provide additional information regarding vessel movements for Segment B (Haro Strait)
for container ships. Present the information in tables similar to Marine Shipping Addendum
Table 4-2 for 2012 and Table 4-7 for the anticipated movements for 2030. The information
should address the vessel movements for each terminal under Vancouver Fraser Port
Authority (VFPA) jurisdiction, and should include the following:
a. to a VFPA terminal directly from the Pacific
b. to a VFPA terminal from Puget Sound
c. to Puget Sound from a VFPA terminal
d. to the Pacific from a VFPA terminal.
5. Update Figures 4-2 and 4-3 of the Marine Shipping Addendum based on the information
submitted in response to the above information requests.
VFPA Response
1. Update Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum to include information
regarding the 2012 vessel movements through Segment F (Rosario Strait) for all
vessel types.
1

Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum has been updated to include vessel movement

2

through Segment F (Rosario Strait) (see Table IR1-05-1 below). Container vessels bound

3

for or departing from Port of Vancouver terminals in 2012 did not transit through Segment F

4

(Rosario Strait), as described in Section 4.1.1 of the Marine Shipping Addendum. Vessel

5

movement types that transit through Segment F include cargo/carriers (except container

6

ships bound for terminals within VFPA jurisdiction), tugs, service vessels, passenger vessels

7

(including ferries), tankers, and fishing vessels.
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Table IR1-05-1

2012 Vessel Movements Through Segments A to D and F
(Revised Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum)
Marine Shipping Area Segment
A

B

C

D

F

Cargo/Carriera,b

Vessel Type

3,721

2,926

4,431

4,431

795

Container ships bound for terminals within VFPA
jurisdictionb

1,580

1,580

2,422c

1,580

0d

Tug

3,237

975

2,294

2,294

3,630

Service

1,316

850

2,189

2,189

466

Passenger (including ferries)

8,632e

506

2,146

2,146

n/af

385

391

1,197

1,197

684

1,262

1,368

2,240

2,240

n/af

459

300

742

742

159

20,592

8,896

17,661

16,819

5,734

Tanker
Other/Unknown
Fishing
Total
Sources:
Notes: a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

TMX 2013a Tables 5-1 to 5-3; Marine Shipping Addendum Appendix 10-A: Appendix B; USACE 2014.
Cargo/carrier category includes all destinations except container ships bound for terminals within
VFPA jurisdiction (as previously indicated in Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum).
Cargo/carrier vessels are comprised of both container vessels and general cargo and bulk carriers in
the analysis provided in TMX 2013a. Container ships bound for Port of Vancouver terminals were
separated in the Marine Shipping Addendum.
Accounts for extra crossing through this segment due to U.S. bound container ships (as previously
indicated in Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum).
Container vessels bound for or departing from Port of Vancouver terminals do not transit through
Segment F (Rosario Strait).
Compared to TMX 2013a, the Marine Shipping Addendum accounts for an additional 2,998 ferry traffic
movements as a result of a slightly altered alignment of the cross-section used to calculated traffic in
Segment A.
n/a = not applicable, as categories passenger and other/unknown in Segment F are not captured at
cross-section calculation.

8

Vessel movements through all segments were determined based on existing information as

9

described below. The EIS Guidelines stated that the “proponent should maximise the use of

10

existing material that is relevant to marine shipping activities associated with the Project

11

which is beyond proponent’s care and control and within the 12 nautical mile limit of the

12

territorial sea.” Several existing sources of information were considered in the development

13

of existing and future vessel movements in all segments in the Marine Shipping Area, including

14

the following:

15



16
17

2013a);


18
19
20

Trans Mountain Expansion Project Application, Volume 8C TERMPOL Reports (TMX
Trans Mountain Expansion Project Application, Volume 8A Marine Transportation (TMX
2013b);



Herbert Engineering Consultants, Marine Vessel Incidence Prediction Inputs to the
Quantitative Risk Assessment (Marine Shipping Addendum Appendix 10-A);
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21



22
23

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, BP Cherry Point Dock, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (USACE 2014);



Washington State 2014 Marine & Rail Oil Transportation Study. Appendix L: Salish Sea

24

Workshop: Vessel Oil Spill Risk Assessment & Management Handbook (Ferguson

25

2014); and

26



27

The Glosten Associates, Inc. et al., Gateway Pacific Terminal Vessel Traffic and Risk
Assessment Study (The Glosten Associates et al. 2014).

28

Table 4-2 of the Marine Shipping Addendum presented vessel traffic numbers for 2012 for the

29

segments through which an increase in vessel traffic associated with RBT2 would transit

30

(Segments A, B, C, and D). This traffic data was sourced from TMX 2013a.

31

Segment A, which is based on cross-section 3, accounts for an additional 2,998 ferry traffic

32

movements as a result of a slightly altered alignment of the cross-section used to calculated

33

traffic in Segment A (as described in Marine Shipping Addendum Appendix 10-A). For locations

34

of segments and cross-sections, refer to Marine Shipping Addendum Figure 4-2 (or the revised

35

figure included in Question 5 of this response). Traffic information for Segment F is calculated

36

from the difference between vessel movements across cross-section 2 (Haro Strait) and cross-

37

section 3 (Strait of Georgia), and incorporated projections of tankers and tugs from USACE

38

2014.
2. Update Table 4-7 of the Marine Shipping Addendum to report on anticipated 2030
vessel movements through Segment F (Rosario Strait) for all vessel types.

39

Table 4-7 of the Marine Shipping Addendum has been updated to include projected vessel

40

movement through Segment F (Rosario Strait) in 2030 (see Table IR1-05-2 below).

41

Container vessels bound for or departing from Port of Vancouver terminals or RBT2 in 2030

42

will transit through Segments A to D, not Segment F (Rosario Strait). This traffic data was

43

sourced from TMX 2013b. Future vessel movement types expected through Segment F include

44

cargo/carriers (except container ships bound for terminals with VFPA jurisdiction), tugs,

45

service vessels, passenger vessels (including ferries), tankers, and fishing vessels.
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Table IR1-05-2

2030 Anticipated Movements by Vessel Type Through
Segments A to D and F (Revised Table 4-7 of the Marine Shipping
Addendum)
Marine Shipping Area Segment

Vessel Type

A

B

C

D

F

4,191

3,240

4,800

4,800

1,925

520

520

780b

520

0d

Container ships bound for other
terminals within VFPA jurisdiction

1,630

1,630

2,497b,c

1,630

Tug

4,592

1,886

3,464

3,464

4,386

Service

1,574

1,017

2,618

2,618

557

Passenger (including ferries)

9,570

605

2,567

2,567

n/ae

Tanker

1,270

1,278

2,430

2,430

840

Other/Unknown

1,509

1,637

2,680

2,680

n/ae

459

300

742

742

159

25,315

12,113

22,578

21,451

7,867

Cargo/Carriera
RBT2-bound container ships

Fishing
Total
Sources:
Notes:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

0d

TMX 2013b Table 4.4.1.1 for projected growth, Table 4.4.1.2 for projected movements; Marine Shipping
Addendum Appendix 10-A: Appendix B; USACE 2014.
For vessel movements, cargo/carrier category includes all destinations except container ships bound
for terminals within VFPA jurisdiction (as previously indicated in Marine Shipping Addendum Table 4-2).
Sailed nautical miles data includes all cargo and container traffic, including RBT2.
Accounts for assumed 100% container ship calls to both Canadian and U.S. Pacific Northwest ports and
one additional transit across this segment.
Assumes split service to Deltaport Terminal continues accounting for an added transit through this
segment.
As previously described, container vessels bound for or departing from Port of Vancouver terminals
are not anticipated to transit through Segment F (Rosario Strait) in the future.
n/a = not applicable, as categories passenger and other/unknown in Segment F are not captured at
cross-section calculation.

46

As described above, Segment A accounts for an additional 2,998 ferry traffic movements as

47

a result of a slightly altered alignment of the cross-section used to calculated traffic in this

48

segment. Traffic information for 2030 for Segment F is calculated from the difference between

49

vessel movements across cross-section 2 (Haro Strait) and cross-section 3 (Georgia Strait),

50

and incorporated projections for tankers and tugs from USACE 2014.
3. Discuss the possibility of Roberts Bank Terminal 2-associated vessels using
Segment F (Rosario Strait) as an alternative route to Segment C for transit
between Canadian and Pacific northwest terminals in the United States.

51

As stated in Section 4.1.1 of the Marine Shipping Addendum, container ships no longer use

52

Rosario Strait for transit between the U.S. Pacific Northwest terminals and Canadian terminals

53

(Canada-U.S. trans-border). Also as stated in Section 4.1.1 of the Marine Shipping Addendum,

54

according to the Pacific Pilotage Authority, the Rosario Strait route has not been used by
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55

trans-border-bound container vessels for approximately 10 years. 1 The Vessel Traffic

56

Operations Support System (VTOSS)2 data for 2010 and the Automatic Identification System

57

(AIS) data for 2012 for Rosario Strait confirm that no trans-border-bound container ships

58

used that route during those periods.3 The Pacific Pilotage Authority has further confirmed to

59

the VFPA4 that trans-border-bound container ships transit Boundary Passage and Haro Strait

60

(i.e., Segment B), and that such container ships pick up and drop off Canadian and U.S. pilots

61

at the Victoria (Brotchie Ledge) and Port Angeles (Buoy PA) pilot stations, respectively. This

62

information confirms that trans-border-bound container ships pass through Segments A, B,

63

C, D, and G, but not Segment F (Rosario Strait).5 Pilotage of container ships in and through

64

Segments A and B is compulsory (pursuant to the Pacific Pilotage Regulations under the

65

federal Pilotage Act) and similar U.S. regulations exist for Segments C and G. This is expected

66

to remain so with no changes expected in the location of either the Canadian or U.S. pilot

67

stations. Passage by container ships through Rosario Strait to, or from, Canadian terminals

68

would require dual pilots (one Canadian and one American) to be on board for the entire

69

voyage since this route does not pass the normal pilot stations at Victoria and Port Angeles.

70

This re-routing would increase shipping costs significantly.

71

In addition, Rosario Strait is very narrow and includes one-way passage restrictions. The size

72

of container ships calling on the west coast of North America, including Canadian terminals,

73

is expected to continue to increase in the future as large vessels offer economies of scale

74

(Marine Shipping Addendum Section 4.2.1.1). It is therefore anticipated that the current

75

established route through Boundary Passage and Haro Strait (Segment B) for trans-border-

76

bound container ships will continue to be preferred and used to accommodate these larger

77

ship sizes.

78

For reasons explained above, the possibility of RBT2-bound vessels using Segment F in the

79

future is very unlikely.

1

Personal communication, Captain Rod Larden, B.C. Coast Pilot Director, May 28, 2015.
VTOSS represents the regional vessel traffic management system for Canadian Coast Guard Marine
Communication and Traffic Services in use up until 2010.
3 EIS Appendix 30-A: Section 2.1.5.3, Figure 2-8 illustrates container ship routes through Boundary
Passage based on AIS data for 2012 (provided in this response as Figure IR1-05-1 for ease of
reference).
4 Personal communication, Brian Young, Director, Marine Operations, Pacific Pilotage Authority, May 12,
2015.
5 For a detailed description of the routing, refer to Marine Shipping Addendum Appendix 10-A:
Section 2.1.1.
2
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Route Illustrations
80

The VFPA has reviewed submissions related to marine shipping information posted on the

81

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (CEA Agency) registry, specifically document

82

numbers 278 to 281 and 284 to 304 posted April 17, 2015 from the CEA Agency to various

83

Aboriginal groups regarding the consultation approach for marine shipping (specifically

84

Attachment B Proposed Consultation Workplan of these documents). The VFPA noted that the

85

information presented in these submissions incorrectly illustrates a container vessel shipping

86

route through Rosario Strait. Marine Shipping Addendum Appendix 10-A: Figure 2-1 correctly

87

illustrates the shipping routes for RBT2-associated and non-Project associated vessels within

88

the Marine Shipping Area.

89

In addition, based on AIS data from 2012, EIS Appendix 30-A: Figure 2-8 (provided as

90

Figure IR1-05-1 below for ease of reference) illustrates the container shipping routes to or

91

from terminals in VFPA jurisdiction through Haro Strait and Boundary Passage (Segment B).

92

Other studies have also concluded that container ships do not transit through Rosario Strait

93

(GWU 2014; The Glosten Associates Inc. et al. 2014). AIS 2010 data presented in The Glosten

94

Associates Inc. et al. (2014) also illustrates that container vessels transit through Segment B

95

within the Salish Sea and not through Segment F (provided as Figure IR1-05-2 below for

96

ease of reference).
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Figure IR1-05-1

Sample Container Ship Routes to Terminals within VFPA
Jurisdiction, based on 2012 AIS Data6

6

From EIS Appendix 30-A: Figure 2-8; information sourced from www.MarineTraffic.com, AIS data for
2012.
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Figure IR1-05-2

Note:

Container Vessel Patterns in the Salish Sea, based on AIS
data for July 2010 7

Lines appearing to cross land may be the result of errors in the near real-time data record or inconsistent
signals being emitted from vessels, which can produce large gaps between data points.

4. Provide additional information regarding vessel movements for Segment B (Haro
Strait) for container ships. Present the information in tables similar to Marine
Shipping Addendum Table 4-2 for 2012 and Table 4-7 for the anticipated
movements for 2030. The information should address the vessel movements for
each terminal under Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (VFPA) jurisdiction, and
should include the following:
a. to a VFPA terminal directly from the Pacific
b. to a VFPA terminal from Puget Sound
c. to Puget Sound from a VFPA terminal
d. to the Pacific from a VFPA terminal.
97

Actual movements for 2012 based on direction of travel and last port of call for each Port of

98

Vancouver terminal is provided in Table IR1-05-3. Projected movements for 2030 are also

99

presented in Table IR1-05-3 as an aggregate value for all Port of Vancouver terminals.

Presented as Figure 1.5-1 in The Glosten Associates, Inc. et al. 2014. Source: Northern Economics,
Inc. using 2010 AIS data.
7
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Table IR1-05-3

2012 Actual Vessel Movements and 2030 Anticipated Vessels
Movements for Segment B (Haro Strait) for Port of Vancouver
Container Terminals
2012 Vessel Movements for Port of Vancouver Container
Terminals

Direction/Last
Port of Call

a. To Terminal
Directly from
Pacific
b. To Terminal
From Puget
Sound
c. To Puget
Sound from
Terminal
d. To Pacific from
Terminal
Total
Movementsa,b
Notes:

a.
b.

c.

2030
Projected
Vessel
Movements
for All Port of
Vancouver
Container
Terminals,
including
RBT2

Centerm

Fraser
Surrey
Docks

Vanterm

Deltaport

2012 Total
Movements
All
Terminals

57

0

63

119

239

234

183

84

177

149

593

581

57

0

63

119

239

234

183

84

177

149

593

581

480

168

480

536 (538)

1,664
(1,580)

1,630c

Total movement numbers in bold represent actual movements determined from VFPA Operations data,
while numbers in parentheses represent vessel traffic movement projections from 2012 AIS filtered
data, as provided in EIS Appendix 30-A: Table 3-2.
Total movements for filtered 2012 AIS data and VFPA Operations actual data differs because of variation
in category delineations. Specifically, Fraser Surrey Docks container ships were incorrectly classed as
cargo ships (84 movements in total, the difference between 1,664 from actual data and 1,580 from AIS
data), not container ships.
Movements in 2030 are sourced from EIS Appendix 30-A: Table 3-2 and EIS Appendix 30-A:
Appendix B, Table B-3, where 1,006 movements are projected for terminals in Burrard Inlet, 624
movements for Deltaport, and 520 movements at RBT2.

100

To determine where container ships travel before arriving at the Port of Vancouver and where

101

they go after calling at the Port of Vancouver, the shipping line services were considered.

102

Services show the sequence and frequency of ports that are called upon by vessels dedicated

103

to each service. There are between 15 and 20 services that call the Port of Vancouver on a

104

weekly basis and each service has several vessels dedicated to it. The ports of call for the

105

services that call Vancouver vary widely with some calling on ports in Australia, Asia, the

106

Middle East, Europe, and the Americas. An example of a service that calls on the Port of

107

Vancouver is shown in Figure IR1-05-3, for illustrative purposes. This service, referred to

108

as G6 – Far East–PNW Service – NP1, calls at the Port of Vancouver directly from the Pacific

109

then calls on ports in Puget Sound.
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Figure 1-05-3

Example of a 49-Day Service Calling on the Port of Vancouver
directly from the Pacific then Transiting to Puget Sound

110

The VFPA has access to information on services currently calling at the Port of Vancouver

111

terminals, but does not have access to future service projections and associated vessel

112

movements in 2030 for the shipping line for a number of reasons as explained below. Shipping

113

lines plan services in particular patterns that are not easily predictable. Whether a service

114

calls the Port of Vancouver or Puget Sound ports as a first or last port of call after leaving

115

Asia is dependent on its expected import and export business to each port, among other

116

factors. For example, one shipping line may have contracts with a number of Seattle-based

117

importing companies and have contracts with lumber exporting companies in B.C. This may

118

incent the shipping line to call at Seattle as a first port of call to discharge imports before

119

calling at Vancouver to load exports before returning to Asia. However, another shipping line

120

may choose to call at Vancouver first because it has contracts with Canadian importers and

121

Washington based exporters.

122

The direction of the service may also be influenced by a port offering discounts for first port

123

of call volumes to incent shipping lines to call certain ports first. Services change regularly,
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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124

and new services are added and existing services are cancelled relatively frequently.

125

Therefore, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to predict what services might exist in 2030

126

for each terminal in VFPA jurisdiction. For this reason, the vessels movements for 2030 have

127

been presented as aggregated movements for all Port of Vancouver container terminals based

128

on the distribution of 2012 movements and the total projected movements to container

129

terminals in VFPA jurisdiction in 2030. However, this does not change the assumption used

130

in the Marine Shipping Addendum that all container ships will visit both Canadian and U.S.

131

ports for each service calling.
5. Update Figures 4-2 and 4-3 of the Marine Shipping Addendum based on the
information submitted in response to the above information requests.

132

Figures 4-2 and 4-3 of the Marine Shipping Addendum have been updated with information

133

for Segment F Rosario Strait in Appendix IR1-05-A.
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APPENDIX IR1-05-A
UPDATED FIGURES
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Request Number IR1-06:_Methodology – Alternative Means
Information Request
1. For each option considered in Sections 5.3 (Location of Marine Terminal within British
Columbia Alternatives), 5.4 (Location, Orientation, Layout, and Configuration
Alternatives) and 5.5 (Construction Alternatives) of the EIS, provide additional
supporting information and specific criteria for why an option was chosen or rejected due
to technical and economic feasibility.
2. Provide substantiation for the definition of a floating structure for the container terminal
as an unproven concept.
3. Provide a rationale for why all components of the proposed Project must be under the
Proponent’s jurisdiction, such as for the Intermodal Yard location, to be considered
feasible.
VFPA Response
Background
1

As stated in the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Operational Policy Statement

2

(OPS) Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian Environmental

3

Assessment Act, 2012 (the current OPS), “alternative means” are the various technically

4

and economically feasible ways under consideration by the proponent that would allow a

5

designated project to be carried out. Alternative means could include options for locations,

6

implementation of methods, routes, design, technologies, mitigation measures, etc.

7

EIS Section 5.2 describes the technical and economic feasibility criteria used to review

8

available alternatives and to select a preferred option for the Project to meet anticipated

9

long-term demand and growth of container traffic. The Panel has requested additional

10

information regarding the application of the technically and economically feasible criteria,

11

which has been provided in tables below (see Question 1 response).

12

As noted in the current OPS, section 8 of the Updated EIS Guidelines, and EIS Section 5.6,

13

only technically and economically feasible alternative means are retained for consideration

14

of environmental effects. The current OPS also states that, “A full assessment of

15

environmental effects is not necessary at this stage.” Rather, the intent of the assessment

16

of environmental effects in evaluating alternative means is to compare potential effects on

17

key valued components of the alternative means being considered. A full environmental

18

assessment is then conducted on the preferred alternative and is described in the EIS.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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19

As described in EIS Section 5.1 and in accordance with section 8 of the EIS Guidelines, the

20

VFPA analysed alternative means within three main categories, including the following:

21

•

Location of marine terminal within B.C. alternatives;

22

•

Location, orientation, layout, and configuration alternatives at Roberts Bank; and

23

•

Construction alternatives at Roberts Bank.

24

An alternative needed to meet all technical criteria to be considered technically feasible, and

25

if all technical criteria were met, then economic feasibility was considered (see EIS

26

Section 5.2). Alternatives were ruled out as being not economically feasible if cost estimates

27

were unacceptably higher than the other options being considered.

28

The analyses for the three categories of alternative means are described in more detail in

29

the response to Question 1 below, and the VFPA’s response to IR1-07 provides further

30

details on the evaluations of environmental effects of feasible alternatives.
1. For each option considered in Sections 5.3 (Location of Marine Terminal within
British Columbia Alternatives), 5.4 (Location, Orientation, Layout, and
Configuration Alternatives) and 5.5 (Construction Alternatives) of the EIS,
provide additional supporting information and specific criteria for why an
option was chosen or rejected due to technical and economic feasibility.
Analysis of Marine Terminal Alternatives within British Columbia

31

For each marine terminal alternative location considered in EIS Section 5.3, Table IR1-

32

06-1 in Appendix IR1-06-A (provided below) summarises the criteria used to assess

33

technical feasibility and provides the conclusion of the feasibility assessment along with

34

supporting rationale. To be considered technically feasible, potential alternatives to the

35

location of the marine terminal within B.C. needed to first meet all technical criteria (as

36

stated in EIS Section 5.2), which included the following:

37

•

38
39

operating efficiencies and a sufficient land base to accommodate growth;
•

40
41

Meeting the long-term container capacity growth by the mid-2020s, through
Meeting the requirement for the necessary road and rail connections to efficiently
transport containers to and from the market; and

•

Providing the ability for larger container ships to safely navigate the waterways. Safe

42

navigation includes a minimum berth depth requirement of approximately 18.4 m

43

and the ability to safely turn the vessel around, even in situations of sufficient

44

draught.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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45

In addition, consideration was given to terminals with other uses (e.g., serving bulk or

46

break-bulk markets) and if they could retain these capabilities if conversion to container

47

handling was undertaken.

48

The marine terminal location alternatives evaluated (including a combination of these

49

alternatives) were determined not to be technically feasible, and therefore, an evaluation of

50

economic feasibility was not conducted and an assessment of environmental effects was not

51

required.

52

Based on the analyses of the location alternatives (see

53

deemed to be the only viable option to meet the anticipated long-term growth and demand

54

of containerised trade on the west coast of Canada, and a full assessment of environmental

55

effects on this preferred alternative was conducted and is described in the EIS.

Table IR1-06-1), RBT2 was

Analysis of Location, Orientation, Layout, and Configuration Alternatives
56

For each location, orientation, layout, and configuration alternative at Roberts Bank

57

considered in EIS Section 5.4, Tables IR1-06-2 and IR1-06-3 in Appendix IR1-06-A

58

summarise the criteria used to assess both technical and economic feasibility and provide

59

the conclusion of the feasibility assessments along with supporting rationale for rejection of

60

alternatives. The intermodal yard alternatives are described in Question 3 of IR1-06 below.
Roberts Bank Marine Terminal

61

Technical feasibility criteria used to evaluate alternatives to the location, orientation, layout

62

and configuration of the marine terminal at Roberts Bank was based on whether potential

63

environmental effects were deemed to be acceptable by regulators. Generally, alternatives

64

located in subtidal habitat (i.e., deeper waters) were considered favourable as the potential

65

for environmental effects in shallower, intertidal waters would increase the potential for

66

effects to marine invertebrate and fish habitats, and pose a risk to obtaining the permits

67

required for the Project (i.e., Fisheries Act Authorization).

68

Economic feasibility criteria considered construction costs and schedule (including dredge,

69

fill, and soil improvement requirements), as well as operational costs associated with

70

downtime

71

dredging. Options W1 and W2 of the terminal, located west of the existing Roberts Bank

72

terminals were considered to be technically and economically feasible (Table IR1-06-2).

from

weather/navigation

constraints,

yard

efficiencies,

and

maintenance
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73

An assessment of environmental effects of these alternatives is provided in the VFPA’s

74

response to IR1-07.
Causeway Location and Construction

75

Technical feasibility criteria used to evaluate alternatives to the causeway location and

76

construction

77

technologies/engineering.

78

associated with construction and operations (including maintenance costs, efficiency of

79

rail/road operations). Three alternatives were considered to be technically and economically

80

feasible, including a separate parallel causeway with fill construction; widening of the

81

existing causeway without a lagoon, with fill construction; and widening of the existing

82

causeway with a lagoon, with fill construction (Table IR1-06-3). An assessment of

83

environmental effects of these alternatives is provided in the VFPA’s response to IR1-07.

was

based

on

constructability

Economic

feasibility

and

criteria

the

existence

considered

the

of
capital

proven
costs

Rail Tie-In
84

Technically and economically feasible alternatives to the Project rail tie-in to the existing rail

85

network included both tie-ins located on the causeway and one tie-in located on the

86

causeway and one on the mainland (Table IR1-06-3).
Tug Basin

87

Technically and economically feasible alternatives to the tug basin area included adjacent to

88

the north side of the proposed Project terminal; expansion of the existing tug basin toward

89

the existing causeway; and expansion of the existing tug basin along the existing Deltaport

90

terminal. Assessment of environmental effects of these alternatives is provided in the

91

VFPA’s response to IR1-07.
Analysis of Construction Alternatives

92

For each construction alternative considered in Section 5.5 of the EIS, Table IR1-06-4 in

93

Appendix IR1-06-A summarises the criteria used to assess both technical and economic

94

feasibility and provides the conclusion of the feasibility assessments along with supporting

95

rationale for rejection of alternatives.
2. Provide substantiation for the definition of a floating structure for the container
terminal as an unproven concept.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Sufficiency Information Request #06 (IR1-06) | Page 4

96

The EIS, in Section 5.5.3.1, states that while a floating dock is potentially feasible in

97

accommodating multiple container vessels and gantry cranes, it is an unproven concept to

98

meet the needs for a three-berth terminal that could accommodate ultra-large container

99

vessels. It is also unproven in its ability to provide the technical requirements for the

100

terminal throughput and necessary road and rail connections to efficiently transport

101

containers to and from the market. At the request of the Panel, the VFPA has provided

102

additional detail to support this substantiation.

103

Desktop research of publicly-available information to investigate previous or existing use of

104

a floating structure identified both operating container and airport terminals. Table IR1-

105

06-5 summarises the characteristics of floating structures, their inherent challenges, and

106

relevant container handling structures currently in operation globally.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Table IR1-06-5
Terminal Name

Summary of Existing Floating Structures
Terminal Type

Terminal Capacity /
Vessel Size

Valdez Container
Terminal, Alaskaa,b

Tanker /
Container

• 9,000 TEU container
ship
• 40 LT container crane
• Up to 50,000 ton
tanker capacity
• Barges up to 1,500
tons

Scapa Flow at
Orkney,
Scotlandc,d

Container
Storage and
Transshipment
Terminal

Up to 10,000 TEUs

Master's Thesis:
The Floating
Transshipment
Container
Terminale

Transshipment
Terminal

Multiple
Terminalsf

Very Large
Floating
Structures Report
(Sahil 2013)

Sources:

Theoretical 1 million TEU
throughput

Various as outlined in the
report

Relevance to RBT2
Smaller scale capacity for
container handling compared
to RBT2 requirements.
Primarily used as a tanker
facility rather than a container
facility.

Transshipment facility rather
than an intermodal facility.
Transshipment facility rather
than an intermodal facility.
Reduced capacity compared to
RBT2’s 2.4 million TEUs.
Difficulty of very large floating
structures and differential
deflections in a wave climate
and the effects on container
handling equipment.

a. http://www.ci.valdez.ak.us/Facilities/Facility/Details/21
b. http://www.northstarak.com/valdez.htm
c. http://www.orcadesmarine.co.uk/floating-container-storage-and-transhipmentterminal/#.V_f5Q2cVCHs
d. http://www.thinkdefence.co.uk/2011/04/a-floating-container-port/
e. http://repository.tudelft.nl/islandora/object/uuid:f94af9b2-c0cc-4a91-9ec8dbc96c9f6394?collection=education
f. https://www.scribd.com/doc/102292648/Very-large-floating-structures

107

The Valdez, Alaska dock can accommodate a vessel in the 9,000 TEU range, but it has

108

limited loading/unloading functionality, and it does not have the storage and intermodal rail

109

requirements crucial for RBT2 functionality.

110

The Orkneys, Scotland floating container storage and transshipment terminal is actually a

111

vessel with cranes capable of transferring containers from a vessel moored on one side to a

112

smaller vessel moored on the other side for transshipment purposes. It has short-term

113

storage capability to unload the larger vessel while awaiting for the smaller vessel to arrive.

114

This is not a comparable concept with RBT2.

115

The Very Large Floating Structures (VLFS) report by Sahil identifies that, with current

116

technology, the use of these structures is dependent on local wave climate. For container

117

storage and handling, the differential deflections within the floating structure can make
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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118

container terminal equipment non-operational. Various techniques of reducing these

119

differential deflections are described in this report, but are equally identified as

120

experimental with mixed results. In addition, a VLFS requires extensive seabed anchoring

121

and/or numerous mooring dolphins to keep it in position particularly for articulated

122

transportation connections. Depending on the particular project location, extensive

123

breakwater installation may be required to limit the wave disturbances on the VLFS. To

124

date, solutions for these issues have been experimented with at certain locations, but not

125

with container terminal sizes as required for the throughput of RBT2.

126

Similarly, the 2005 Masters thesis document “The Floating Transshipment Container

127

Terminal” describes the concepts behind building a 1 million TEU transshipment floating

128

container terminal which is approximately 40% the size of the throughput required by RBT2,

129

and does not offer the intermodal connectivity required by RBT2, only transshipment.

130

As there is no comparable container terminal floating structure in operation today that

131

meets the design requirements for RBT2, a floating terminal structure option was eliminated

132

as an alternative due to risk and uncertainty pertaining to this unproven and largely

133

theoretical/experimental concept.
3. Provide a rationale for why all components of the proposed Project must be
under the Proponent’s jurisdiction, such as for the Intermodal Yard location, to
be considered feasible.

134

Project components are required to be either within port jurisdiction, or committed to by a

135

third party (through funding agreements or other means to confirm their delivery) in order

136

to ensure that the terminal has the necessary components to operate.

137

In the case of the intermodal yard, the RBT2 project conceptual design included an

138

intermodal yard on the marine terminal, which was consistent with the standard on the west

139

coast of Canada, and is an emerging trend on the west coast of North America. This is

140

supported by the Ocean Shipping Consultants’ Container Traffic Forecast Study 2014 which

141

states, “… the costs associated with trucking containers from terminals to rail yards were

142

obviously highly uncompetitive. Hence there has been a switch in favour of on-dock

143

facilities, and all new container terminals on the west coast either incorporate such a facility

144

or provide on-dock access to an adjacent rail yard”. Deltaport, the existing container

145

terminal at Roberts Bank, has an on-terminal intermodal yard, and in order for RBT2 to be a

146

cost competitive facility for an operator, the Project would need to provide the same

147

terminal facilities. An intermodal yard off-terminal would require extra container handling
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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148

and incur drayage charges for the transport of each container to the intermodal yard, a

149

competitive disadvantage for any potential future operator unless the facility accommodated

150

both terminals.

151

During the conceptual design phase of the project, consultation between the port and

152

stakeholders such as the operating railways, existing terminal operators and the provincial

153

government (the owner, through British Columbia Railway Company, of the lands that

154

would be required to accommodate a land-based intermodal yard) was ongoing related to

155

the current and future needs of port facilities at Roberts Bank. Alternative rail configurations

156

serving Roberts Bank were considered, including an intermodal yard on the Roberts Bank

157

Causeway, and a land-based intermodal yard. These facilities were considered as a means

158

of addressing rail and terminal operational requirements such as capacity, efficiency, bad

159

order car repair and locomotive refuelling, and if implemented, would have needed to be

160

able to provide service to both terminals (i.e. capable of being expanded to handle 4.8

161

million TEUs if RBT2 were approved). As described in the EIS, an on-causeway intermodal

162

yard was determined to be not economically feasible. Third party consideration of a land-

163

based intermodal yard continued in the ensuing years. The implementation of this facility

164

would have needed to be a cost-efficient business proposition for the operating railways and

165

the marine terminal operator, with the cost-savings of such a facility outweighing the extra

166

handling and drayage costs required for its operation.

167

Ultimately, the existing Deltaport terminal operator decided to undertake a several hundred

168

million dollar recapitalisation of their existing on-terminal intermodal yard. Given this, along

169

with the fact that there is currently no active proposal for a land-based intermodal facility,

170

the VFPA concludes that the only technically and economically feasible option for an

171

intermodal yard is on the marine terminal.
Appendices
Appendix IR1-06-A

Tables IR1-06-1 to IR1-06-4

Appendix IR1-06-B

Supporting Information
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APPENDIX IR1-06-A
TABLES IR1-06-1 TO IR1-06-4

Table IR1-06-1

Feasibility Analysis for Marine Terminal within British Columbia Alternatives
Technical Criteria

Alternative Means

Increase capacity and
efficiency of existing
container terminals within
VFPA jurisdiction

Alternatives
Considered

Provides longterm container
capacity growth
by mid-2020s

Has adequate
road and rail
connections to
the market

Technical Feasibility

Has minimum berth
depth of 18.4 m
and can
accommodate
larger container
vessels

Will maintain
multi-use
terminal
capability

No

Additional capacity by 2017 through the Deltaport Terminal Road and Rail
Improvement Project will help to meet short-term container demand, but it does
not satisfy long-term container demand requirements. Additional development
eastward at Roberts Bank is not possible based on prior feedback from regulators
(see Appendix IR1-06-B).

No

A proposed expansion may add up to 600,000 TEUs to meet near-term capacity
constraints, but not long-term demand as expansion possibilities are limited by rail
constraints within the south shore of Burrard Inlet.

No

This site was upgraded in 2005 to increase container handling capacity in the near
term. Equipment modernisation in the near term may add some additional capacity
(~200k TEU). Further expansion at this site to increase long-term capacity would
not be possible until at least the late 2020s due to existing lease tenures. In
addition, expansion possibilities are limited by rail constraints within the south
shore of Burrard Inlet.

Increase capacity at
Deltaport Terminal

No

Yes

Yes

Not applicable as
single use
terminal

Increase capacity at
Centerm

No

Yes

Yes

Not applicable as
single use
terminal

Increase capacity at
Vanterm

No

Yes

Yes

Not applicable as
single use
terminal

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Technically Feasible Alternative

Increase capacity at
Fraser Surrey Docks
(FSD)

No

No

No

Maybe

No

The current capacity at FSD is less than 100,000 TEUs per year from small to midsized container ships. Most container vessels currently calling at VFPA terminals
cannot be accommodated within the Fraser River channel due to their draught
requirements and length (the latter of which limits the ability to turn around to
return down river). This constraint limits the future technical viability of FSD as
even larger container vessels are expected to call at VFPA terminals.

Combined increases
at existing VFPA
terminals

No

Yes

Yes, except FSD

Maybe

No

From current or planned improvement or expansion projects, short-term demand
will be met, but combining projects at all existing locations will still not achieve
long-term growth demands.

No

Feasibility studies were previously conducted in the early 2000s to evaluate the
conversion from bulk/break-bulk to a container terminal. The VFPA is committed to
facilitating multiple types of trade. The existing tenant is considering conversion to
a grain terminal not to a container terminal. In addition, road access is constrained
in North Vancouver.

No

Currently used as an off-dock transload and distribution centre in the City of
Richmond, expansion of this site have very little potential due to navigation
constraints associated with larger container ships and road and rail constraints due
to its urban location. Based on these constraints and current use requirements,
long-term capacity growth could not be accommodated at this location and
conversion of this facility is unfeasible.

Lynnterm Conversion

No

No

Yes

No

Convert other existing
terminals/properties
within VFPA jurisdiction to
handle containers
Richmond Properties

No

No

No

No
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Technical Criteria

Alternative Means

Build a new terminal
within VFPA jurisdiction

Other west coast
container terminal
plans/concepts

Technical Feasibility

Provides longterm container
capacity growth
by mid-2020s

Has adequate
road and rail
connections to
the market

Has minimum berth
depth of 18.4 m
and can
accommodate
larger container
vessels

Will maintain
multi-use
terminal
capability

Feasible?

Construct a new
terminal at Roberts
Bank

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable as
new terminal

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative meets all technical criteria

Prince Rupert Port
Authority (PRPA) –
Fairview Terminal
Phase 2 Expansions

No

Yes

Yes

Not applicable as
single use
terminal

No

The Stage 1 and Stage 2 expansions have been incorporated into the projections of
growth to 2030, and therefore these expansions are not an alternative for
providing the additional capacity required in the long-term.

Alternatives
Considered

Rationale for Rejection as a Technically Feasible Alternative

PRPA – Ridley
Terminal

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Currently operating as a coal export terminal, there are no plans to convert this
terminal from bulk handling to containers. Other areas at the terminal are optioned
by PRPA for dry and liquid bulk export facilities, and there are no other conversion
or expansion opportunities.

PRPA - Watson Island

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

The site is currently being explored by Watson Island LNG for development of a
small LNG facility. Current infrastructure is limiting, as it has limited draught and
only one dock, thereby ruling out larger container ships.
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Table IR1-06-2

Feasibility Analysis for Terminal Location and Orientation, Layout, and Configuration Alternatives

Alternatives Considered for Terminal Location
and Orientation

Technical Evaluation

Economic Evaluation
Construction
Cost/Schedule Acceptable

Feasibility Assessment Conclusion

Operations Cost Acceptable

Potential
Effects
Acceptable
by
Regulators

Feasible?

(including dredge and fill and
soil improvement
requirements)

(downtime from weather/navigation issues,
effects on other terminal operations at
Roberts Bank, yard efficiencies,
maintenance dredging)

Option W1 – located west of existing terminals in
deeper water, berth face facing offshore parallel to
the shoreline

Yes

Yes

Yes, see B. below

Yes, see B. below

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

Option W2 – located west of existing terminals in
deeper water, berth face oriented perpendicular to
the shoreline

Yes

Yes

Yes, see B. below

Yes, see B. below

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

No

Compared to deeper water locations, potential for increased
adverse effects associated with location in intertidal habitat
areas with valuable fish habitat (eelgrass) and high-value
marine invertebrate habitat. Such potential effects could be
potentially unacceptable by regulators, posing a risk to
permitting of the Project.

No

Compared to deeper water locations, potential for increased
adverse effects associated with location in intertidal habitat
areas with valuable fish habitat (eelgrass) and high-value
marine invertebrate habitat. Such potential effects could be
potentially unacceptable by regulators, posing a risk to
permitting of the Project.

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

A. Historical Terminal Location

Option W3 – located on west side in intertidal zone

Option E1 - located on east side in intertidal zone

No

No

No

No

Not applicable as alternative not technically feasible

Not applicable as alternative not technically feasible

Construction
Costs/Schedule
Acceptable

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

Operations Cost Acceptable

Potential
Effects
Acceptable
by
Regulators

Feasible?

W2 (500 m): 500 m setback from −10 m chart
datum (CD) contour

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

W2 (275 m): intermediate setback from −10 m CD
contour

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

W2 (0 m): 0 m setback from −10 m CD contour

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

W1 (500 m): 500 m setback from −10 m CD
contour

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

W1 (275 m): intermediate setback from −10 m CD
contour

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

W1 (0 m): 0 m setback from −10 m CD contour

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative satisfies technical and
economic criteria

B. Terminal Location and Orientation

(including dredge and fill and
soil improvement
requirements)

(downtime from weather/navigation issues,
effects on other terminal operations at
Roberts Bank, yard efficiencies,
maintenance dredging)
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Table IR1-06-3

Feasibility Analysis for Location, Layout, and Configuration Alternatives for Causeway, Rail and Road Corridors, and Tug Basin

Alternatives Considered for Location, Layout
and Configuration

C. Causeway Location and Construction

Technical Evaluation

Economic Evaluation

Constructible, and Proven
Technology/Engineering

Existing causeway with elevated structure (i.e.,
double-decked causeway)

Yes

Separate parallel causeway with fill construction

Yes

Construction Cost
Acceptable

Feasibility Assessment Conclusion

Operation Cost
Acceptable
Feasible?

(capital cost)

(maintenance cost,
efficiency of
road/rail operations)

No

No

No

Capital and maintenance costs of elevated structures would
be cost prohibitive, so alternative rejected due to lack of
economic feasibility and excluded from further evaluation.

Yes

Although alternative is technically and economically feasible,
it is expected to have increased environmental effects
compared to other alternatives and was excluded during the
feasibility analysis from further evaluation.

Yes

Yes

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

Widening of existing causeway with lagoon and fill
construction

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Although alternative is technically and economically feasible,
it is expected to affect Aboriginal group crab and bivalve
harvesting area and was excluded during the feasibility
analysis from further evaluation.

Widening of existing causeway without lagoon,
with fill construction

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically
feasible – environmental effects evaluated.
As construction and operation (maintenance) costs were
found to be prohibitive, this alternative was rejected due to
lack of economic feasibility and excluded from further
evaluation.

Widening of existing causeway without lagoon,
with pile and deck structure

Yes

No

No

No

Constructible, and Proven
Technology/Engineering

Construction Cost
Acceptable

Operation Cost
Acceptable

Feasible?

Both tie-ins on causeway

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically
feasible – environmental effects evaluated.

One tie-in on causeway and one tie-in on
mainland

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically
feasible – environmental effects evaluated.

E. Project rail tie-ins to the existing rail
network

F. Project road tie-in to the existing road
corridor at Roberts Bank Way North

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

No criteria or evaluation as no alternatives for road tie-in.
Location is Acceptable
from Operational
Standpoint

Second tug operation
possible, with access to
seven vessel fleet

Construction Cost
Acceptable

Operation Cost
Acceptable

Feasible?

Adjacent to north side of the RBT2 marine
terminal

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically
feasible – environmental effects evaluated.

Adjacent to west side of the RBT2 marine terminal

No

Not evaluated as did not
satisfy other technical
criteria

No

Location not technically feasible as it would limit the ability to
accommodate a potential future short-sea shipping wharf
and alternative was excluded from further evaluation.

G. Tug basin

Not applicable - see rationale

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternatives Considered for Location, Layout

Technical Evaluation

Economic Evaluation

Adjacent to east side of the RBT2 marine terminal

No

Not evaluated as did not
satisfy other technical
criteria

Option 1 – Expansion of existing Roberts Bank tug
basin toward the causeway

Yes

Yes

Yes

Option 2 – Expansion of existing Roberts Bank tug
basin along the existing Deltaport Terminal

Yes

Yes

Yes

Feasibility Assessment Conclusion
No

Location not technically feasible as it would be affected by
wave climate during adverse weather conditions, thereby
potentially disrupting operations. Alternative was excluded
from further evaluation.

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically
feasible – environmental effects evaluated.

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically
feasible – environmental effects evaluated.

Not applicable - see rationale
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Table IR1-06-4 Feasibility Analysis for Construction Alternatives
Alternatives Considered

Technical Evaluation

H. Alternatives to Dredging

I. Alternative Methods for
Dredging

Economic Evaluation

Feasibility Assessment Conclusion

No criteria or evaluation as no alternatives to dredging

Proven Use for Equipment
(production rate to maintain schedule, working depths)

Construction Costs Acceptable

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

Cutter suction dredge – used at
dredge basin and intermediate
transfer pit (ITP)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

Trailing suction hopper dredge –
used at ITP

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

Clamshell dredge – used in dredge
basin and tug basin

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

Construction Costs Acceptable

Feasible?

J. Temporary Sand Storage

Adequate Storage Capacity
(2.5 - 3.0 million m3 per year)

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

In-river storage

No

Not applicable – see rationale

No

Alternative not technically feasible as annual storage volumes of
material would exceed the capacity at this location. Alternative was
excluded from further evaluation.

Inter-causeway storage (ITP)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

K. Construction of Supporting
Land for Marine Terminal
(For Causeway Construction see C.
and for Tug Basin Wharves
Construction see N.)

Floating container terminal

Construction Costs Acceptable
Proven Concept for Three-berth Container Terminal

No

(including duration and cost of
fabrication/installation)

Not applicable – see rationale

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

No

Alternative not technically feasible as unproven concept for a threeberth terminal that could accommodate ultra-large container vessels
and provide the technical requirements for the terminal throughput
and necessary road and rail connections to efficiently transport
containers to and from the market. Alternative was excluded from
further evaluation due to associated risks and uncertainty of this
concept.

Pile and deck

Yes

No

No

Alternative not economically feasible due to increased amount of
time and costs to install the required number of piles to achieve loadbearing capacity requirements. Due to unacceptable implications for
the overall construction schedule and project capital cost, this
alternative was excluded from further evaluation.

Land development using fill

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.
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Alternatives Considered

L. Construction of Terminal
Three-Berth Wharf

Technical Evaluation

Proven Concept for Wharf Structure

Economic Evaluation
Acceptable Risk
and Uncertainty
Regarding Seismic
Performance

Construction Costs
Acceptable
(including schedule,
constructability risk,
and fabrication/
installation costs)

Operation
Costs
Acceptable
(maintenance,
durability,
operability)

Feasibility Assessment Conclusion

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

Pile and deck wharf structure

Yes

Yes

No

Not applicable –
see rationale

No

Although this alternative was considered to be both technically and
economically feasible at the time of EIS preparation, based on new
information and a re-evaluation of construction costs (refer to IR1-08
Question 4 for more information), this alternative is currently not
considered to be economically feasible and has been excluded from
further evaluation (i.e., in IR01-07), noting that environmental
effects were previously evaluated in EIS Section 5.6.

Caisson wharf structure

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

Proven Concept for Disposal/ Settling

Acceptable Level of
Operational Risk

M. Disposal of Sediments

Creation of settling ponds

Yes

Construction Costs Acceptable

Maybe

No

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

No

Alternative may not be technically feasible due to uncertainties
associated with settling effectiveness during pond operation, and
construction costs were not economical. This alternative was
excluded from further evaluation.

Disposal at sea (DAS) at existing
location (Sand Heads)

Yes

Yes

Maybe

Yes

Alternative may not be economically feasible due to costs associated
with double-handling of material and transportation, but since
alternative is technically feasible, environmental effects were
evaluated.

DAS at Project-specific location

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

N. Construction of Tug Basin
Mooring Wharves

Construction Costs
Acceptable
Proven Concept for Wharf Structure

Operation
Costs
Acceptable

(including schedule,
fabrication/ installation
costs)

(maintenance,
durability)

Feasible?

Rationale for Rejection as a Feasible Alternative

Wharves constructed using fill

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

Pile and deck wharves

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.

Floating pontoon wharves anchored
by piles

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable, as alternative technically and economically feasible –
environmental effects evaluated.
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APPENDIX IR1-06-B
SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Fisheries
and Oceans

Pêches
et Océans

Pacific Region
200-401 Burrard St.
Vancouver, B.C V6C 3S4

April 1, 2003
Mr. Pat McLaughlin, Director
Container Development Group
Vancouver Port Authority
1900 – 200 Granville St.
Vancouver, B.C.
V6C 2P9

Mr. Darrell Desjardin
Container Development Group
Vancouver Port Authority
1900 – 200 Granville St.
Vancouver, B.C.
V6C 2P9

Dear Messrs.:
Subject: Proposed Container Terminal Expansion at Roberts Bank
This letter is a follow-up to the pre-application meeting that took place in Victoria on March
11, 2003 as part of the harmonized Canada/BC assessment process for the review of this
proposal. At that meeting the Vancouver Port Authority (VPA) described two separate
proposals that would form the basis for container terminal expansion at Roberts Bank.
These proposals were specifically identified as Delta Port and Terminal 2.
As you know, Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) outlined its concerns with the proposed
container terminal expansion (then identified as one project) in a letter from DFO to the
VPA dated November 21, 2002. In addition, DFO has met with the VPA on four occasions
to discuss proposals for container terminal expansion at Roberts Bank: September 24, 2002,
November 14, 2002, November 22, 2002 and January 21, 2003. In each of those meetings
DFO clearly stated our concern over any proposal to develop additional container storage
and dock facilities on the east side of the existing causeway. In each of those meetings DFO
advised the VPA that, because of the critical value of the fish habitat in the area of the
proposed expansion, DFO would not be able to issue a Fisheries Act Sec. 35(2)
authorization for the destruction of that habitat.
Accordingly, as I stated at the March 11 meeting, DFO will not be involved in any review of
the Delta Port proposal as the only option proposed for that project results in the destruction
of critical fish habitat on the east side of the causeway. These circumstances do not permit
DFO to authorize the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat and, as
such, DFO cannot exercise any power, duty or function that would permit the Delta Port
project to proceed as proposed.

2
With respect to the Terminal 2 proposal, DFO recognizes that our earlier discussions have
resulted in several options being proposed for this project. However, the option designated
E1 in the current Terminal 2 proposal results in destruction of critical fish habitat on the east
side of the causeway that DFO could not authorize. Option W3 also impacts valuable fish
habitat and would result in many of the same impacts to fish habitat as Option E1.
The intent of our earlier meetings and correspondence was to assist the VPA in identifying
options that would have the least impact to fish habitat so that the VPA could direct their
efforts to those options. In that regard DFO would be pleased to work with you on
evaluating Options W1 and W2 or other options for this development that are consistent
with DFO’s Policy for the Management of Fish Habitat and DFO’s Habitat Conservation
and Protection Guidelines.
Feel free to contact me at
file.

<contact information removed>

Sincerely,
Original Signed By
Jeff Johansen
A/Chief,
Major Projects Review Unit
Habitat and Enhancement Branch
cc.

S. Farlinger
C. Masson
D. Paterson
P. Scott
A. Duncan
R. Crook

if you wish further meetings or discussion of this

Request Number IR1-07: Analysis of Alternative Means
Information Request
1. Provide a rationale for why each VC was chosen or excluded from the alternative means
analysis.
2. For the criteria used to evaluate the effects of the alternative means on selected VCs
presented in Table 5-7 of the EIS, provide a discussion on the relative weighting of each
criterion in the alternative means analysis.
3. Provide further details on the analysis of the alternative means of the options presented
in Section 5.6 of the EIS. Sufficient information should be provided to support any
assumptions or conclusions made in the analysis.
4. Compare the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project with other possible
marine terminal locations within British Columbia, such as Deltaport, Centerm and Prince
Rupert ports. This analysis should consider construction requirements such as dredging
for maximum potential expansions to include, where applicable, the accommodation of
ultra-large container ships such as the Triple E class.
VFPA Response
1. Provide a rationale for why each VC was chosen or excluded from the
alternative means analysis.
1

The valued components (VCs) chosen for the alternative means analysis were selected

2

based on their ability to inform comparisons of alternative options. Table IR1-07-1 lists

3

the 16 natural and human environment components considered during the Project’s

4

environmental assessment, and those that were selected as key VCs for addressing

5

alternative means.

6

As stated in EIS Section 5.6.1, the key VCs were chosen to allow for comparisons of

7

potential direct or indirect effects of technically and economically feasible alternative means.

8

A VC was excluded from the analyses of alternative means if similar effects were expected

9

to result for each of the options evaluated, as the VC did not provide the differentiation

10

required for a comparative analysis. The exclusion of these VCs did not imply that they did

11

not have the potential to be affected by the alternative, they simply were not useful as

12

differentiators in the comparative analysis for the selection of the preferred means. Table

13

IR1-07-1 also provides the rationale for inclusion or exclusion from the analyses of

14

alternatives for each VC considered.
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Table IR1-07-1

Valued Components Considered for Alternative Means Analyses,
Including Rationale for Inclusion or Exclusion
Key VC Included
in Alternative
Means Analyses

Rationale for Inclusion or Exclusion

Yes

Potential changes from alternatives could be
differentiated based on Project footprint-related
losses or alterations of intertidal and subtidal
habitat, or physically-induced changes to habitat
from coastal geomorphology or water quality
changes.

Yes

Potential changes from alternatives could be
differentiated based on loss or alteration of
intertidal and subtidal habitat, or direct or indirect
effects to organisms themselves.

Marine Fish

Yes

Potential changes from alternatives could be
differentiated based on loss or alteration of
intertidal and subtidal habitat, or direct or indirect
effects to organisms themselves.

Marine Mammals

Yes

Potential changes from alternatives could be
differentiated based on changes to habitat quality
from increases in underwater noise.

Coastal Birds

Yes

Potential changes from alternatives could be
differentiated based on loss or alteration of
intertidal and subtidal habitat, or direct or indirect
effects to organisms themselves, including noise
disturbance.

Ongoing Productivity of
Commercial,
Recreational, and
Aboriginal Fisheries

No

Potential changes from alternatives captured in
marine vegetation, invertebrate, and fish VCs.

Labour Market

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Economic Development

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Marine Commercial Use

No

Potential changes from alternative means captured
in marine invertebrate and fish VCs.

Local Government
Finances

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Services and
Infrastructure

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Outdoor Recreation

No

Potential changes from alternative means captured
in marine vegetation, invertebrate, fish, and
mammals, and coastal bird VCs, and does not
provide sufficient differentiation of potential effects
between alternatives evaluated.

Visual Resources

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Valued Component
Considered

Marine Vegetation

Marine Invertebrates
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Key VC Included
in Alternative
Means Analyses

Rationale for Inclusion or Exclusion

Land and Water Use

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Human Health

Yes

Potential changes from alternatives could be
differentiated based on changes in air and noise
emissions.

Archaeological and
Heritage Resources

No

Does not provide sufficient differentiation of
potential effects between alternatives evaluated.

Valued Component
Considered

2. For the criteria used to evaluate the effects of the alternative means on
selected VCs presented in Table 5-7 of the EIS, provide a discussion on the
relative weighting of each criterion in the alternative means analysis.
15

The criteria used to evaluate the effects of the feasible alternative means on key VCs were

16

equally weighted, as each alternative option was evaluated on the basis of having more or

17

less of an effect compared to the other options being assessed. Therefore, comparative

18

terms, such as ‘less’, ‘more’, ‘greatest’, ‘highest’, ‘decreased’, ‘increased’, ‘larger’ as

19

examples, were used to distinguish the level of effect between each option for each of the

20

VCs.
3. Provide further details on the analysis of the alternative means of the options
presented in Section 5.6 of the EIS. Sufficient information should be provided
to support any assumptions or conclusions made in the analysis.

21

Further details on the analysis of the alternatives of the options presented in EIS Section

22

5.6 are provided in Tables IR1-07-2 and IR1-07-3. These tables provide a comparison of

23

the anticipated potential effects on key VCs of the alternative means that have been

24

identified as being technically and economically feasible (refer to the response to IR1-06

25

Question 1 for feasibility analysis criteria and conclusions on alternative means for the

26

Project, and IR1-06 Question 3 for criteria and conclusions regarding the Intermodal Yard

27

alternatives).

28

Tables IR1-07-2 and IR1-07-3 are based on Tables 5-8 and 5-9 of EIS Section 5.6, with

29

additional information provided in italicised text regarding assumptions and conclusions of

30

the analyses. Note that the VFPA has provided conclusions of the effects assesments of

31

alternative means to the table for clarity. Criteria used in the assessment of environmental

32

effects of alternative means is provided in Table 5-7 of the EIS. Each table identifies the

33

preferred alternative based on the analyses of environmental effects. A full environmental

34

assessment was conducted of the preferred alternatives and is described in the EIS.
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Table IR1-07-2
Alternative Means

Comparison of the Location, Orientation, Layout, and Configuration Alternative Means Effects
Assessment (Revised EIS Table 5-8)
Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

Marine Terminal (including berth pocket and marine approach areas) – refer to Appendix IR1-07-A EIS Figure 5-3 for layout
alternatives and EIS Figure 5-4 for optimised design
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds –
intertidal area:
▫ Greatest area of intertidal habitat loss compared to all options;

▫ Decreased amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (wave-induced scour) compared to W1 options, but increased compared
to W2 (0 m);
▫ Highest potential for dendritic channel formation from berth pocket dredging and
location compared to all options;
▫ Highest susceptibility to future changes on the tidal flats;

W2 (500 m)

▫ Increased mitigation for loss of and changes to intertidal habitat compared to W1
options; and
▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating channel formation in intertidal area.

• Marine Mammals:

▫ Least amount of terminal encroachment into open water.

• Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:

Least preferred W2
alternative due to
greatest area of
intertidal habitat loss,
highest potential for
dendritic channel
formation, and closest
location to the
communities (increased
noise).

▫ Highest potential for berth pocket infilling (i.e., the dredged area in front of the
wharf face to allow ships to berth at the terminal has the potential for being filled
in with sediments over time, requiring maintenance dredging (greater disturbance
to marine invertebrates and fish).
• Coastal Birds, Human Health:
▫ Increased noise as berth face located closest to communities compared to W1
options.
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds –
intertidal area:
▫ Larger area of intertidal habitat loss, compared to W1 and W2 (0 m) options;

▫ Decreased amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (wave-induced scour) compared to W1 options, but increased compared
to W2 (0 m);

W2 (275 m)

▫ Higher potential for dendritic channel formation from berth pocket dredging and
location compared to W1 options;
▫ Increased mitigation for loss of and changes to intertidal habitat compared to W1
options; and
▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating channel formation in intertidal area.

Second least preferred
W2 alternative due to
reduced area of
intertidal habitat loss
and further distance to
the communities,
compared to W2
(500 m).

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

▫ Increased noise as berth face located closer to communities compared to W1
options.
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds –
intertidal area:
▫ Larger area of intertidal habitat loss compared to all W1 options, but smaller area
compared to W2 (500 m) and (275 m) options;
▫ Decreased amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (wave-induced scour) compared to W1 and W2 (500 m) options;
▫ Higher potential for dendritic channel formation from berth pocket dredging and
location compared to W1 options;
W2 (0 m)

▫ Increased mitigation for intertidal habitat changes compared to W1 options, but
less than other W2 options; and
▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating channel formation in intertidal area.

• Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish – subtidal area:

▫ Increased loss of subtidal habitat compared to other W2 options, but decreased
loss compared to all W1 options; and

Most preferred
alternative for W2
orientation, but W1
orientation preferred as
W1 could enhance
vegetation growth by
decreasing wave action
and increasing tidal flat
stability.

▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating sea pen habitat loss in subtidal area.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

▫ Increased noise as berth face located closer to communities compared to W1
options.
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds –
intertidal area:
▫ Larger area of intertidal habitat loss compared to other W1 options (but decreased
area compared to all W2 options);
▫ Decreased potential for dendritic channel formation compared to W2 (500 m)
option;
▫ Greatest amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (wave-induced scour);
▫ Limited to no susceptibility to future changes on the tidal flats;
W1 (500 m)

▫ Decreased mitigation for intertidal habitat changes compared to W2 options, but
increased mitigation compared to other W1 options; and
▫ Mitigation for channel formation in intertidal area may not be required.

• Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish – subtidal area:

▫ Least amount of subtidal habitat loss from terminal footprint compared to other
W1 options, but greatest subtidal dredging area for berth pocket compared to all
options;

Least preferred option
for the W1 orientation
due to greatest area of
intertidal habitat loss
and closest location to
the communities.

▫ Decreased mitigation for subtidal habitat changes compared to other W1 options,
but increased mitigation compared to other W2 options; and
▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating sea pen habitat loss in subtidal area.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

▫ Decreased noise as berth face located further from communities compared to W2
options.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds –
intertidal area:
▫ Larger area of intertidal habitat loss compared to other W1 (0 m) option (but
decreased area compared to all W2 options);
▫ Decreased potential for dendritic channel formation compared to W2 options;

▫ Increased amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (wave-induced scour) compared to W2 options;
▫ Limited to no susceptibility to future changes on the tidal flats; and
W1 (275 m)

▫ Mitigation for channel formation in intertidal area may not be required.

• Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish – subtidal area:

▫ Increased amount of subtidal habitat loss from terminal footprint compared to all
options except W1 (0 m);
▫ Additional mitigation for subtidal habitat changes compared to other all options
except W1 (0 m); and

Second least preferred
W1 alternative due to
reduced area of
intertidal habitat loss
and further distance to
the communities,
compared to W1
(500 m).

▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating sea pen habitat loss in subtidal area.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

▫ Decreased noise as berth face located further from communities compared to W2
options.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds intertidal area:
▫ Smallest area of intertidal habitat loss compared to all options;

▫ Least potential for dendritic channel formation compared to all options –
mitigation not required;

▫ Increased amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (wave-induced scour) compared to W2 options; and
▫ Limited to no susceptibility to future changes on the tidal flats.

W1 (0 m)
Design not optimised,
with square
northwest corner

• Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish – subtidal area:

▫ Largest amount of subtidal habitat loss from terminal footprint compared to all
options, but smallest berth pocket dredge area;
▫ Lowest potential for berth pocket infilling;

▫ Greatest amount of mitigation required for subtidal habitat changes compared to
other all options; and
▫ Uncertainty associated with mitigating sea pen habitat loss in subtidal area.

• Marine Mammals:

Preferred W1 alternative
due to least
encroachment in
intertidal area, the
potential to enhance
vegetation growth by
decreasing wave action
and increasing tidal flat
stability, and location is
furthest distance from
the communities
(subsequent design
optimised – see option
below).

▫ Largest encroachment into open water.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

▫ Least noise as berth face located furthest from communities compared to W2
options.

W1 (0 m)
Optimised Design,
with rounded
northwest corner

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:
▫ Decreased amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (current-induced scour at northwest corner) compared to W1 (0 m)
option with square corner.

Preferred alternative
for reasons described
directly above for W1
(0 m) and due to
reduced scour potential
with the rounded
northwest corner. This
option was fully
assessed in the EIS.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

Causeway – refer to Appendix IR1-07-A EIS Figure 5-5 for location alternatives and optimised design
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:
▫ Greatest area of intertidal habitat loss compared to all options;
Separate Parallel
Causeway

▫ Greatest amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes (restricted flow) compared to all options;
▫ Increased mitigation for loss of and changes to intertidal habitat compared to all
options; and
▫ Restricted flow between causeways would result in changes to water quality and
barriers to species movement.

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:
▫ Greater area of intertidal habitat loss compared to widened causeway without
lagoon option;
Widened Causeway
with Lagoon

▫ Greater amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes compared to widened causeway without lagoon option;
▫ Increased mitigation for loss of and changes to intertidal habitat compared to
Widened Causeway without Lagoon option; and
▫ Restricted flow between where causeways are separate would result in changes to
water quality and barriers to species movement.

Widened Causeway
without Lagoon
Design not optimised,
uniform width of
widening

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:
▫ Smallest area of intertidal habitat loss compared to other options;

▫ Smallest amount of indirect habitat change from altered coastal geomorphic
processes compared to other options; and
▫ Least amount of mitigation required for loss of and changes to intertidal habitat
compared to other options.

Least preferred
causeway location
alternative as greatest
direct and indirect
habitat loss/change.

Second least preferred
causeway location
alternative as reduced
amount of direct and
indirect habitat
loss/change compared to
the Separate Parallel
Causeway alternative,
and increased mitigation
requirements compared
to Widened Causeway
without Lagoon option.
Preferred alternative as
smallest amount of
habitat loss/change and
least amount of
mitigation requirements
compared to other
alternatives (subsequent
design optimised – see
option below).

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means
Widened Causeway
without Lagoon
Optimised Design
(width of widening
minimised by
configuring road and
rail layouts to avoid
high-value habitat)

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:
▫ Smaller area of intertidal habitat loss compared to non-optimised option; and

▫ Less mitigation required for loss of and changes to intertidal habitat compared to
non-optimised option.

Conclusion
Preferred alternative
as reduced habitat
loss/change and
mitigation requirements
compared non-optimised
option. This option was
fully assessed in the EIS.

Road and Rail Corridors
Intermodal Yard (IY) Location
IY Configuration –
on RBT2

• No other technically and economically feasible alternatives within VFPA jurisdiction
or committed to by a third party.

Preferred alternative.
This option was fully
assessed in the EIS.

Project Rail Tie-ins to the Existing Rail Network
On-causeway rail
tie-ins to existing rail
network

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:

On- and
off-causeway rail tieins to existing rail
network

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds:

▫ Increased intertidal habitat loss due to additional 15 m width at northeast end of
the causeway.

▫ Reduced intertidal habitat loss (by 0.32 ha) due to narrower width at northeast
end of the causeway.

Least preferred
alternative due to
encroachment in
intertidal area containing
biofilm at northeast end
of the causeway.
Preferred alternative
as least amount of
intertidal habitat/biofilm
loss. This option was
fully assessed in the EIS.

Road Corridor
Road Corridor

• No alternatives. Only option for Project road design is a new overpass and access
road leading from Roberts Bank Way North to the marine terminal.

Preferred and only
alternative. This option
was fully assessed in the
EIS.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

Tug Basin – refer to Appendix IR1-07-A EIS Figures 5-4 and 5-6 for location alternatives
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:
Tug Basin located on
north shore of RBT2

▫ Increased intertidal habitat loss compared to all other options due to basin in
continuous eelgrass beds; and
▫ Increased potential for alteration in tidal flows compared to Option 2.

Least preferred option
due to additional
dredging requirements
and increased loss of
intertidal habitat
shoreward of the
terminal.

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:
Option 1
Original option
presented in the 2013
Project Description.

▫ Increased intertidal habitat loss due to larger basin in continuous eelgrass beds
compared to Option 2;
▫ Increased potential for alteration in tidal flows and water ponding compared to
Option 2; and
▫ Increased potential for habitat loss due to tidal channel formation compared to
Option 2.
• Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:

Second least preferred
option due to increased
potential for loss of
intertidal vegetation and
physical environment
alterations compared to
Option 2.

▫ Potential barrier to species movement with water ponding.
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:
Option 2

▫ Increased footprint compared to Option 1, but within area of patchy eelgrass
habitat so decreased eelgrass habitat loss compared to Option 1;
▫ Lowest potential for tidal channel formation; and

▫ Lowest potential for alterations in tidal flow and no potential for water ponding.

Table IR1-07-3
Alternative Means

Preferred alternative
as least potential for
environmental effects.
This option was fully
assessed in the EIS.

Construction Alternative Means Effects Assessment Comparison (Revised EIS Table 5-9)
Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

Dredging
Alternatives to
dredging

• No alternatives.

Preferred and only
alternative. This option
was fully assessed in the
EIS

Alternative methods
for dredging

• All three technically and economically feasible dredging methods (cutter suction,
trailing suction hopper, clam shell) will be used.

All dredging methods
fully assessed in EIS.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

Temporary Sand Storage
Inter-causeway
storage (ITP)

• No other technically and economically feasible alternatives.

Preferred alternative.
This option was fully
assessed in the EIS.

Construction of Supporting Land (Terminal and Causeway)
Land development
using fill

• No other technically and economically feasible alternatives.

Preferred alternative.
This option was fully
assessed in the EIS.

Construction of Terminal Three-berth Wharf
Caisson wharf
structure

• No other technically and economically feasible alternatives. Refer to IR1-06
Question 1 (Table IR1-06-4 in Appendix IR1-06-A) for more information.

Preferred alternative.
This option was fully
assessed in the EIS

Disposal of Sediments
• Human Health:
▫ Additional tug/barge traffic for disposal of material offsite, resulting in increased
air and noise emissions.
• Marine Fish, Marine Mammals:
▫ Additional tug/barge traffic for disposal of material offsite, resulting in increased
underwater noise.
DAS at Sand Heads
(existing) location

• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Marine Mammals,
Coastal Birds:
▫ Surface disposal of sediments from barges would increase horizontal and vertical
dispersion of sediments (compared to piped disposal), but increases expected to
be similar to naturally observed sedimentation patterns from Fraser River freshet.

Least preferred option as
may be economically
unfeasible due to
double-handling of
material and tug
operation costs.

• All Key VCs:
▫ Regulator (Environment Canada and Climate Change) preference towards use of
active DAS site so that potential effects associated with DAS activity are spatially
limited and monitoring efforts are focused and effective.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Conclusion

• Human Health, Marine Fish, Marine Mammals:

DAS at Project–
specific location
Refer to Appendix
IR1-07-A EIS
Figure 5-7.

▫ Decreased air and noise emissions, and underwater noise, compared to disposal at
existing DAS location, as no transportation-related activities with pumping to local
DAS site.
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Marine Mammals,
Coastal Birds:
▫ Temporary habitat quality changes through sediment dispersion and decreased
water quality within local environment (primarily benthic environment due to
piped disposal).
• All Key VCs:

Preferred alternative
as option both
technically and
economically feasible.
This option was fully
assessed in the EIS.

▫ New disposal sites less preferred for DAS due to potential alterations to the
physical environment, risks to human health, devaluation of marine resources,
and interference with other legitimate uses of the sea.
Construction of Tug Basin Mooring Wharves
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:
▫ Greatest direct loss of habitat; and

Wharves constructed
using fill (Filled
wharf)

▫ Greatest amount of indirect habitat change through altered coastal geomorphic
processes.
• Marine Fish, Marine Mammals:
▫ Underwater noise minimal as pile driving not used during construction.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

Least preferred due to
greatest potential for
effects to marine
vegetation, but noise
emissions minimal
compared to other
options.

▫ Construction noise minimal as pile driving not used during construction.
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:
▫ Reduced habitat loss compared to filled wharf and increased habitat loss
compared to floating wharf.
Pile and deck wharves

• Marine Fish, Marine Mammals:
▫ Increased underwater noise associated with pile driving.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

Least preferred due to
increases in noise due to
pile driving, but minimal
habitat loss compared to
other options.

▫ Increased noise associated with pile driving.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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Alternative Means

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components
• Marine Vegetation, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish:
▫ Least amount of habitat loss; and

Floating wharf and
piles

▫ Least amount of habitat change through altered coastal geomorphic processes.

• Marine Fish, Marine Mammals:

▫ Minimal piles resulting in less underwater noise than pile and deck option.

• Coastal Birds, Human Health:

▫ Minimal piles resulting in less noise than pile and deck option.

Conclusion
Preferred alternative
as less pile driving than
Pile and Deck Wharf
option and reduced
amount of habitat loss
compared to Filled Wharf
option. This option was
fully assessed in the EIS.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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4. Compare the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project with other
possible marine terminal locations within British Columbia, such as Deltaport,
Centerm and Prince Rupert ports. This analysis should consider construction
requirements such as dredging for maximum potential expansions to include,
where applicable, the accommodation of ultra-large container ships such as the
Triple E class
35

The VFPA described the analyses of alternative locations of a marine terminal within B.C. in

36

its response to IR1-06. Based on these analyses, none of (nor a combination of) the

37

potential alternative locations were deemed to be technically feasible as they could not meet

38

the increased demand for container traffic on the west coast of Canada by 2030. As noted in

39

the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Operational Policy Statement (OPS)

40

Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian Environmental

41

Assessment Act, 2012 (see VFPA response to IR1-06), and in section 8 of the Updated EIS

42

Guidelines and EIS Section 5.6, only technically and economically feasible alternative means

43

are retained for consideration of environmental effects.

44

There is no new information available regarding Deltaport, Centerm, or any other

45

alternative terminal locations within VFPA jurisdiction or Prince Rupert that would alter the

46

VFPA’s conclusions regarding the technical or economic feasibility of these alternatives or

47

the ability of these alternatives to meet the need for and purpose of the Project. Therefore,

48

the VFPA is of the view that the environmental effects of these alternatives need not be

49

further considered.
References
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. 2013. Operational Policy Statement
Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian Environmental
Assessment
Act,
2012.
Available
at
http://www.ceaaacee.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=1B095C22-1. Accessed October 4, 2016.
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Appendix IR1-07-A

Supporting Figures from the EIS
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APPENDIX IR1-07-A
SUPPORTING FIGURES FROM THE EIS
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Request Number IR1-08: Outputs of Alternative Means Analysis
Information Request
1. Explain how environmental considerations, other than requirements for habitat offsetting
and terminal and dredge basins footprint, were used in the analysis of alternative locations
for the terminal and orientations of the terminal.
2. Clarify the relative importance of construction scheduling compared to environmental
considerations.
3. Discuss the relative importance (weighting) of information from available environmental
reports compared to technical inputs from subject matter experts and work stream leads
in the selection of preferred scenarios.
4. Elaborate on the cost differences between the pile and deck structure as compared to the
concrete caisson structure for the options considered for the terminal construction.
5. Provide a detailed description of the information that was presented to the public and to
Aboriginal groups regarding the reinforced concrete caisson type terminal option which
resulted in the assertion that the public and Aboriginal groups preferred this option.
VFPA Response
1. Explain how environmental considerations, other than requirements for habitat
offsetting and terminal and dredge basins footprint, were used in the analysis of
alternative locations for the terminal and orientations of the terminal.
1

Environmental considerations, other than habitat offsetting requirements and direct footprint-

2

related changes, used in the preliminary analysis of alternative terminal locations and

3

orientations at Roberts Bank included the following:

4



Indirect changes from altered coastal processes (e.g., productivity loss), including:

5

o

Tide currents and how they shape tidal flat evolution;

6

o

Waves and how they shape tidal flat evolution; and

7

o

Tidal channel formation;

8



Underwater noise;

9



Noise emissions;

10



Light and visual resources; and

11



Aboriginal rights and related interests.

12

Following preliminary analyses, it was determined that while light and visual resources, and

13

Aboriginal rights and related interests, were important considerations in the environmental

14

effects assessment of alternative means, they were not differentiating criteria that permitted

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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15

a comparative analysis. Hence, the criteria that were carried forward for the analyses included

16

the following:

17

1. Coastal processes were considered for the coastal birds, marine fish, marine

18

invertebrates, marine mammals, and marine vegetation VCs, including changes in

19

water quality (i.e., water ponding) and tidal flat evolution (i.e., dendritic channel

20

formation, wave-induced scour, current-induced scour at the northwest corner of the

21

terminal, tidal channel formation, and sediment deposition patterns including berth

22

pocket infilling).

23

2. Underwater noise was considered in the evaluation of effects to marine fish and marine

24

mammals based on the encroachment of the terminal into open water. The furthest

25

offset from the -10 m CD contour line provides for the least potential effect.

26

3. Noise emissions were considered in the evaluation of potential effects to coastal birds

27

and human health, with increases in noise anticipated based on berth face distance

28

from local communities.

29

For each alternative terminal location and orientation at Roberts Bank, comparative

30

evaluations were conducted based on the environmental considerations described above, in

31

addition to habitat offsetting requirements and direct footprint-related changes, as described

32

in EIS Table 5-8 (updated Table 5-8 is provided in the VFPA’s response to IR1-07—see

33

Table IR1-07-2).
2. Clarify the relative importance of construction scheduling compared to
environmental considerations

34

The VFPA’s response to IR1-06 and IR1-07 describes the approach and technical, economic,

35

and environmental criteria used to determine the preferred means of carrying out the Project.

36

Construction schedule was not considered as a technical criterion during these analyses.

37

Construction schedule was considered once a preferred means of carrying out the Project was

38

determined and is described in EIS Section 4.3. Several constraints to work activities were

39

considered, including fisheries work windows (juvenile salmon and crab closures), work

40

stoppages for marine mammal sightings, and certain provisions of the Coasting Trade Act that

41

regulate marine activities.

42

In the case of the preferred alternative means of carrying out the Project, environmental

43

considerations dictated the start of construction, the duration of construction activities, and

44

were considered early in the planning process.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2
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3. Discuss the relative importance (weighting) of information from available
environmental reports compared to technical inputs from subject matter experts
and work stream leads in the selection of preferred scenarios.
45

The analyses of alternative means of carrying out the Project was based on the consideration

46

by the Project team of multiple streams of information, which included historical information,

47

technical, engineering, and environmental reports, and feedback from consultation. During

48

this process, technical information was not weighted against information available from

49

environmental reports. Information sources were generally considered to be of equal

50

importance during the analysis of alternative means, except for the following:

51



Regulator input on preferred location: Preliminary planning for a new three-berth

52

container terminal at Roberts Bank was undertaken in the early 2000s 1 (as described

53

in EIS Section 2.3.1) and input from regulators during that time provided guidance as

54

to the preferred location of a potential future terminal at Roberts Bank. This input was

55

considered at the beginning of the process of determining alternative means; and

56



Input from consultation: Feedback on the design and location of the alternative means

57

from consultation with Aboriginal groups and the public, including communities, local

58

and regional government, stakeholders, community groups, and residents, was

59

initiated in 2012 on Project concepts. Details of the consultation process are provided

60

in the VFPA’s response to Question 5 below. Feedback received during all rounds of

61

consultation was considered iteratively during Project planning.

62

In 2011, as part of the feasibility assessment phase of the Project, conceptual design and

63

technical reports were prepared, including geotechnical (including seismic) assessments,

64

metocean studies, dredging concept and dredgeate usage studies, desktop ship navigation

65

study (including pilot feedback), mooring and berthing analysis, transportation analysis,

66

terminal equipment configuration alternatives, automation alternatives, environmental

67

reports (e.g., Roberts Bank Port Expansion – Report of the Environmental Assessment Panel 2,

68

Deltaport project reports), and financial analysis. Information provided by these studies was

69

considered during the definition phase and provided the basis of the preliminary engineering

70

design criteria used in the analyses of alternative means of carrying out the Project. Once the

1

2

In 2002, RBT2 was proposed together with the Deltaport Third Berth (DP3) Project. Based on regulator input,
the VFPA chose not to advance RBT2 in order to provide more time to complete environmental and engineering
studies to explore the best location and design for a new terminal; DP3 proceeded through the regulatory process
as a separate project.
Federal Environmental Assessment Office. 1979. Roberts Bank Port Expansion – Report of the Environmental
Assessment Panel. Available at http://www.robertsbankterminal2.com/wp-content/uploads/Report-of-theEnvironmental-Assessment-Panel-Roberts-Bank-Port-Expansion-1979.pdf. Accessed October 2016.
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71

preferred option was selected, this information was also used in the preliminary design of the

72

Project and is provided in the EIS Appendix 4-A.
4. Elaborate on the cost differences between the pile and deck structure as
compared to the concrete caisson structure for the options considered for the
terminal construction.

73

A berth structural system options study for the RBT2 terminal considered costs associated

74

with both the caisson and pile and deck structures. This study, which was recently updated

75

to take into account the revised seismic standard and the latest geotechnical assumptions,

76

concluded that a pile and deck structure would cost 35% more to build than the caisson

77

option.

78

As

79

Appendix IR1-06-A) and IR1-07 Question 3 regarding the analyses of alternative means of

80

construction activities, both the caisson and pile and deck options are considered to be

81

technically feasible, but only the caisson option is considered to be economically feasible.

indicated

in

the

VFPA’s

response

to

IR1-06

Question

1

(Table

IR1-06-4

in

5. Provide a detailed description of the information that was presented to the public
and to Aboriginal groups regarding the reinforced concrete caisson type terminal
option which resulted in the assertion that the public and Aboriginal groups
preferred this option.
82

During Project Definition consultation in 2012, the following information was provided to the

83

public and Aboriginal groups regarding the reinforced concrete caisson the terminal option:

84
85



Discussion Guide and Feedback Form, Project Definition Consultation, October 22 –
November 30, 2012: pages 13 and 23 (Appendix IR1-08-A).

86

Within the discussion guide, the public and Aboriginal groups were asked to review a variety

87

of project definition options, including two types of berth structures for the new terminal:

88

reinforced concrete caissons and pile and deck. Information for both the reinforced concrete

89

caisson berth structure and pile and deck berth structure was provided as well as diagrams

90

depicting how each structure would look when complete.

91

Once the information was reviewed, the public and Aboriginal groups were asked to rate their

92

level of agreement with the use of caissons for the construction of the berth structure for the

93

proposed Project. They were also given the opportunity to provide additional comments for

94

the project team to consider regarding the use of the caisson berth structure.
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95

The feedback from the public consultation efforts on the reinforced concrete caisson terminal

96

option was consolidated into the following documents:

97



Project Definition Consultation Summary Report, January 2013 (Appendix IRI-08-B)

98



Project Definition Consultation – Consideration of Consultation Input – October 2012

99

(Appendix IRI-08-C)

100

The feedback indicated that 67% of the 42 respondents somewhat agreed or strongly agreed

101

with the use of the caissons for the construction of the berth structure.
Appendices
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Discussion Guide and Feedback Form, Project Definition Consultation,
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Appendix IRI-08-C
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APPENDIX IR1-08-A
DISCUSSION GUIDE AND FEEDBACK
FORM, PROJECT DEFINITION
CONSULTATION, OCTOBER 22 –
NOVEMBER 30, 2012

DELTA

Feedback Form Inside!
Online Feedback Form Available at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2

Proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2

Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 Project
Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
Project Definition Consultation
October 22 – November 30, 2012

A part of the
Container Capacity Improvement Program

Existing Roberts Bank
Terminals

What is the roberts bank terminal 2 projeCt?
the roberts bank terminal 2 Project is a proposed new multi-berth container terminal in Delta, b.C.
that would provide 2.4 million teUs (twenty-foot equivalent unit containers) of container capacity.

projeCt definition Consultation – meeting sChedule
aRea

eVent

date

time

location

Delta

Stakeholder meeting

tuesday, October 23

1:30pm–3:30pm

Coast tsawwassen Inn
1665 56th Street, Delta

Delta

Stakeholder meeting

tuesday, October 23

6:00pm–8:00pm

Coast tsawwassen Inn
1665 56th Street, Delta

Langley

Stakeholder meeting

Wednesday, October 24 6:00pm–8:00pm

Newlands Golf and Country Club
21025 48th Avenue, Langley

Delta

Stakeholder meeting

thursday, October 25

1:30pm–3:30pm

Delta town & Country Inn
6005 Highway 17, Delta

richmond

Open House

thursday, October 25

6:00pm–9:00pm

Hilton vancouver Airport
5911 minoru boulevard, richmond

From October 22 to November 30, 2012, Port metro vancouver is conducting Project Definition
Consultation for the roberts bank terminal 2 Project with communities, stakeholders and the public.

Delta

Open House

Saturday, October 27

10:00am–1:00pm

Delta town & Country Inn
6005 Highway 17, Delta

You can provide feedback and learn more by:

Surrey

Stakeholder meeting

tuesday, October 30

1:30pm–3:30pm

Northview Golf and Country Club
6857 168th Street, Surrey

richmond

Stakeholder meeting

tuesday, October 30

6:00pm–8:00pm

Hilton vancouver Airport
5911 minoru boulevard, richmond

vancouver

Stakeholder meeting

Wednesday, October 31 9:00am–11:00am

morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue
580 West Hastings, vancouver

Surrey

Open House

thursday, November 1

6:00pm–9:00pm

Northview Golf and Country Club
6857 168th Street, Surrey

Delta

Open House

tuesday, November 6

6:00pm–9:00pm

Coast tsawwassen Inn
1665 56th Street, Delta

Langley

Open House

thursday, November 8

6:00pm–9:00pm

Newlands Golf and Country Club
21025 48th Avenue, Langley

the project is part of Port metro vancouver’s Container Capacity Improvement Program, a long-term
strategy to deliver projects to meet anticipated growth in demand for container capacity to 2030.

environmental assessment
the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project will be subject to a thorough and independent
environmental assessment. While the scope and nature of the environmental assessment have
not yet been determined by federal and provincial regulators, it is anticipated that it would be
some form of panel-level review; the most rigorous form of environmental assessment.

have your say

•

Attending a stakeholder meeting or open house

•

Providing feedback online: www.portmetrovancouver.com/rbt2

•

Writing a submission to: container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com

•

Calling 604.665.9337

Please PRoVide youR Feedback by noVembeR 30, 2012.

hoW input Will be used
Input received during consultation will be considered, along with technical and financial information, in developing
project designs or plans, including engineering and environmental mitigation plans.
the input received during this consultation will be summarized in a Consultation Summary report, which will
be made available online at www.portmetrovancouver.com/rbt2. A Consideration memo will be produced,
showing how input was considered in refining project designs or in mitigation and compensation measures.
2
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To register for a stakeholder meeting, please email container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com or call 604.665.9337.
Please visit www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2 for any potential changes to this schedule.

What We’ve heard

WHat is PoRt metRo VancouVeR?

Pre-Consultation, held in June 2011, was designed to consult
local communities, stakeholders and the public about the design
of the consultation program for the roberts bank terminal 2
Project. Specifically, participants were asked how they wanted
to be consulted and about the topics they wished to discuss
regarding the project.

Port metro vancouver is Canada’s largest and North America’s most diversified port, trading $75 billion in goods with more than
160 trading economies annually. Our activities generate more than 129,500 jobs across Canada and a total economic output of
$22 billion, which includes the value-added gross domestic product (GDP) component of $10.5 billion. Our mandate is to support
the growth of Canadian trade.

there were multiple opportunities for stakeholders to participate
in Pre-Consultation, held between June 6 and June 30, 2011:
•
•
•

73 people attended Pre-Consultation multi-stakeholder
meetings
55 feedback forms were received; 10 through the online
feedback form
1 written submission was received

Overall, participants indicated they want to discuss the
following topics:
•
•
•
•

socio-economic topics such as road and rail traffic,
economic benefits and jobs
Project design elements such as the terminal layout,
marine traffic, roads and rail
local and regional area issues such as air quality,
safety, greenhouse gases, land use, noise and light
infrastructure, port facilities, including the berth, terminal,
shore protection, road and rail access

For more information about Pre-Consultation, please see
the Pre-Consultation Summary report, and Consideration
of Consultation Input, available at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/Rbt2.

bordering on 16 municipalities, one treaty First Nation and
intersecting the traditional territories of several First Nations,
Port metro vancouver works with local government, First Nations,
residents and businesses to balance the needs of the shipping and
tourism industries, and local communities. We are committed to
improving the sustainability of our operations and developments,
and being mindful of economic, social and environmental impacts.

eConomiC benefits of port metro vanCouver (2008)

more than

129,500

jobs across Canada

$22billion
in economic output

$6.1billion
in wages

53,100

direct jobs

in Metro Vancouver

Why is trade important?
Canada is a trading nation, and trade is one of the primary drivers of economic growth in the country. the economic benefits of trade are
created not just in the Pacific Gateway itself, but also across the region, province and country. One of the primary benefits of international
trade is in the jobs that it creates.
the location and nature of these jobs varies greatly, from logistics to manufacturing to agricultural – but all rely on the movement of goods
in and out of the Pacific Gateway. Other benefits to Canadians include increased revenue to government, community amenities, and
higher purchasing power.
because of this, Port metro vancouver has been working with all levels of government in planning and developing many initiatives that will
accommodate future growth, improve cargo handling and increase the Pacific Gateway’s competitive advantage.
the Container Capacity Improvement Program is Port metro vancouver’s long-term strategy to deliver projects to meet anticipated
growth in container capacity demand until 2030. As an integral component of the Program, Port metro vancouver is continually assessing
potential efficiency gains throughout existing Lower mainland container facilities.

roberts bank terminal 2 Project | Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
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Why do We need more CapaCity for Containerized trade?

why containers?

Containers are:
Large infrastructure projects like the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project require a long lead time, and that is why Port metro vancouver
is planning now to make sure there is enough capacity to meet future demand for containerized trade.

•

Constructed of steel and designed for repeated use

•

Designed to carry goods and to be transferred to one
or more modes of transportation (ship, train or truck)
without reloading

In 2011, Port metro vancouver moved 2.5 million teUs, and forecasts show that container traffic is expected to double over the next 10 to 15
years, and triple by 2030. the graph below shows container forecasts for Canada’s West Coast (Ocean Shipping Consultants, may 2012).
the stepped lines show projects, both underway and planned, that would accommodate these increases in demand1. even with recent and
current improvements at Port metro vancouver’s terminals, and planned investments at the Fairview terminal in Prince rupert, current
demand forecasts indicate the west coast of Canada will still need more container capacity by the mid-2020s. based on the current project
schedule, and subject to regulatory approvals, the roberts bank terminal 2 Project could be fully operational by 2024. Port metro vancouver
will continue to monitor economic conditions and container traffic throughout project development.
West Coast of Canada – foreCast demand and planned CapaCity inCreases

Roberts Bank
Terminal 2

10

Prince Rupert
Phase 2 Stage 2

8

MILLIONS OF TEUs

Inner Harbour
Planned Capacity
High Case Throughput
85% of Planned Capacity

DTRRIP and
Prince Rupert Phase 2
Stage 1

Base Case Throughput
Low Case Throughput
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what is a teU?
the capacity of a container terminal and a ship is
measured in twenty-foot equivalent container units or
teUs for short.
•

A 20-foot container (shown above) is referred to
as 1 teU

•

A 40-foot container is referred to as 2 teUs

what is shiPPeD in containers?

4

examples of goods shipped in containers include:
eXPorts Lumber, pulp, plywood, specialty grain and

2

local agricultural products
iMPorts electronics, food, household goods, clothing,
0

2011 2012 2013 2014

1

4

2015 2016 2017 2018

2019 2020 2021 2022

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 YEAR

Container ports begin to lose efficiency when they attempt to operate above 85% of their maximum capacity. the dotted purple line on this graph refers to 85% of planned capacity.
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shoes, health and medical products,
construction materials, and manufacturing
inputs such as auto parts

Containerized trade on the Canadian West Coast
Worldwide containerized trade has been increasing in recent decades and the west coast of Canada proves to be no exception.

Coquitlam
Coquitlam
Port
Moody

Vanterm
Centerm

Port
Port
Coquitlam
Coquitlam

Vancouver

Burnaby

99

7

Fraser
Surrey
Docks

91

Richmond

port metro vanCouver
Significant improvements were achieved in 2005 at vanterm and Centerm – Port metro vancouver’s
container terminals in burrard Inlet – resulting in a combined increase of 75% (600,000 teUs) of
container capacity. At roberts bank, the Deltaport third berth Project, which opened in 2010, resulted
in an additional 600,000 teUs, equivalent to a 50% increase in capacity; and the Deltaport terminal,
road and rail Improvement Project, which is scheduled for completion in 2015, will provide a further
600,000 teUs of container capacity at roberts bank.
port of prinCe rupert

Surrey

99
15
91

Delta

Langley

Additional container capacity on the Canadian west coast was also provided in 2007 when the Port of
7
Prince rupert converted its Fairview terminal from a break bulk terminal to a container terminal that has
a current capacity of 750,000 teUs. Future expansions of the Fairview terminal are expected to nearly
triple the capacity of the terminal to a total of 2 million teUs.
11

99
17

Tsawwassen
First Nation

However, based on forecasts, these improvements at Port metro vancouver and the Port of Prince
rupert will still not be enough to meet the additional container capacity that will be required on the west
coast in the next 10 to 15 years.
13

Deltaport

Port Metro Vancouver currently has four marine container terminals.
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Opportunities for Creating Container Capacity
Container terminals require sufficient water depth for deep-sea vessel access and the necessary road and rail connections to efficiently
transport containers to and from the market.
Port Metro Vancouver’s Land Use Plan requires that the use of existing terminals is maximized before any new facilities are built. In planning
for future capacity within the guidelines of the Land Use Plan, Port Metro Vancouver’s Container Capacity Improvement Program considered
the following opportunities for creating container capacity:
•

Increase the capacity and efficiency of existing
container terminals.

		The Inner Harbour terminals (Vanterm and Centerm) were expanded
and upgraded in 2005 to increase container capacity. Significant
expansion at these terminals is not currently possible in the near
term given the complexities related to the rail requirements that
would be needed, and given that Port Metro Vancouver has existing
lease agreements in place and does not own all of the adjacent land
needed to further expand the terminals.
		Deltaport was last expanded in 2010, with the Deltaport
Third Berth Project. The Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail
Improvement Project, to be completed by 2015, will increase
throughput at the Deltaport Terminal by undertaking
improvements in the terminal, increasing the capacity of the
intermodal yard and improving the efficiency of the road and
rail infrastructure leading to the terminal.
		Fraser Surrey Docks has existing container facilities and land
available for expansion; however, the water depth restrictions of
the Fraser River – as a result of the George Massey Tunnel and
the existing depth of the river on either side of the tunnel – limit
access by deep-sea container ships. In addition, larger vessels

6
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such as those currently visiting Deltaport cannot be accommodated
in the Fraser River due to their length, limiting the ability of the
terminal to achieve additional container throughput.
•

 onvert existing under-utilized terminals to
C
handle containers.

		Lynnterm, an existing break bulk cargo terminal in North
Vancouver, was considered for conversion to container handling;
however, the terminal’s adjacent road network has insufficient
capacity to accommodate the number of container trucks
required and therefore limits its ability as a container terminal.
		Alternatively, part of the Lynnterm terminal is being considered to
help accommodate the growth in the Port’s bulk sector.
•

Build a new terminal.

		Given the constraints of the previous options, Port Metro
Vancouver has been exploring the potential for a new terminal.
The proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is considered
to be the next viable option to provide the necessary container
capacity on the west coast of Canada.

Port Metro Vancouver’s Land Use Plan
Port Metro Vancouver has developed a Land Use Plan to serve as
a guidance document for the ongoing development and utilization
of Port lands. The land use policies enable Port Metro Vancouver’s
customers, stakeholders, municipal neighbours, government agencies
and the public to identify and understand the principles by which
the Port intends to manage its land and water areas.
The Land Use Plan takes into consideration existing land and
water uses, existing properties and their capacities and forecasts
of future commodity volumes.
In late 2011, Port Metro Vancouver initiated a two-year process to
update its Land Use Plan, involving comprehensive consultation with
stakeholders and the community. The new plan will articulate the
Port’s policies on land use and development, and will identify the
types of uses appropriate on land and water across its jurisdiction.
Port Metro Vancouver’s Land Use Plan indicates that Roberts Bank
will be a primary focus for the Port’s container growth strategy,
including the development of a new container terminal and associated
transportation infrastructure. We do not anticipate that the intent
for this area will change as part of the new Land Use Plan.

Why roberts bank?
roberts bank is an established trade gateway and is well
positioned to accommodate future growth in trade activity. It has
several competitive advantages, including its proximity to major
transportation corridors for both truck and rail movements and one of
the most efficient ship-to-rail designs of any port in North America.
two initiatives are currently underway to improve transportation at
roberts bank.
south Fraser Perimeter Road:
$1.2 billion investment to Reduce congestion
the Province of b.C.’s South Fraser Perimeter road (SFPr) is a
40-kilometre-long four-lane route along the south side of the Fraser
river from Deltaport Way in southwest Delta to 176th Street
(Highway 15) in Surrey, with connections to Highways 1, 15, 17,
91, 99 and the Golden ears bridge. SFPr will offer an efficient
trade corridor, and will divert truck and other traffic off municipal
roads in Delta and Surrey.
When SFPr is completed at the end of 2013, container trucks
departing from Deltaport will reroute from Highway 17 and from
Highway 10 west of Highway 91 onto the new highway.
the b.C. ministry of transportation and Infrastructure began
planning the SFPr in the late 1990s, in response to regional
population growth and changing employment patterns. between
2006 and 2008, the project was reviewed under a harmonized
environmental assessment process that also accounted for
potential port expansion at roberts bank.

the South Fraser Perimeter road alignment is shown on the
next page.

reCent announCement regarding the
george massey tunnel

Roberts bank Rail corridor Program:
$300 million to separate Road and Rail traffic and to
improve safety

On September 28, 2012, the Premier of b.C. announced plans to
engage local governments in initial discussions on a replacement
for the George massey tunnel.

the $300 million roberts bank rail Corridor Program includes one
road network improvement project and eight overpasses in Delta,
Surrey, the City of Langley and the township of Langley. these
projects are being funded by an unprecedented collaboration of 12
funding partners, including local, regional, provincial and federal
governments, as well as private industry. Port metro vancouver and
its tenants and stakeholders are contributing $50 million.

In addition to supporting continued growth in the vancouver
Gateway, the George massey tunnel represents a primary north/
south corridor linking the United States and metro vancouver. the
renewal of the crossing will also support benefits to communities
in the Lower mainland by easing congestion.

the overpasses will separate road and rail traffic, improving safety,
easing community connections and minimizing train whistling. the
overpasses will also improve the efficiency of rail operations and,
in turn, the overall efficiency of the port. these projects will be
complemented by a rail Crossing Information System, a system of
road signs that would notify drivers travelling on nearby routes of
an incoming train, allowing them to reroute to the new overpasses.

Port metro vancouver continually seeks ways to mitigate traffic
impacts on communities and the proposed replacement of the
George massey tunnel would contribute significantly towards this
objective. Port metro vancouver looks forward to participating in
the upcoming consultation process and working collaboratively
with partners as this project progresses.

All nine projects are underway, and will be complete by 2014.
In addition to the roberts bank rail Corridor projects, a new
overpass at 28th Avenue provides an east-west route across
Highway 17 for local agricultural traffic and emergency vehicles,
replacing an at-grade crossing at 57b Street.
the roberts bank rail Corridor improvements are shown on
the next page.
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the following Projects are Part of the
roberts bank rail corriDor PrograM:

Coquitlam

Port
Moody

41b stReet

overpass to separate road and rail movements.
80tH stReet

overpass to separate road and rail movements.

Port
Coquitlam

PanoRama Ridge WHistle cessation

Closure of street-level railway crossings at 125a street
and 131a street (Colebrook road), and a private crossing
in the vicinity of 139th street. Colebrook road will be
extended along the north side of the railway from
131a street to 144th street; access road upgrades
and a new street-level railway crossing of the burlington
northern santa fe railway will be constructed to provide
access to mud bay park; and the street-level crossing
protection at 144th street will be upgraded for
whistling cessation.

Vancouver
Burnaby

99

130th St./
Bridgeview Dr.
Connection
Tannery Rd.
Connection

152nd stReet

overpass to separate road and rail movements.

Richmond

192nd stReet

99

Tilbury
Connection
72nd St.
Overpass

196tH stReet

overpass to separate road and rail movements.
Ladner Trunk Rd.
(Highway 10)
Overpass

overpass to separate road and rail movements.
muFFoRd cRescent/64tH aVenue

Closure of mufford Crescent and realignment along
62nd/64th avenues. includes an overpass to separate road
and rail movements.
232nd stReet

41B St. Grade
Separation

7

Surrey

Deltaport Way
Connection

TFN

Mufford Cres./64th Ave.
Realignment & Grade
Separation

91

Delta

Highway 99 Connection
99

Panorama Ridge
Whistle Cessation
152nd St.
Rail Overpass

64th St.
Rail Overpass

17

232nd St.
Grade
Separation

54th & 56th Ave. Grade Separation
196th St. Grade Separation
192nd St. Grade Separation

80th St. Rail Overpass
36th Ave.
Rail Overpass

This map shows the South Fraser Perimeter Road alignment and Roberts Bank Rail Corridor Program improvements.
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Langley

15

Sunbury
Connection/
Rail Overpass

overpass to separate road and rail movements.

8

Fraser Heights
Connector

Fraser
Heights
Bridge

Rail Overpass

overpass to separate road and rail movements.

54tH aVenue/56tH aVenue

Old Yale Road
Overpass/
Rail Underpass

Split grade
with bridges
spanning
5 ravines

91

136th St.
Connection

TFN

Roberts Bank Rail Corridor
(RBRC)
South Fraser Perimeter Road
(SFPR)
Tsawwassen First Nation
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sustainable development in Canada’s paCifiC gateWay
Port metro vancouver plays a critical role in Canada’s Pacific Gateway. this integrated network of airports,
seaports, railways, roads and border crossings connects Canada with major trading partners. Port metro
vancouver is committed to working together with our partners in building a sustainable future for our
communities and businesses.
We are committed to finding ways to integrate new initiatives and programs that promote environmental,
social and economic sustainability in all areas of our operations. For instance, Port metro vancouver’s
Air Action Program works to reduce emissions now to help maintain good air quality for the future. Our
ecoAction Program promotes attainable emissions reduction goals for ships that enter our port, and
rewards those who excel in environmental stewardship. In 2010, we launched the blue Circle Award
for the ecoAction Program for Shipping, a recognition reserved for only the highest achievements in
emissions reduction.
As a port authority, we are committed to raising awareness about port operations and developments, and
reaching solutions that support the economic, environmental and social aspirations of our neighbouring
communities. to learn more about Port metro vancouver’s sustainability initiatives and to read our current
Sustainability report, please visit: www.portmetrovancouver.com/accountability

Port Metro VancoUVer’s coMMUnity anD Mitigation initiatiVes

Port metro vancouver worked in collaboration with the community and stakeholders
throughout the construction and first year of operation of the Deltaport third berth
to identify and address any potential impacts. Some of the collaborative initiatives
included:
•

establishing the PoRt community liaison committee following the
completion of the Deltaport third berth Project, and the success of the Deltaport
third berth Community Liaison Committee. Port metro vancouver established
this committee, comprised of up to 15 individuals representing the Corporation
of Delta, tsawwassen First Nation, community organizations, port industry, and
Port metro vancouver. this committee is an information-sharing forum, which has
been organized to discuss developments, identify concerns and provide suggestions,
as well as facilitate two-way communication among respective constituencies
about port operations and development.

•

establishing the delta containeR tRuck tRaFFic WoRking gRouP
to address port-related container truck issues in the community of Delta.
members include Port metro vancouver, tSI terminal Systems Inc., the
b.C. ministry of transportation and Infrastructure, the Corporation of Delta,
the Delta Police, ICbC and community representatives.

•

Implementing imPRoVements to HigHWay 17 that mitigate the additional
truck trips generated by the Deltaport third berth, including:

truCk liCensing system
Port metro vancouver’s mandatory truck Licensing System (tLS) is designed to monitor truck
movements and manage a reduction in truck emissions. this policy requires that all trucks accessing
marine container terminals under the jurisdiction of Port metro vancouver have a valid tLS licence.
the truck Licensing System requires trucks to reduce idling within Port metro vancouver terminals to no
more than three minutes in any hour, and restricts the age and emissions standards of vehicles that are
allowed to enter Port metro vancouver terminals. by 2015, all trucks that access Port metro vancouver
marine terminals will be required to achieve a 2007 engine emission performance or better. this program
has resulted in a net improvement to air quality, even though the number of trucks accessing Port metro
vancouver terminals has increased.

- Improvements to the Highway 17 northbound off-ramp that leads onto
Highway 99 southbound.
- extension of the northbound HOv lane on Highway 17 south of Ladner
trunk road.
- Signal modifications at the intersection of Highway 17 and Ladner trunk
road, and road capacity improvements to the left turning lanes from
Ladner trunk road eastbound onto Highway 17 northbound.
- restriction of commercial vehicles to the curb lane, both northbound
and southbound, on Highway 17 at Ladner trunk road.
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RobeRts bank teRminal 2 PRoject
the roberts bank terminal 2 Project is a proposed new three-berth container terminal at roberts bank in Delta, b.C. that could provide additional capacity of 2.4 million teUs (twenty-foot
equivalent unit containers) per year to meet forecast demand until 2030. A concept for the project has been developed for consultation with communities, the Province of b.C., the british
Columbia railway Company (bC rail), local governments, user railways, industry, regulators and First Nations.
Subject to environmental and regulatory approvals, the project could be fully operational by 2024.

Once operating at capacity, the project would provide the following benefits:

the project is made up of three major components, which are described in further detail over
the next few pages:

•

direct employment: estimated 9,200 jobs, worth approximately $440 million in
wages annually

1. marine terminal

•

indirect and induced employment: estimated 9,000 jobs, worth approximately
$180 million in wages annually

•

total direct, indirect and induced employment: 18,200 jobs, worth approximately
$620 million in wages annually

•

gross domestic Product: Approximately $1.66 billion to the Canadian economy annually

•

total economic output: Approximately $3.1 billion annually

2. road and rail infrastruCture on the roberts bank CauseWay
3. upland road and rail infrastruCture
If constructed, the roberts bank terminal 2 Project would drive economic growth and
increase employment, benefiting the region, the province and the country. the economic
benefits to Canada from the proposed project would include direct, indirect, and induced
employment growth, and gains in economic output, gross domestic product (GDP) and
government revenues during construction and operations.
During the construction period, anticipated to be approximately six years, the project
would generate the following benefits:
•

direct construction employment: estimated 2,500 jobs for six years, worth
approximately $690 million in wages

•

indirect and induced employment: estimated 2,000 jobs for six years, worth
approximately $450 million in wages

•

total direct, indirect and induced employment: estimated 4,500 jobs for six
years, worth approximately $1.14 billion in wages

•

gross domestic Product: Approximately $1.63 billion to the Canadian economy
total economic output: Approximately $4.1 billion

•

economic information will be updated as the project proceeds through design and development.
eConomiC benefits of the roberts bank terminal 2 projeCt

1

10
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Construction period of approximately six years

DELTA

Proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2

Existing Roberts Bank
Terminals

An artist’s rendering of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
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1. marine terminal
terminal orientation and loCation
the proposed marine terminal would be located west of the existing roberts bank terminal
facilities, approximately 5.5 kilometres offshore from the mainland. the terminal is proposed
to be oriented parallel to the shoreline (perpendicular to the causeway) and would extend
approximately 600 metres farther offshore than the edge of the existing terminal fill at roberts
bank. the new terminal would be rectangular in shape with a berth length of 1,300 metres,
an overall terminal length of 1,550 metres and a terminal width of up to 700 metres.
the terminal would be located as far offshore as practical to reduce the impact on sensitive
marine habitat and limit the amount of dredging required, while meeting geotechnical and
seismic performance criteria.

traDe-off stUDy for terMinal orientation

Following discussions with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada and a review of environmental
work and studies previously completed in and around roberts bank, potential sites for a new terminal were
limited to those immediately west of the existing roberts bank facilities.
the two options, W1, which would face offshore and W2, which would be perpendicular to the shoreline were
selected as the most viable options. For each orientation, studies examined advantages and disadvantages of
situating the terminal in a range of positions, from those as far offshore as possible to those as close to the
shore as possible.
both environmental and engineering considerations indicated a clear preference for the offshore-facing W1
alternative in the farthest offshore position. this alternative offers the least impact on productive and sensitive
environmental habitats and terminal operations would be less susceptible to storm events.

land Creation (dredging and filling)
the land for the new terminal would be created primarily using a combination of fill material
from dredging the future berth pocket area and from the annual Fraser river maintenance
dredging program. Site dredging at roberts bank would be limited to creating necessary
depths for container ships to safely navigate and dock at the terminal, and for seismic ground
improvements beneath the berth structure.

eXisting roberts bank terminals and options for terminal 2 orientation

the total amount of terminal land created would be approximately 115 hectares and would
require an estimated 15 million cubic metres of fill to create.
rock dykes would be built initially to form the perimeter of the terminal footprint and would
contain the general fill material placed inside the dykes. A layer of compacted sand would be
placed on top of the site dredged material and would be overlaid with pavement to provide the
finished terminal surface.
the elevation of the terminal would be designed to accommodate both future rise in sea levels
and long-term ground settlements while reducing the chances of waves overtopping the terminal
during storm events.
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W1: 0 m Setback

W2: 0 m Setback

1. marine terminal

berth traDe-off stUDy:
concrete caissons or Pile anD Deck
please see page 23 in the feedback form to answer a question

consUltation toPic 1 | regarding the type of berth structure.

two options were considered to create the berth structure
for the new terminal:

berth struCture

•

reinforced concrete caissons (preferred option). the
caissons would be filled with crushed rock, providing
enough weight to resist impact. the use of caissons
would require extensive work to improve the capacity
of the underlying soil and replace poor quality soil with
crushed rock. these ground works would be required
to achieve seismic criteria and resist high bearing
pressures due to the weight of the caissons, container
storage and terminal operating equipment.

•

Pile and deck. this type of berth would require
approximately 1,500 steel piles to be driven into the
ground to depths of up to 70 metres below the seabed.
the steel piles would be approximately 1.2 metres in
diameter and up to 80 metres long and would support
a reinforced concrete deck. Significant ground
improvements would also be required with this
option to achieve seismic criteria.

the terminal design was based on an analysis of the world’s current fleet of container ships and future trends in container shipping.
An approximately 1,300-metre-long berth structure would be designed to safely accommodate the simultaneous mooring of three
vessels, two of which would meet 2014 post-Panamax criteria with lengths up to 370 metres and a capacity of 12,000 teUs, and
one ultra-large container ship, up to 400 metres long with a capacity of 18,000 teUs. For comparison purposes, Deltaport third
berth (430 metres long) was designed to accommodate vessels with a maximum capacity of 12,000 teUs.
Concrete caissons were identified as the preferred option for creating a berth structure capable of handling ships of this size. Caissons
are prefabricated concrete boxes made up of hollow cells that would be used to form the berth face where container ships would
dock. each concrete caisson would be approximately 40 metres long, 20 metres wide and 30 metres high. the caissons would
be fabricated off-site, transported to site by water and floated into position. they would then be
sunk into place and the hollow internal cells of the caissons would be partially filled with rock to
provide enough ballast to resist movement and impact when ships dock.

L ADDER

Caissons will provide
fish refugia that allow
marine life to enter
and exit.

FENDER

ROCK
FILL

FISH REFUGIA
FISH REFUGIA
STORM WATER
OUTFALL

DENSIFIED
ROCK MAT TRESS

Front view of typical concrete caisson structures.

DENSIFIED
ROCK MAT TRESS

CONCRETE
CAISSONS

Following an analysis of the two options, the caisson system
for the berth structure was selected as the preferred option.
the use of caissons would significantly reduce the amount
of noise for the community and marine environment, which
would be associated with driving piles. For the roberts bank
site, caissons are considered to be more robust and require
less maintenance than piles, they are considered to perform
better during significant seismic events, and are expected to
be a lower cost option.

Cut-away side view of caisson structures.

roberts bank terminal 2 Project | Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
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1. marine terminal

terminal Components and equipment

Components and equipment for the roberts bank terminal 2 Project would include the following:
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•

A container storage yard

•

An intermodal yard (where containers are moved to and from trains)

•

equipment required to operate a container terminal, including:
- Ship-to-shore gantry cranes
- Stacking cranes (rail-mounted or rubber-tired)
- rail yard rail-mounted gantry cranes
- transfer equipment (such as shuttle carriers, automated guided vehicles and/or
tractor trailers)

•

A truck gate complex to control truck entry and exit

•

Administrative buildings and employee parking areas

•

equipment maintenance workshops and facilities

•

Causeway widening and improvements to road and rail infrastructure along the
roberts bank causeway

•

Improvements to road and rail infrastructure leading to and from the
roberts bank causeway

•

Improvements to the roberts bank tug basin

Port metro Vancouver | Container Capacity Improvement Program

DELTAPORT TERMINAL, RAIL AND ROAD IMPROVEMENTS
roberts bank terminal 2 projeCt Components
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Arthur Drive

the rectangular terminal shape shown in this discussion guide was selected for its flexibility,
which could accommodate various terminal operating systems. to establish the preliminary
size and design of the terminal, various levels of terminal automation were considered. An
assumption of semi-automation (combination of manual and automated equipment within the
terminal) was used to establish the preliminary layout shown in this discussion guide. the final
terminal operating systems would be determined by the future terminal operator’s technical
and operational requirements.

41B Street
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terminal layout
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1. marine terminal

please see page 23 in the feedback form to answer a question

consUltation toPic 2 | regarding this topic.

trade-off regarding loCation of intermodal yard consUltation toPic
A key component of the project is the intermodal yard, which is where containers are loaded or unloaded
from trains. based on the current design of the roberts bank terminal 2 Project and consistent with all
existing container terminals in Port metro vancouver, the intermodal yard is proposed to be located on
the terminal itself, in the marine environment. Other than locating the intermodal yard on the terminal,
there are only two other potential locations: on a widened roberts bank causeway, also in the marine
environment, or upland of the causeway.
No decision has been made regarding the final project layout, including the location of the intermodal
yard. Port metro vancouver will continue to work with the Province of b.C. and the british Columbia
railway Company (bCrC) to further develop the alternatives where project works would take place on
Provincially- and bCrC-owned land, and will engage in discussions with potential terminal operators,
railways and other terminal users. Port metro vancouver would also like your input regarding this trade-off,
as some potential layouts require more land filling and construction in the marine environment, while
other layouts require more development on existing uplands adjacent to the existing rail corridor. each of
these alternatives would have implications for both marine and upland environments.
alternative 1a: Constructing
the intermodal yard in the marine
environment on the new terminal.
alternative 1b: Constructing
the intermodal yard in the marine
environment on an expanded
roberts bank causeway.

Alternative
1B

Alternative
2

building the intermodal yard in the marine environment (Alternatives 1A and 1b) will have the
following considerations:
adVantages

Potential eFFects

•

Operational efficiencies for the trucking sector

•

marine mammals and their habitats

•

Proven operating model based on other Port metro
vancouver container terminals

•

marine fish and their habitats

•

marine vegetation and biofilm

•

Less impact on agricultural land and productivity

•

Coastal seabirds and waterfowl (including migratory birds)

building the intermodal yard in the upland environment (Alternative 2) will have the following considerations:
adVantages

Potential eFFects

•

Operational efficiencies for the railway sector

•

Agricultural land and productivity

•

Smaller overall project footprint

•

terrestrial (land-based) wildlife and habitat

Less impact on the marine environment

•

terrestrial (land-based) vegetation

•

Coastal seabirds and waterfowl (including migratory birds)

•

regardless of which alternative is selected, mitigation plans for potential effects would be developed
and reviewed through the environmental Assessment process. Opportunities for public comment would
be available through the environmental Assessment.

Alternative
1A

alternative 2: Constructing
the intermodal yard in the upland
environment.
roberts bank terminal 2 Project | Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
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2. road and rail infrastruCture on the roberts bank CauseWay2
CauseWay Widening

road improvements on the CauseWay

Port metro vancouver’s current concept assumes an on-terminal intermodal yard (Alternative 1A).
to accommodate the road and rail infrastructure needed for the proposed terminal 2 Project, the
causeway leading to the existing facilities at roberts bank would need to be widened to the northwest.
to reduce potential impacts on sensitive marine habitat on the northwest side, the causeway would be
widened to different widths along its length.

the existing road on the causeway, roberts bank Way, would continue to allow traffic to enter and
exit both Westshore terminals and Deltaport, and would also connect via a new overpass to a new
three-lane access road to terminal 2. Proposed road improvements could include:

rail improvements on the roberts bank CauseWay

•

overpass structure: A new overpass would separate terminal 2 road traffic and Westshore coal
rail traffic on the causeway. the overpass could be built on the north side of the existing causeway
near its western limit, and would extend onto the widened causeway.

•

terminal 2 access Road: the access road to terminal 2, north of the new overpass structure,
would have two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane connecting terminal 2 to the existing
roberts bank Way (north).

•

Vehicle access and control system: A vehicle access and control system would be used to
regulate access to terminal 2 to prevent unregistered container trucks from entering the terminal.

•

emergency access Road: to allow for continued access to the roberts bank terminals in the
unlikely event the main causeway road is blocked, an emergency access road has been incorporated
on the full length of the north side of the widened causeway. the eight-metre-wide emergency
access road would allow for two-way traffic on a gravel surface.

to support an on-terminal intermodal yard, rail improvements along the causeway could include
the following:
•

Addition of two lead rail tracks

•

Addition of seven support and switching rail tracks in a new terminal 2 yard

•

Addition of a new terminal 2 repair yard

•

Localized realignment of existing coal tracks adjacent to roberts bank Way (north)
to accommodate the proposed terminal 2 overpass and road access

bC hydro transmission line improvements
Currently, electricity is supplied to roberts bank using an overhead transmission line originating from
bC Hydro’s Arnott substation located on Ladner trunk road at 64th Street.
Upgrades to bC Hydro infrastructure would be required for the existing circuits feeding the roberts
bank terminals, given the additional power demand for the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project.
Port metro vancouver is working with bC Hydro to determine the extent of the upgrades.
2
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Any proposed road and rail improvements that would not take place on Port metro vancouver-owned land would need to take
place on Provincially- and/or bCrC-owned land, and as such, would be subject to consultation and agreement with the ministry of
transportation and Infrastructure and/or bCrC, respectively.
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3. upland road and rail infrastruCture3

habitat replaCement

upland rail improvements

Depending on final project designs, the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project could impact
approximately 210 hectares of fish and wildlife habitat at roberts bank, as a result of the new marine
terminal, causeway widening, tug basin improvements and associated dredging required for the project.
this habitat would be replaced with enhancement or restoration of existing habitat near roberts bank,
or the creation of new habitat such as intertidal marshes and submerged reefs.

rail improvements would be required on the mainland likely within the existing railway right-of-way
and Option Lands4. Improvements could include:
•

Addition of one new rail siding track in Fisher Yard

•

Addition of six new rail tracks in Gulf Yard

•

Addition of a new turning wye near Arthur Drive to facilitate locomotive turning

Port metro vancouver has established a Habitat banking Program focusing on creating and improving
fish and wildlife habitat in advance of port development projects, such as the proposed roberts bank
terminal 2 Project.

road improvements on deltaport Way
the existing two-lane Deltaport Way, which leads to the roberts bank causeway, would be widened to
four lanes from east of Arthur Drive to west of 41b Street.
As part of the road improvements, the intersections at 41b Street and Arthur Drive would need to be
redesigned to efficiently direct port, tsawwassen First Nation and municipal traffic.
road works would be expected to take place within the existing b.C. ministry of transportation and
Infrastructure right-of-way.

3

Any proposed road and rail improvements that would not take place on Port metro vancouver-owned land would need to take
place on Provincially- and/or bCrC-owned land, and as such, would be subject to consultation and agreement with the ministry of
transportation and Infrastructure and/or bCrC, respectively.

4

the Province of b.C.’s Option Lands are a 60-metre-wide strip of land from Arthur Drive west to the neck of the roberts bank
causeway and are within the Agricultural Land reserve. In 2008, the Agricultural Land Commission approved the acquisition of the
Option Lands to create a new rail right-of-way.

Port Metro VancoUVer’s habitat banking PrograM

Port metro vancouver’s Habitat banking Program focuses on creating and improving fish and
wildlife habitat in advance of port development projects.
replacing habitat that may be affected by development projects is a proactive measure intended
to provide a balance between the overall health of the environment and ecosystem, and current
or future development. Creating habitat ahead of development projects allows for the success of
that habitat site to be verified prior to it being credited as offsets for habitat loss.

Before: April 2007. Log debris covering what
used to be a salt marsh. (photo Gary Williams)

After: August 2010. A salt marsh is restored.
(photo Gary Williams)

For more information: www.portmetrovancouver.com/en/environment/initiatives.aspx
roberts bank terminal 2 Project | Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
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road and rail traffiC Considerations
road traffic modelling was undertaken in 2011 and 2012 to assess the impact of current and future
port-related traffic on the local and regional road networks serving roberts bank.
Operating at 2.4 million teUs, the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 would result in approximately
3,700 total daily truck trips (1,850 trips in and 1,850 trips out) to and from the terminal. rail projections
show that the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project would generate between eight to ten container
trains per day (four to five trains in and four to five trains out).

1.

diversifying truck trip schedules: truck trips in peak periods could be reduced by spreading
truck trips across more hours of the day. Port metro vancouver is exploring incentives that may
encourage truck drivers and companies to shift pickup and deliveries to off-peak delivery times,
reducing congestion and truck-related air emissions.

Port metro vancouver continues to work with the trucking sector to find efficiencies and improvements
that benefit not only the terminals, but also the communities in which the Port operates. these improvements
could potentially reduce the number of truck trips.

2.

minimizing empty truck trips: Working with trucking associations and companies, Port metro
vancouver will explore the implemenation of a dispatch system to reduce the number of empty
trips (trips to or from the terminal with no container). this would reduce the overall number and
duration of truck trips, leading to reduced congestion and truck emissions.

Port metro vancouver will be developing a transportation Plan for the proposed roberts bank
terminal 2 Project, which will include traffic counts and an analysis of traffic distribution across the
various routes leading to and from the roberts bank port facilities. Port metro vancouver intends to
work with the ministry of transportation and Infrastructure to ensure port-related traffic modelling
supports or augments Provincial planning.
As part of the environmental Assessment process, Port metro vancouver will assess the impacts of
the project on road and rail traffic and will develop mitigation strategies, as necessary, to address any
potential impacts.
reduCing truCk Congestion
As previously mentioned, the South Fraser Perimeter road Project and the roberts bank rail Corridor
Program are being built, in part, to accommodate and mitigate increases in road and rail traffic from
future port developments.
the SFPr, scheduled for completion in 2013, will reroute container trucks leaving roberts bank. this
will improve traffic flow, community connections, and quality of life for residents and local businesses
by restricting container trucks from Highway 17 north of Deltaport Way, and from Highway 10 west of
Highway 91.
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recognizing the importance of reducing container truck traffic in local communities and on local roads,
Port metro vancouver continues to explore the following truck congestion reduction measures:
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3. truck notification and tracking system: Port metro vancouver recently undertook a GPS
pilot study involving 300 trucks and is currently working with partners to expand GPS to an
additional 700 container trucks that serve its facilities. Port metro vancouver will work with
trucking associations and companies to utilize GPS or other tracking technology to identify,
locate and contact all port-related container trucks on a real-time basis. Using this technology,
fleet operators would be able to anticipate travelling conditions for individual vehicles, creating
better arrival and departure strategies that could reduce truck congestion, which would lead to
a reduction in idling and truck emissions.
4. Providing designated truck waiting areas: Port metro vancouver will explore sites in the
vicinity of roberts bank that could provide a designated waiting area for container trucks, leading
to reduced congestion and idling.
Please see page 8 for a map of the South Fraser Perimeter Road alignment and the Roberts Bank
Rail Corridor Program improvements.

Compensation for loss of agriCultural produCtivity
Port Metro VancoUVer’s 2012 trUcking strategy

efficient operations are vital to continued success at Canada’s largest gateway. Port metro
vancouver businesses move more than $200 million of cargo every day and the container
drayage truck sector is responsible for moving approximately 50% of the Port’s container cargo
across its facilities. the trucking sector represents an important part of the local economy;
however, Port metro vancouver is aware that increases in truck traffic at roberts bank have
been identified as a significant community concern. As we prepare for forecasted growth in the
container sector, Port metro vancouver must ensure that plans are underway now to maximize
efficiencies for port operations while addressing community concerns about impacts from
port-related truck traffic.
Port metro vancouver is currently working together with supply chain partners to improve
reliability and efficiency in the container trucking sector, which will also benefit communities as
greater efficiencies at the terminals will reduce idling and congestion on major roadways. Port
metro vancouver is committed to change in support of improvements that benefit communities,
port operations and the trucking sector.

please see page 25 in the feedback form to answer a question

consUltation toPic 3 | regarding mitigation for the use of agricultural land.

Upland rail improvements for the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project would likely occur mostly
within the existing railway right-of-way and the Option Lands5, 6. based on preliminary estimates, rail
works for the project could affect approximately 10 hectares of agricultural land.
Port metro vancouver will be consulting with affected farmers, the Agricultural Land Commission and
other key stakeholders regarding mitigation and compensation for the loss of agricultural productivity.
Port metro vancouver is also interested in your feedback on potential mitigation and compensation for the
use of agricultural land. Potential measures could include:

to reduce port-related traffic congestion and ease the impact on local communities, Port metro
vancouver has developed its 2012 trucking Strategy that aims to work with supply chain partners
to advance trucking initiatives that are collaborative, lead to greater reciprocal accountability and
support the long-term sustainability of the trucking sector.
Over the next three years, the 2012 trucking Strategy initiatives will focus on improving
collaboration with industry, stakeholders and communities; maximizing operations through
efficiencies that minimize the number of truck trips required; and improvements to the safety
and environmental standards set out for the container trucking industry through the Port’s
truck Licensing System.

5

•

A topsoil conservation program to improve field conditions, configurations and drainage of
adjacent properties

•

Improvements to existing agricultural land through supporting investments in infrastructure such as
irrigation and drainage

•

Agricultural capacity development, including supporting agricultural education for the next generation
of farmers through bursaries or research funding

the Province of b.C.’s Option Lands are a 60-metre-wide strip of land from Arthur Drive west to the neck of the roberts bank
causeway and are within the Agricultural Land reserve. In 2008, the Agricultural Land Commission approved the acquisition of the
Option Lands to create a new rail right-of-way.

6
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Any proposed road and rail improvements that would not take place on Port metro vancouver-owned land would need to take
place on Provincially- and/or bCrC-owned land, and as such, would be subject to consultation and agreement with the ministry of
transportation and Infrastructure and/or bCrC, respectively.
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environmental assessment proCess

Categories for environmental study

the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project will be subject to a thorough and independent
environmental assessment under the following federal and provincial acts:
•
•

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA 2012)
British Columbia Environmental Assessment Act

While the scope and nature of the environmental assessment have not yet been determined by federal
and provincial regulators, it is anticipated that it would be some form of panel-level review, which is
the most rigorous form of environmental assessment. this harmonized approach incorporates the
requirements of both federal and provincial processes, while respecting the individual decision-making
and obligations of each jurisdiction.
environmental assessment proCess
Pre-Environmental
Assessment Phase

Pre-Panel
Review
APR 2013 – JUL 2015

SEPT 2012 – APR 2013
•

•

Continue baseline
studies to establish
current conditions
Develop Project
Description

Joint Review
Panel Referral

•

•

•

Submission of Project
Description
Conduct effects
assessments
Develop Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)
Guidelines

•

Develop EIS with draft
mitigation plans

•

Regulator-led public
comment periods

Reporting
and Environmental
Assessment Decision

Information
Assessment

JUL 2015 – DEC 2015

DEC 2015 – DEC 2016

Panel appointment

•

Panel hearings

•

•

Panel terms of
reference established

•

Panel prepares
final report

Final report to Ministers
of the Environment

•

Ministerial decision

•

EIS reviewed against
EIS Guidelines

•

Panel submits report
to federal minister and
BC Environmental
Assessment Office

2. Port metro vancouver-led consultation with communities, stakeholders and the public, and Port metro vancouver-led
consultation with First Nations will continue throughout project development. For more information about Port metro
vancouver-led consultation activities, including anticipated timing, please see page 22.
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Port metro vancouver has developed a list of categories for environmental study for the proposed roberts
bank terminal 2 Project. these categories were identified through environmental assessments and
community consultation on past projects at roberts bank, including the Deltaport third berth Project
and the Deltaport terminal, road and rail Improvement Project.
the categories for environmental study for the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project include,
but are not limited to, the following:
•

Agriculture

•

marine mammals

•

Air Quality

•

marine vegetation

•

Archaeology

•

Noise

•

biofilm (a nutrient-rich film
found in the intertidal zone)

•

Socio-Community and
Socio-economic

•

Coastal Geomorphology
(coastal formations and features)

•

terrestrial Wildlife/vegetation
(land-based animals and plants)

•

Coastal Seabirds and Waterfowl

•

traditional Use

•

Lighting

•

visual

•

marine Fish

•

Water and Sediment Quality

•

marine Invertebrates

DEC 2016

•

Notes: 1. timing is preliminary and subject to change pending definition of the environmental assessment process by provincial and
federal regulators.
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please see page 26 in the feedback form to answer a question regarding

consUltation toPic 4 | categories you feel are important for port metro vancouver to study.

Categories for environmental study
baseline field studies

baseline studies underWay or being Considered inClude, but are not limited to the folloWing:

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the
proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project, Port metro vancouver
has been and continues to undertake field studies at roberts bank
and the surrounding areas. the studies are part of the early
planning phase focused on collecting baseline inventory information
to develop an understanding of current conditions in all of the
study areas.

agriculture
• Agricultural Assessment

lighting
• Lighting Assessment

air Quality
• baseline Air Quality
• Analysis and effects Assessment

marine Fish
• marine Fish Habitat
• Flatfish and Forage Fish
• Juvenile Salmon
• Lingcod

Should the roberts bank terminal 2 Project proceed to an
independent environmental assessment, the results of these
baseline studies would serve as preparatory information for
impact assessments. Once potential impacts have been identified
as part of the impact assessments, Port metro vancouver will
develop and evaluate options for mitigation.

biofilm (a nutrient-rich film found in the
intertidal zone)
• Distribution and mapping
• taxonomy

If the project proceeds to an environmental assessment, it
is anticipated that regulatory agencies, CeA Agency and bC
environmental Assessment Office would provide several
opportunities for the public to comment as part of the
environmental assessment process.
For more information about field studies at roberts bank, please
visit: www.portmetrovancouver.com/rbt2

archaeology
• Archaeological Impact Assessment

coastal geomorphology
(coastal formations/features)
• measurement of Discharge
• bathymetry (ocean floor)
• erosion and Deposition
• Wave Height
coastal seabirds and Waterfowl
• General Abundance and Distribution
• Shorebird Use of Fraser river estuary
• Western Sandpiper
• Coastal Seabird Habitat
• Impact of Overhead
transmission Wires
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marine invertebrates
• Dungeness Crab
• Sea Pen
• Small Invertebrates
• Creel
marine mammals
• Underwater Noise
• Southern resident
Killer Whale behaviour
• marine vessel Sound Propagation
• vessel Strike Analysis
marine Vegetation
• eelgrass
• Salt marsh
• Ulva (sea lettuce)

socio-community and
socio-economic
• employment and Income
• Community Services
terrestrial Wildlife/Vegetation
(land-based animals and plants)
• rare Plants
• barn Owls
• terrestrial Invertebrates
• Small mammals Habitat
• breeding birds
• raptors
• Wintering Waterfowl
• Amphibians
traditional use
Visual
• Surveys of existing viewscapes
Water and sediment Quality
• Water and Sediment Quality

noise
• baseline Noise monitoring
• Noise Source measurements
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Community legaCy benefits
please see page 30 in the feedback form to answer a question

consUltation toPic 5 | regarding community legacy benefits.

Port metro vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional government regarding community
legacy benefits that could be provided as part of the Container Capacity Improvement Program.

Consultation timing
In addition to opportunities for public input that will be provided through the environmental assessment
process, Port metro vancouver will lead several rounds of consultation regarding the proposed roberts
bank terminal 2 Project. the timeline below outlines previously completed and upcoming rounds of
consultation, including the feedback we will be seeking in each round.

these community legacy benefits will be over and above the economic benefits that would result
from the projects, and mitigation measures that would be required through the environmental
assessment process.
As discussions begin with local and regional government regarding community legacy benefits, Port
metro vancouver is also interested in feedback from communities, stakeholders and the public regarding
the types of community legacy benefits that should be considered.

Project Definition
Consultation
(October 22 to
November 30, 2012)

Pre-Consultation
(June 2011)

•

Arts

Provide opportunities
for local communities,
stakeholders and
public to provide input
into the design of the
consultation program.

•

Community well-being

COMPLETE

•

environment

•

transportation

examples of community legacy benefit categories could include:

Identify potential
issues and impacts
for the environmental
assessment, and
consultation on features
of the proposed
Terminal 2 Project.

Pre-Design
Consultation

Preliminary Design
Consultation

Detailed Design
Consultation

(2013 TBC)

(2014 TBC)

(2016 TBC)

Identify potential
issues and impacts
for the environmental
assessment, and
consultation on elements
of project design for
consideration in
developing a preliminary
design.

Consultation on
elements of preliminary
project design.

Consultation on fewer
but more specific
details of project
design and construction
management as project
design is finalized.

Other communications and community engagement activities will be undertaken throughout project review.

first nations Consultation
A separate but parallel First Nations consultation process is being undertaken by Port metro vancouver
in relation to the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project. First Nations consultation during the
Project Definition phase will focus on exchanging project-related information with First Nations and
developing a better understanding of the potential for impacts on their communities, rights and interests.
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feeDback forM
feedbaCk form – please provide your feedbaCk by november 30, 2012.
2.

type of berth struCture

Port metro vancouver looked at two potential methods of constructing the berth structure for the
proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project – the use of caissons (large concrete boxes) or pile and
deck (which requires pile-driving).
Following an analysis of the two options, the use of caissons was selected as the preferred option. the
use of caissons significantly reduces the amount of noise for the community and marine environment
associated with driving piles. For the roberts bank site, caissons are considered to be more robust and
require less maintenance than piles, they are considered to perform better during significant seismic
events, and are expected to be a lower cost option.
1a.

1b.

please rate your level of agreement with the use of caissons for the construction of the
berth structure for the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 project:
strongly
agree

somewhat
agree

neither
agree nor disagree

somewhat
disagree

strongly
disagree











please provide any additional comments for project team consideration regarding the type
of berth structure:

loCation of intermodal yard – marine vs. upland ConstruCtion

A key component of the project is an intermodal yard, where containers are loaded or unloaded from
trains. based on the current design of the roberts bank terminal 2 Project and consistent with all
existing Port metro vancouver container terminals, the intermodal yard is proposed to be located on
the terminal itself, in the marine environment. Other than locating the intermodal yard on the terminal,
there are only two other potential locations: on a widened roberts bank causeway, also in the marine
environment, or upland of the causeway.
No decision has been made regarding the final terminal layout. Some potential terminal layouts require
land filling and construction in the marine environment, while other designs are focused on building
terminal components upland within and adjacent to the existing rail
corridor. each of these alternatives would have implications for marine and upland environments.

feeDback forM

1.

alternative 1a: Constructing the intermodal yard in the marine environment on the new terminal.
alternative 1b: Constructing the intermodal yard in the marine environment on an expanded
roberts bank causeway.
alternative 2: Constructing the intermodal yard in the upland environment.
See the map on page 15 for location reference.
building the intermodal yard in the marine environment (Alternatives 1A and 1b) will have the following
considerations:
adVantages

Potential eFFects

•

Operational efficiencies for the trucking sector

•

marine mammals and their habitats

•

Proven operating model based on other Port metro
vancouver container terminals

•

marine fish and their habitats

•

marine vegetation and biofilm

Less impact on agricultural land and productivity

•

Coastal seabirds and waterfowl (including migratory birds)

•

building the intermodal yard in the upland environment (Alternative 2) will have the following considerations:
adVantages
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Potential eFFects

•

Operational efficiencies for the railway sector

•

Agricultural land and productivity

•

Smaller overall project footprint

•

terrestrial (land-based) wildlife and habitat

•

Less impact on the marine environment

•

terrestrial (land-based) vegetation

•

Coastal seabirds and waterfowl (including migratory birds)
23
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each of the previous alternatives would include mitigation plans for potential effects. the mitigation
plans would be reviewed through the environmental Assessment process, which would include
additional opportunities for public comment.
Port metro vancouver would like input from you regarding this trade-off.
2a.

2b.
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2c.

please rate your level of agreement with alternative 1a: Constructing the intermodal yard in
the marine environment on the new terminal:
strongly
agree

somewhat
agree

neither
agree nor disagree

somewhat
disagree

strongly
disagree











please provide reasons for your level of agreement:
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2d.

please rate your level of agreement with alternative 1b: Constructing the intermodal yard in
the marine environment on an expanded roberts bank causeway:
strongly
agree

somewhat
agree

neither
agree nor disagree

somewhat
disagree

strongly
disagree











please provide reasons for your level of agreement:

feeDback forM

2e.

please rate your level of agreement with alternative 2: Constructing the
intermodal yard in the upland environment:
strongly
agree

somewhat
agree

neither agree
nor disagree

somewhat
disagree

strongly
disagree











Upland rail improvements for the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project would likely occur mostly within the
existing railway right-of-way and the Option Lands7,8. based on preliminary estimates, rail works for the project could
affect approximately 10 hectares of agricultural land.
3.

Port metro vancouver is considering a number of potential mitigation and compensation measures to account for loss of
agricultural productivity.
3a.

2f.

mitigation for loss of agriCultural produCtivity

please provide reasons for your level of agreement:

please rate your level of agreement with port metro vancouver pursuing each of the following
mitigation and compensation measures for loss of agricultural productivity as part of the
proposed roberts bank terminal 2 project:

a topsoil conservation program to improve field conditions,
configurations and drainage of adjacent properties.

strongly
agree

somewhat
agree

neither
agree nor
disagree

somewhat
disagree

strongly
disagree































feeDback forM

agriCulture

interests or Considerations:

improvements to existing agricultural land through supporting
investments in infrastructure such as irrigation and drainage.
interests or Considerations:

agricultural capacity development, including supporting agricultural
education for the next generation of farmers through bursaries or
research funding.
interests or Considerations:
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7

the Province of b.C.’s Option Lands are a 60-metre-wide strip of land from Arthur Drive west to the neck of the roberts bank causeway and are within the
Agricultural Land reserve. In 2008, the Agricultural Land Commission approved the acquisition of the Option Lands to create a new rail right-of-way.

8

Any proposed road and rail improvements that would not take place on Port metro vancouver-owned land would need to take place on Provincially- and/or
bCrC-owned land, and as such, would be subject to consultation and agreement with the ministry of transportation and Infrastructure and/or bCrC, respectively.
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environment
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4.
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Categories for environmental study

Port metro vancouver has developed a list of categories for environmental study for the proposed
roberts bank terminal 2 Project. these categories were identified through environmental assessments
and community consultation on past projects at roberts bank, including the Deltaport third berth
Project, the Deltaport terminal, road and rail Improvement Project and Pre-Consultation on the
proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project in June 2011.
the categories for environmental study for the proposed roberts bank terminal 2 Project include,
but are not limited to, the following:
•

Agriculture

•

marine mammals

•

Air Quality

•

marine vegetation

•

Archaeology

•

Noise

•

biofilm (a nutrient-rich film
found in the intertidal zone)

•

Socio-Community
and Socio-economic

•

Coastal Geomorphology
(coastal formations and features)

•

terrestrial Wildlife/vegetation
(land-based animals and plants)

•

Coastal Seabirds and Waterfowl

•

traditional Use

•

Lighting

•

visual

•

marine Fish

•

Water and Sediment Quality

•

marine Invertebrates
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4a.

please indicate your interests and any additional categories for consideration as part of the
environmental study.

5.

marine eCosystems

the marine environment at roberts bank is an interconnected system made up of a wide range of
aquatic life. Port metro vancouver is undertaking rigorous scientific studies to understand marine
ecosystem components and their interactions. Studies on each of the following aspects of the marine
ecosystem will be conducted; however, Port metro vancouver is interested to learn which are of
highest interest to communities, stakeholders and the public.
5a.

please indicate how important you think each of the following aspects of the marine
ecosystem are for port metro vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and please
note any specific interests or considerations you may have for each one:

marine vegetation, such as eelgrass, ulva
and other seaweeds

extremely
important

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important











interests or Considerations:

marine fish such as salmon, flatfish,
sand lance, forage fish and surf smelt

extremely
important

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important









































interests or Considerations:

marine-dependent coastal seabirds
and waterfowl

feeDback forM

feeDback forM

interests or Considerations:

biofilm and other micro-organisms
in intertidal areas
interests or Considerations:

marine invertebrates such as crabs,
cockles, sea pens and other members
of the benthic community









interests or Considerations:


marine mammals, including whales, seals,
sea lions and otters
interests or Considerations:
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6.

terrestrial Wildlife and vegetation

the terrestrial (land-based) environment in the proposed project area is an interconnected ecosystem
made up of a wide range of plants, animals and terrestrial habitats. Port metro vancouver is undertaking
rigorous scientific studies to understand terrestrial ecosystem components and their interactions. Studies
on each of the following aspects of the terrestrial ecosystem will be undertaken; however, Port metro
vancouver would like to determine your level of interest in each one.

6a.

please indicate how important you think each of the following aspects of the
terrestrial ecosystem are for port metro vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have
for each one:

small mammals such as shrews, moles,
voles and hares

extremely
important

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important









































interests or Considerations:

amphibians and reptiles, including frogs,
turtles and snakes
interests or Considerations:

Vegetation in general – wildlife habitat and
ecologically sensitive areas

extremely
important

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important










invertebrate species such as butterflies
and dragonflies

interests or Considerations:

interests or Considerations:

birds species such as waterfowl,
raptors and songbirds



interests or Considerations:








Freshwater fish and their habitats
interests or Considerations:
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7.

soCio-Community and soCio-eConomiC

Port metro vancouver will undertake important studies concerning how the proposed project might
interact with adjacent communities.

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important































interests or Considerations:

soCio-Community
7a.

energy use and greenhouse gas emissions

extremely
important

please indicate how important you think each of the following socio-community aspects
are for port metro vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and please note any
specific interests or considerations you may have for each one:

noise and vibration

extremely
important

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important











lighting

feeDback forM

feeDback forM

interests or Considerations:

interests or Considerations:

Viewscape and aesthetics
air quality











interests or Considerations:

interests or Considerations:
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Community legaCy benefits
soCio-eConomiC
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7b.

please indicate how important you think each of the following socio-economic aspects are
for port metro vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and please note any specific
interests or considerations you may have for each one:

jobs

extremely
important

very
important

somewhat
important

not very
important

not at all
important











interests or Considerations:

Port metro vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional government regarding community
legacy benefits that could be provided as part of the Container Capacity Improvement Program.
Port metro vancouver is also interested in feedback from communities, stakeholders and the public
regarding the types of community legacy benefits that should be considered.
8.

these community legacy benefits will be over and above the economic benefits that would result
from the projects, and the mitigation measures that would be required through the environmental
assessment process.
8a.

Wages









Community legaCy benefit ideas



please indicate your level of agreement with regards to port metro vancouver exploring
community legacy benefits related to the following areas:

interests or Considerations:

arts
construction- and operations-related
business opportunities











community well-being
environment

interests or Considerations:

transportation

government revenue



interests or Considerations:
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strongly
agree

somewhat
agree

neither
agree nor
disagree

somewhat
disagree

strongly
disagree


























FEEDBACK FORM

8b.

Please provide any additional comments you may have regarding
Community Legacy Benefits:
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9.	Please provide any additional comments you may have regarding any aspect of the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project:

FEEDBACK FORM

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
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hoW input Will be used:
Input received during consultation will be considered, along with technical and economic information, in refining project designs or
plans, including engineering and environmental mitigation plans.
the input received during this consultation will be summarized in a Consultation Summary report, which will be made available online
at www.portmetrovancouver.com/rbt2. A Consideration memo will be produced, showing how input was considered in refining
project designs or in mitigation and compensation measures.

please provide your ContaCt information (optional):
Name:
Organization (if applicable):
Address:
Postal Code:
Email:
Phone:

deadline for feedbaCk: friday, november 30, 2012.
You can return completed feedback forms by:
mail:

Port metro vancouver
Attention: roberts bank terminal 2 Project
100 the Pointe, 999 Canada Place
vancouver, bC v6C 3t4

Fax:

1.866.284.4271 Attention: roberts bank terminal 2 Project

•

email:

container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com

•

Web:

www.portmetrovancouver.com/rbt2

•

•

Any personal contact information you provide to Port Metro Vancouver on this form is collected and protected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act. If you have any questions regarding the Container Capacity Improvement Program or the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, and/or the information collection undertaken
on this form, please contact Port Metro Vancouver at container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com.

Printed with vegetable-based inks on paper made
with 100% post-consumer waste.
Please recycle.
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About Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd.
Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. is recognized as an industry leader in designing and implementing
comprehensive public and stakeholder consultation programs. Utilizing best practices in
consultation, the firm designs consultation programs to maximize opportunities for input.
Kirk & Co. works with polling firms to independently analyze and report on public and
stakeholder input.

About Mustel Group
Mustel Group has been a leading marketing and public opinion research firm in Western
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feedback is not comparable to an opinion poll because respondents do not constitute a random sample.
The views represented in this report reflect the priorities and concerns of consultation participants. They
may not be representative of the views of the public and other stakeholders.
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1. Background
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
The Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is a proposed new multi-berth container terminal in Delta, B.C. that would
provide 2.4 million TEUs (twenty-foot equivalent unit containers) of container capacity.
The project is part of Port Metro Vancouver’s Container Capacity Improvement Program, a long-term strategy to
deliver projects to meet anticipated growth in demand for container capacity to 2030.

Environmental Assessment Process
The proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project will be subject to a thorough and independent environmental
assessment under the following federal and provincial acts:
•

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA 2012)

•

British Columbia Environmental Assessment Act

While the scope and nature of the environmental assessment have not yet been determined by federal and provincial
regulators, it is anticipated that it would be some form of panel-level review, which is the most rigorous form of
environmental assessment. This harmonized approach incorporates the requirements of both federal and provincial
processes, while respecting the individual decision-making and obligations of each jurisdiction.

Multi-Round Consultation Process
In addition to opportunities for public input that will be provided through the environmental assessment process, Port
Metro Vancouver will lead several rounds of consultation regarding the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
The timeline below outlines previously completed and upcoming rounds of consultation, including the feedback Port
Metro Vancouver will be seeking in each round.
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT1
Pre-Environmental
Assessment Phase
(September 2012 to
April 2013)
• Continue baseline

studies to establish
current conditions
• Develop Project
Description

Pre-Panel Review
(April 2013 to July 2015)
• Submission of Project Description
• Conduct effects assessments
• Develop Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) Guidelines
• Develop EIS with draft mitigation plans
• Regulator-led public comment periods

Joint Review
Panel Referral

Information
Assessment

(July 2015 to
December 2015)

(December 2015 to
December 2016)

Reporting and
Environmental
Assessment
Decision

• Panel appointment

• Panel hearings

(December 2016)

• Panel terms of

• Panel prepares

• Final report to

reference established
• EIS reviewed against
EIS Guidelines

final report
• Panel submits report
to federal minister and
BC Environmental
Assessment Office

Ministers of the
Environment

• Ministerial decision

PORT METRO VANCOUVER-LED CONSULTATION2
Pre-Consultation
(June 2011)

Provide opportunities
for local communities,
stakeholders and
public to provide input
into the design of the
consultation program.

COMPLETE

Project Definition
Consultation

Pre-Design
Consultation

Preliminary Design
Consultation

Detailed Design
Consultation

(2013 TBC)

(2014 TBC)

(2016 TBC)

Identify potential
issues and impacts
for the environmental
assessment, and
consultation on features
of the proposed
Terminal 2 Project.

Identify potential issues
and impacts for the
environmental assessment,
and consultation on
elements of project
design for consideration
in developing a
preliminary design.

Consultation
on elements of
preliminary project
design.

Consultation on fewer
but more specific details
of project design and
construction management
as project design is
finalized.

(October 22 to
November 30, 2012)

COMPLETE
Notes: 1. Environmental Assessment timing is preliminary and subject to change pending definition of the environmental assessment process by provincial and federal regulators.
2. Port Metro Vancouver-led consultation with communities, stakeholders and the public, and Port Metro Vancouver-led consultation with First Nations will continue throughout
project development. Other communications and community engagement activities will be undertaken throughout project review.
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2. Pre-Consultation (JUNE 2011)
Pre-Consultation, held in June 2011, consulted local communities, stakeholders and the public about the design of
the consultation program for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. Specifically, participants were asked how they
wanted to be consulted, and about the topics they wished to discuss regarding the project.
There were multiple opportunities for stakeholders to participate in Pre-Consultation:
•

73 people attended multi-stakeholder meetings

•

55 feedback forms and 1 written submission were received

Overall, participants indicated interest in the following topics:
•

Socio-economic topics such as road and rail traffic, economic benefits and jobs

•

Project design elements such as the terminal layout, marine traffic, road and rail

•

Local and regional area issues such as air quality, safety, greenhouse gases, land use, noise and light

•

Infrastructure and port facilities, including the berth, terminal, shore protection and road and rail access

For more information about Pre-Consultation, please see the Pre-Consultation Summary Report, and Consideration
of Pre-Consultation Input, available at: www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2
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3. Project Definition Consultation
(OCTOBER-NOVEMBER 2012)
3.1 Purpose
From October 22, 2012 to November 30, 2012, Port Metro Vancouver conducted Project Definition Consultation,
an opportunity for community members, stakeholders and the public to receive information and provide feedback
about features of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project and about topics important to the environmental
assessment.
As part of Project Definition Consultation, Port Metro Vancouver presented information regarding the
following topics:
•

Increased demand for containerized trade
Information about current demand forecasts that show container traffic is expected to double over the
next 10-15 years and nearly triple by 2030.

•

Features of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Information about the economic effects of the project and the three major project components:
> Marine terminal
> Road and rail infrastructure on the Roberts Bank causeway
> Upland road and rail infrastructure

•

Road and rail traffic considerations
Information about Port Metro Vancouver’s road traffic modeling and the potential impact of current and future
port-related traffic on the local and regional networks serving Roberts Bank.

•

The environmental assessment process
Information about the anticipated nature and timing of the environmental assessment process for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.

3.2 Consultation Topics
During Project Definition Consultation, Port Metro Vancouver sought feedback regarding the following topics:
•

The type of berth structure for the new terminal
Port Metro Vancouver examined two methods for constructing the berth structure for the new terminal:
caissons or pile and deck. Following an analysis of both methods, the use of caissons was selected as the
preferred option and Port Metro Vancouver sought feedback regarding this selection. [Refer to page 13 in the
Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form]

•

The location of the intermodal yard
A key component of the Project is an intermodal yard, where containers are loaded and unloaded to and from
trains. Port Metro Vancouver presented information about the possibility of locating the intermodal yard either
in the marine environment or in the upland environment and sought feedback regarding a preferred location.
[Refer to page 15 in the Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form]
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•

Compensation for loss of agricultural productivity
Based on preliminary estimates, rail works for the project could affect approximately 10 hectares of
agricultural land. Port Metro Vancouver presented potential mitigation and compensation measures regarding
or associated with loss of agricultural productivity and sought feedback regarding potential mitigation
measures. [Refer to page 19 in the Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form]

•

Categories for environmental study
Port Metro Vancouver developed a list of categories for environmental study for the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 Project, which included: marine ecosystems, terrestrial wildlife and vegetation, socio-community
and socio-economic aspects. Particular studies within each category were presented and feedback
was sought about the level of importance of each study. [Refer to page 20 in the Project Definition
Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form]

•

Community legacy benefits
Port Metro Vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional governments regarding potential
community legacy benefits that could be provided as part of the Container Capacity Improvement Program.
Port Metro Vancouver sought feedback regarding the types of community legacy benefits that could be
considered. [Refer to page 22 in the Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form]

How Input Will Be Used
Input received during Project Definition Consultation is summarized in this report and will be considered, along
with technical and financial information, in developing project designs or plans, including engineering and
environmental mitigation plans.
A Consideration Memo will also be produced, showing how input was considered in refining project designs
or in mitigation and compensation plans.

3.3 Consultation Participation
There were a total of 264 participant interactions as part of Project Definition Consultation:
•

175 people attended consultation events
> 86 people attended 7 stakeholder meetings
> 72 people attended 5 open houses
> 17 people participated in community interviews

•

47 feedback forms were received at stakeholder meetings, open houses, by mail and through the online
feedback form
> 33 were received online and 14 in hard copy

•

27 submissions were received through email and mail

Some people may have participated through multiple consultation events or feedback methods.
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3.4 Consultation Methods
3.4.1 Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
A Discussion Guide and Feedback Form explained the purpose and scope of Project Definition Consultation
and included a feedback form to gather input. This document was used in meetings with local government,
stakeholders and the public and was available, along with an online version of the feedback form, on the
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project website at: www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
Results from the feedback form can be found on pages 12-44 of this report.
A copy of the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form is attached in Appendix 1.

3.4.2 Online Consultation
All consultation materials were available on the project website (www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2),
including an online version of the feedback form that could be submitted to the project team directly from the
website. Of the 47 feedback forms that were received, 33 were completed online.

3.4.3 Notice of Opportunities to Participate in Consultation
Notice of opportunities to participate in Project Definition Consultation for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal
2 Project was provided through the following:
• Invitation and Reminder Emails: More than 2,000 emails were sent to invite people to attend, or
remind people about, stakeholder meetings and open houses.
• Reminder Phone Calls: More than 1,400 phone calls were made in follow-up to the email invitations,
inviting or reminding people about meetings and open houses.
• Advertising: Ads were placed in the following newspapers inviting members of the public to attend
stakeholder meetings and open houses, as well as participate in online consultation:

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Delta Optimist (October 12, 19, 26 and November 2)
Langley Advance (October 16, 18 and November 1)
Langley Times (October 16, 18 and November 1)
Richmond Review (October 17, 19, 24 and 26)
Richmond News (October 17, 19, 24 and 26)
Surrey Leader (October 18, 25 and 30)
Surrey Now (October 18, 25 and 30)
South Delta Leader (October 19, 26 and November 2)

• Twitter: A series of tweets were sent from the Port Metro Vancouver twitter account (@PortMetroVan)
providing notification of opportunities to participate in consultation, including stakeholder meetings and
open houses. Twelve tweets were made to 1,800+ followers between October 23 and November 28, 2012.
Notification samples can be found in Appendix 2.
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3.4.4 Stakeholder Meetings
A total of 86 people attended 7 stakeholder meetings as part of Project
Definition Consultation
A Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. facilitator and meeting recorder attended the stakeholder meetings along with
members of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project team. At each meeting, participants were provided with
copies of the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form, and project staff presented the information in the guide,
focusing on the consultation topics. Participants were invited to provide comments and ask questions. Key
themes from each of the stakeholder meetings are summarized in this report, beginning on page 9.
STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS
AREA

DATE

TIME

LOCATION

Delta

Tuesday, October 23

1:30pm-3:30pm

Coast Tsawwassen Inn

Delta

Tuesday, October 23

6:00pm-8:00pm

Coast Tsawwassen Inn

Langley

Wednesday, October 24

6:00pm-8:00pm

Newlands Golf and Country Club

Delta

Thursday, October 25

1:30pm-3:30pm

Delta Town & Country Inn

Surrey

Tuesday, October 30

1:30pm-3:30pm

Northview Golf and Country Club

Richmond

Tuesday, October 30

6:00pm-8:00pm

Hilton Vancouver Airport

Vancouver

Wednesday, October 31

9:00am-11:00am

SFU Morris J. Wosk Centre

3.4.4.1 Additional Meetings – Local Government and Delta Farmers’ Institute
During the consultation period, Port Metro Vancouver participated in a number of additional meetings with
key stakeholders and regional and local governments, where Project Definition Consultation for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project was discussed. These meetings included:
• Corporation of Delta/Port Metro Vancouver Technical Liaison Committee (October 25, 2012)
• Delta Farmers’ Institute (November 14, 2012)
• City of Richmond/Port Metro Vancouver Technical Liaison Committee (November 14, 2012)
• City of Langley/Port Metro Vancouver Technical Liaison Committee (November 21, 2012)
• Metro Vancouver Regional Planners Advisory Committee (November 23, 2012)
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3.4.5 Open Houses
72 people attended 5 open houses
The Discussion Guide and Feedback Form was provided to all attendees at the open houses, and display
boards summarizing the consultation materials were set up around the room. Project team members
circulated the room and engaged attendees in one-on-one and small group discussions.
OPEN HOUSES
AREA

DATE

TIME

LOCATION

Richmond

Thursday, October 25

6:00pm-9:00pm

Hilton Vancouver Airport

Delta

Saturday, October 27

10:00am-1:00pm

Delta Town & Country Inn

Surrey

Thursday, November 1

6:00pm-9:00pm

Northview Golf and Country Club

Delta

Tuesday, November 6

6:00pm-9:00pm

Coast Tsawwassen Inn

Langley

Thursday, November 8

6:00pm-9:00pm

Newlands Golf and Country Club

3.4.6 Community Information Booth
17 people approached Port Metro Vancouver community information booths on
November 17 and 24, 2012
Port Metro Vancouver set up information booths to provide an opportunity for Delta residents to access
information about the project, ask questions and provide feedback. Information booths were set up at
the following locations:
• Ladner Leisure Centre – November 17, 2012
• South Delta Recreation Centre – November 24, 2012
Residents identified several areas of interest, including:
• Learning more about the proposed project, including interest in design elements and location
• The timing of the consultation program and environmental assessment, including opportunities to
provide comments
• The nature of potential project impacts, including to marine habitat, wildlife, traffic and the community
• Agricultural land in Delta
• Benefits to the region in terms of increased jobs, economic activity and transportation infrastructure
Residents were encouraged to take a Project Definition Consultation Discussion Guide and Feedback Form
and to provide input, either in writing or online.
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4. Key Results
4.1 Key Theme Summary from Stakeholder Meetings
While many comments and questions were heard in each of the stakeholder meetings, the following represents a
summary of the most frequently mentioned key themes at the seven stakeholder meetings.
It is important to note that this key theme summary represents a qualitative analysis of stakeholder meeting notes,
as opposed to the quantitative analysis of feedback forms noted elsewhere in this report.
•

Current and Future Impacts from Port Facilities (a key theme at 7 meetings): At all stakeholder
meetings, participants expressed concern about the impacts of existing port facilities at Roberts Bank
to current and future air quality, noise and light pollution as well as to birds, fish and agricultural land.
Participants asked that Port Metro Vancouver responsibly balance environmental, social and economic needs
during project planning for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.

•

Project Need and Justification (a key theme at 5 meetings): Participants questioned the accuracy of Port
Metro Vancouver’s demand forecasts and justification for additional container capacity on the west coast of
Canada. Some participants expressed interest in seeing additional capacity built in Prince Rupert or the use of
short-sea-shipping as an alternative to building a new terminal. Others were interested in knowing whether
current demand forecasts accounted for changes in shipping patterns following the opening of the recently
expanded Panama Canal.

•

Project Components (a key theme at 5 meetings): Participants asked for more information about the
location, orientation and layout of the new terminal and the location of the intermodal yard.

•

Compensation and Mitigation (a key theme at 4 meetings): Participants expressed concern about the loss
of agricultural land that could result from the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project and were interested
in knowing more about Port Metro Vancouver’s plan for mitigation, including potential locations for habitat
banking opportunities.

•

Requests for More Information (a key theme at 4 meetings): Participants expressed interest in having
more information about the project, including having access to various project documents and studies and
additional details about the environmental assessment process and baseline field studies currently underway.

•

Road and Rail Traffic (a key theme at 3 meetings): Participants expressed concern about the potential
increase in road and rail traffic as a result of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project and asked that
Port Metro Vancouver review options for improving the efficiency of container trucks to reduce the number of
empty truck trips and eliminate unnecessary trips throughout Metro Vancouver.

•

Community Legacy Benefits (a key theme at 2 meetings): Participants were interested in potential
community benefits, including the possibilities for a cycling/pedestrian overpass, improvements to transit
and contributions to the trail system on the foreshore at Roberts Bank.
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4.2 Stakeholder Meetings
The following are key themes from each of the seven stakeholder meetings held as part of Project Definition
Consultation. Meetings are listed in chronological order.
Meeting notes from the stakeholder meetings can be found in Appendix 3.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Definition Consultation

1.

2.

Delta Stakeholder Meeting 1: Tuesday, October 23, 2012 – 1:30pm-3:30pm
•

Participants expressed interest in having access to various project documents and records, as well as
records of consultation with various parties, including First Nations.

•

Some participants thought the demand for additional container capacity was overstated and the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project would therefore exceed demand.

•

Participants asked if there were other efficiencies that could be undertaken, such as introducing more
shifts at Deltaport Terminal, prior to building more capacity.

•

Participants expressed concern regarding potential project effects, including impacts to biofilm,
wildlife and agricultural land.

•

Participants expressed skepticism regarding environmental compensation and mitigation and said that
commitments made as part of the Deltaport Third Berth Project were not adequately fulfilled.

•

Participants expressed interest in potential social benefits of the project, including a cyclist and
pedestrian overpass on Deltaport Way and improvements to transit.

Delta Stakeholder Meeting 2: Tuesday, October 23, 2012 – 6:00pm-8:00pm
•

Participants questioned Port Metro Vancouver’s demand forecasts and the justification for additional
capacity.

•

Participants expressed concern about noise and air quality impacts from the existing port facilities, as
well as impacts to birds, fish and other wildlife.

•

Ship-to-shore power and noise attenuation barriers were identified as potential solutions to noise
pollution that should be implemented immediately.

•

Participants expressed concern that Port Metro Vancouver’s approach to mitigation and
compensation does not adequately deal with the impacts that may be caused by this type of project.

•

Participants expressed concern about the proposed location of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
Participants did not agree with Port Metro Vancouver’s assessment that this orientation would have
the least environmental impact.

•

Participants wanted more information about the project and wanted their concerns and opposition to
be heard.

•

Participants asked to see the Terms of Reference for each baseline study, and suggested that the
baseline studies should compare environmental values that existed prior to any port development.
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3.

4.

5.

Langley Stakeholder Meeting: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 – 6:00pm-8:00pm
•

Participants were interested in mitigation for the loss of habitat that could result from the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including potential locations for habitat banking projects.

•

Participants noted that they wanted to ensure that Port Metro Vancouver balanced environmental and
community needs when developing the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.

•

With respect to the location of the intermodal yard, one participant noted that security of an upland
intermodal yard should be a major consideration, and that given that much of the project would already
be built in the marine environment, it would make sense to build the intermodal yard there as well.

Delta Stakeholder Meeting 3: Thursday, October 25, 2012 – 1:30pm-3:30pm
•

Participants expressed concern about current air quality and the associated impacts from port operations.

•

Some participants felt that too many empty trucks come and go from the existing terminal at Roberts Bank.

•

Participants suggested that Port Metro Vancouver review options for more efficiently moving container
trucks to reduce unnecessary truck trips throughout Metro Vancouver.

•

Participants expressed the opinion that the Fraser Delta and Fraser River Estuary are the most important
bird areas in North America, particularly for shorebirds and waterfowl.

•

Participants suggested that Port Metro Vancouver consider a significant contribution to the trail system on
the foreshore to connect Tsawwassen First Nation land with the rest of Delta and to promote active living.

Surrey Stakeholder Meeting: Tuesday, October 30, 2012 – 1:30pm-3:30pm
•

Some participants were interested in Port Metro Vancouver’s container forecast and asked questions
about the assumptions that determined these projections.

•

Participants were interested in the environmental assessment process for the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 Project, which included questions about any geographic locations outside of Roberts Bank
that might be included as part of the assessment.

•

Some participants were interested in increased road and rail traffic that could result from the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, asking questions about mitigation, emissions and truck routes.
Participants urged the use of rail to transport containers instead of using trucks.

•

Some participants were interested in the field studies Port Metro Vancouver has been undertaking.

•

Participants asked about the project construction and design, including questions about construction
material sources, layout and configuration.

•

Some participants were concerned about the loss of agricultural land and Port Metro Vancouver’s plan
for mitigation.
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6.

7.

Richmond Stakeholder Meeting: Tuesday, October 30, 2012 – 6:00pm-8:00pm
•

Some participants who live on Tsawwassen Beach noted concerns with current port operations at
Roberts Bank, particularly with respect to nighttime noise, light spillage and impacts to air quality
from ship and truck emissions.

•

Participants noted that they were not opposed to increased trade, but wanted to ensure that Port
Metro Vancouver is responsive to the concerns of those living in close proximity to port facilities.

•

Some participants, who work at the Deltaport Terminal, stated that they were opposed to the
development of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project as an automated terminal because
they felt there would be fewer jobs available as a result.

•

Some participants, who work at the Deltaport Terminal, commented on safety issues related
to truck staging on Deltaport Way, and concrete barriers that have been installed on the
Roberts Bank causeway.

•

Participants asked whether the Roberts Bank and BC Ferries causeways could be breached to allow
water to flow underneath. They were particularly concerned about infilling of the shoreline at
Tsatsu Shores.

•

Some participants, representing Metro Vancouver and the City of Richmond, requested that Port
Metro Vancouver expand the boundaries of its transportation study to include areas north of the
George Massey Tunnel, such as Richmond and Vancouver.

Vancouver Stakeholder Meeting: Wednesday, October 31, 2012 – 9:00am-10:00am
•

Some participants asked questions about Port Metro Vancouver’s container forecast, wanting to
ensure it accounted for changes to shipping patterns that may occur following the opening of the
expanded Panama Canal.

•

Some participants were skeptical of whether fish would use the marine refugia within the caissons,
stating that they felt that fish would not want to enter a dark, enclosed space.

•

Some participants asked about the viability of short-sea-shipping―moving containers from Roberts
Bank to other facilities in Metro Vancouver via barges.

•

Participants asked about constructing the proposed terminal and its impact on birds, noting that the
Vancouver Airport Authority (YVR) was trying to move birds away from the airport, which would push
them south towards Roberts Bank. They were concerned that if birds were not able to find habitat at
Roberts Bank, it may cause them to move back towards the airport.
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4.3 Feedback Forms
The following are results from the 47 feedback forms received at stakeholder meetings, open houses, by mail and
through the online feedback form. Participants who provided additional comments may have included several
themes in their response.

1.

Type of Berth Structure – Caissons

Port Metro Vancouver looked at two potential methods of constructing the berth structure for the proposed Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project – (1) the use of caissons (large concrete boxes) or (2) pile and deck (which requires pile-driving).
Following an analysis of the two options, the use of caissons was selected as the preferred option. The use of caissons
significantly reduces the amount of noise for the community and marine environment associated with driving piles.
For the Roberts Bank site, caissons are considered to be more robust and require less maintenance than piles, they are
considered to perform better during significant seismic events, and are expected to be a lower cost option.
1.0 Please rate your level of agreement with the use of caissons for the construction of
the berth structure.

Agree

21

Disagree

Neutral

BASE: (n=42)

7

28

9

5

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 25 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (7 mentions)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on the environment/marine life/ecosystem (7)

•

Supportive of the use of caissons to build the berth structure (6)

•

Wanted more information before answering this question (5)

•

The use of caissons better addressed environmental concerns and caused less impact (3)

•

Concerns about bias in the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form (2)
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2.0 Location of the Intermodal Yard – Marine vs. Upland Construction
A key component of the project is an intermodal yard, where containers are loaded or unloaded from trains. Based
on the current design of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project and consistent with all existing Port Metro Vancouver
container terminals, the intermodal yard is proposed to be located on the terminal itself, in the marine environment.
Other than locating the intermodal yard on the terminal, there are only two other potential locations: on a widened
Roberts Bank causeway, also in the marine environment, or upland of the causeway.
No decision has been made regarding the final terminal layout. Some potential terminal layouts require land filling
and construction in the marine environment, while other designs are focused on building terminal components
upland within and adjacent to the existing rail corridor. Each of these alternatives would have implications for marine
and upland environments.
Alternative 1A: Constructing the intermodal yard in the marine environment on the new terminal.
Alternative 1B: Constructing the intermodal yard in the marine environment on an expanded Roberts Bank causeway.
Alternative 2: Constructing the intermodal yard in the upland environment.
2.1

Please rate your level of agreement with Alternative 1A: Constructing the intermodal yard in
the marine environment on the new terminal.

Agree

10

Disagree

Neutral

BASE: (n=37)

9

12

4

19

16

2

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 34 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about the effect of the project on the environment/marine life/ecosystem (14 mentions)
This option addresses environmental concerns and will cause less impact (10)
This option is preferable because it keeps project elements in one area (9)
Concerns about the effect of the project on birds (8)
Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (7)
Wanted more information before answering this question (4)
Concerns about the success of Port Metro Vancouver’s previous mitigation efforts (4)
Concerns about light pollution (3)
Concerns about the loss of Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)/farm land (3)

13 Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project | Project Definition Consultation Summary Report | January 2013

2.2 Please rate your level of agreement with Alternative 1B: Constructing the intermodal yard on
an expanded Roberts Bank causeway.

Agree

4

5

Disagree

17%

16

Neutral

BASE: (n=41)

9

8

24

8

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 29 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly
mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the effect of the project on the environment/marine life/ecosystem (9 mentions)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on birds (6)

•

Wanted more information before answering this question (5)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)

•

Concerns about traffic flow and traffic safety on the causeway (3)

•

Concerns about the success of Port Metro Vancouver’s previous mitigation efforts (2)
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2.3 Please rate your level of agreement with Alternative 2: Constructing the intermodal yard in
the upland environment.

Agree

3

Disagree

Neutral

BASE: (n=39)

6

9

17%

18

9

27

3

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 31 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (13 mentions)

•

This option addresses environmental concerns and will cause less impact (10)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (8)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on birds (5)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on the environment/marine life/ecosystem (3)

•

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver is concerned about its impact on the environment (3)

•

Wanted more information before answering this question (3)
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3.0 Mitigation for the Loss of Agricultural Productivity
Upland rail improvements for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project would likely occur mostly within the
existing railway right-of-way and the Option Lands1. As technical work on the project advances, the amount of
agricultural land required will be determined and shared as part of future phases of consultation.
Port Metro Vancouver is considering a number of potential mitigation and compensation measures to account for loss
of agricultural productivity.
3.1 Topsoil Conservation Program
This mitigation and compensation measure involves a program to improve field conditions, configurations and
drainage of adjacent properties through conservation of topsoil.
Please rate your level of agreement with Port Metro Vancouver pursuing a topsoil
conservation program.

Agree

20

Disagree

Neutral

BASE: (n=39)

5

4

8

28

9

2

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 20 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (9 mentions)

•

A topsoil conservation program should be mandatory (6)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (5)

•

Wanted more information about this program (2)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver will not adequately address issues (2)

1

The Province of B.C.’s Option Lands are a 60-metre-wide strip of land from Arthur Drive west to the neck of the Roberts Bank causeway and are within the
Agricultural Land Reserve. In 2008, the Agricultural Land Commission approved the acquisition of the Option Lands to create a new rail right-of-way.
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3.2 Improvements to Existing Agricultural Land
This mitigation and compensation measure involves improvements to existing agricultural land through supporting
investments in infrastructure such as irrigation and drainage.
Please rate your level of agreement with Port Metro Vancouver pursuing improvements to existing
agricultural land.

Agree

BASE: (n=39)

19

Disagree

5

Neutral

5

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

9

28

6

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 16 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (5 mentions)

•

Improvements to existing agricultural land should be mandatory (4)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)

•

Wanted more information about this option (2)
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3.3 Agricultural Capacity Development
This mitigation and compensation measure includes supporting agricultural education for the next generation of
farmers through bursaries or research funding.
Please rate your level of agreement with Port Metro Vancouver pursuing agricultural capacity
development.

Agree

Disagree

11

5

Neutral

BASE: (n=39)

1

12

23

6

10

STRONGLY
AGREE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

NEUTRAL

SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 18 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (8 mentions)

•

Agricultural capacity development should be mandatory (7)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver will not adequately address issues (2)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (2)
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4.0 Categories for Environmental Study
Port Metro Vancouver has developed a list of categories for environmental study for the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 Project. These categories were identified through environmental assessments and community consultation
on past projects at Roberts Bank, including the Deltaport Third Berth Project, the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail
Improvement Project and Pre-Consultation on the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project in June 2011.
The categories for environmental study for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project include, but are not limited
to, the following:
• Agriculture

• Coastal Seabirds and Waterfowl

• Air Quality

• Lighting

• Archaeology

• Marine Fish

• Biofilm (a nutrient-rich film
found in the intertidal zone)

• Marine Invertebrates

• Coastal Geomorphology (coastal
formations and features)

• Marine Vegetation

4a

• Marine Mammals
• Noise

• Socio-Community and
Socio-Economic
• Terrestrial Wildlife/Vegetation
(land-based animals and plants)
• Traditional Use
• Visual
• Water and Sediment Quality

Please indicate your interests and any additional categories for consideration as part
of the environmental study.

Comments
Of the 33 participants who provided suggestions for additional categories for consideration or additional comments,
the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about air quality and pollution (11 mentions)

•

Concerns about socio-community and socio-economic impacts (8)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on birds/bird habitat (7)

•

Concerns about coastal geomorphology (7)

•

All studies listed are important (7)

•

Concerns about a lack of credible studies to justify port expansion plans (6)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on terrestrial wildlife and vegetation (5)

•

Concerns about noise (5)

•

Concerns about fuel spills, sewage and water pollution (3)

•

Concerns about water and sediment quality (3)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (3)

•

Concerns about general environmental impacts (3)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not adequately managing current issues (3)

•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (2)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on biofilm (2)

•

Concerns about the effect of the project on marine vegetation (2)
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5.0 Marine Ecosystems
The marine environment at Roberts Bank is an interconnected system made up of a wide range of aquatic life. Port
Metro Vancouver is undertaking rigorous scientific studies to understand marine ecosystem components and their
interactions. Studies on each of the following aspects of the marine ecosystem will be conducted; however, Port
Metro Vancouver is interested to learn which are of highest interest to communities, stakeholders and the public.
5.1 Marine Vegetation (e.g. eelgrass, ulva and other seaweeds)
Please indicate how important you think marine vegetation is for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

24

12

5

41

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 17 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that marine vegetation is vital for the ecosystem and migratory birds (9 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (6)

•

Concerns about the success of Port Metro Vancouver’s previous mitigation efforts (4)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not taking historical research and recommendations into account (2)
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5.2 Marine Invertebrates (e.g. crabs, cockles, sea pens and other members of the benthic community)
Please indicate how important you think marine invertebrates are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Definition Consultation

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

25

13

3

41

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 12 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that marine invertebrates are vital to the marine ecosystem (8 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (3)

21 Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project | Project Definition Consultation Summary Report | January 2013

5.3 Marine Fish (e.g. salmon, flatfish, sand lance, forage fish and surf smelt)
Please indicate how important you think marine fish are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies,
and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=39)

28

9

2

39

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 14 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that fish species are important to the ecosystem (11 mentions)

•

Acknowledgement that fish species are important to the provincial economy (4)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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5.4 Marine-Dependent Coastal Seabirds and Waterfowl
Please indicate how important you think marine-dependent coastal seabirds and waterfowl are for Port Metro
Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Definition Consultation

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

24

9

6

39

1

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 16 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that Roberts Bank is an area with important/protected bird habitats (6 mentions)

•

Acknowledgement that birds are important to the ecosystem (4)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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5.5 Biofilm and other Micro-Organisms in Intertidal areas
Please indicate how important you think biofilm and other micro-organisms in the intertidal areas are for Port Metro
Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

24

10

6

40

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 16 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that biofilm and micro-organisms are vital to the marine ecosystem (12 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (3)
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5.6 Marine Mammals (e.g. whales, seals, sea lions and otters)
Please indicate how important you think marine mammals are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.
.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Definition Consultation

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

28

8

5

40

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 15 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that marine mammals are vital to the marine ecosystem (9 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (5)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not taking historical research and recommendations into account (2)
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6.0 Terrestrial Wildlife and Vegetation
The terrestrial environment in the proposed project area is an interconnected ecosystem made up of a wide range
of plants, animals and terrestrial habitats. Port Metro Vancouver is undertaking rigorous scientific studies to
understand terrestrial ecosystem components and their interactions. Studies on each of the following aspects of the
terrestrial ecosystem will be undertaken; however, Port Metro Vancouver would like to determine the level of interest
in each one.
6.1 Vegetation in General (including wildlife habitat and ecologically sensitive areas)
Please indicate how important you think vegetation in general is for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

23

15

2

40

1

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 13 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be protected and minimally disrupted (10 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (3)
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6.2 Bird Species (e.g. waterfowl, raptors and songbirds)
Please indicate how important you think bird species are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and
please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Definition Consultation

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

23

11

4

38

2

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 13 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be protected and minimally disrupted (9 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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6.3 Small Mammals (e.g. shrews, moles, voles and hares)
Please indicate how important you think small mammals are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

20

10

9

39

1

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 11 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be protected and minimally disrupted (8 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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6.4 Amphibians and Reptiles (e.g. frogs, turtles and snakes)
Please indicate how important you think amphibians and reptiles are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Definition Consultation

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

19

13

7

39

2

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 10 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be protected and minimally disrupted (6 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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6.5 Invertebrate Species (e.g. butterflies and dragonflies)
Please indicate how important you think invertebrate species are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

20

12

7

39

2

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 10 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be protected and minimally disrupted (6 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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6.6 Freshwater Fish and their Habitats
Please indicate how important you think freshwater fish and their habitats are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its
baseline studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.
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Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

22

12

4

38

2

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 14 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be protected and minimally disrupted (7 mentions)

•

Concerns about the possible impact to the fisheries industry (5)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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7.0 Socio-Community and Socio-Economic
Port Metro Vancouver will undertake important studies concerning how the proposed project might interact with
adjacent communities.
Socio-Community
7.1 Noise and Vibration
Please indicate how important you think noise and vibration are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

22

13

5

40

1

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 16 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

There should be ongoing noise and vibration monitoring (8 mentions)

•

Need to minimize the effects of the project on marine and terrestrial ecosystems (5)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (3)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not adequately managing current issues (2)
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7.2 Air Quality
Please indicate how important you think air quality is for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and
please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.
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Important

Not Important

29

11

1

41

0

BASE: (n=41)

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 22 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about mitigating air pollution from ships, trains and trucks (12 mentions)

•

There should be ongoing air quality monitoring (9)

•

Concerns about air quality and related health impacts (6)

•

Suggested restricting truck/train idling and the use of alternative fuels to improve air quality (5)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not adequately managing current issues (5)

•

Consideration of electric shore power for berthed ships (4)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (2)

•

Concerns about coal dust (2)
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7.3 Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Please indicate how important you think energy use and greenhouse gas emissions are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus
on in its baseline studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

24

14

7

41

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 12 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the environmental impacts of greenhouse gas emissions (6 mentions)

•

Consideration of alternative energy sources, including electric shore power and solar power (4)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (2)
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7.4 Lighting
Please indicate how important you think lighting is for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and
please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=41)

20

11

10

41

0

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 19 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the effect of the project on the surrounding ecosystem and support of a “dark sky” policy to
minimize light pollution (6 mentions)

•

Request to avoid direct illumination of local residential communities (4)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not adequately managing current issues (2)

•

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver is concerned about its impact on the environment (2)

•

Believe there will be few lighting effects on local residential communities (2)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (2)
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7.5 Viewscape and Aesthetics
Please indicate how important you think viewscape and aesthetics are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its
baseline studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=40)

11

8

16

35

5

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 15 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (5)

•

Efforts should be made to preserve as much of the natural landscape as possible (3)

•

Suggested the addition of artwork, viewing platforms and recreational trails (2)

•

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver is concerned about its impact on the environment (2)
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7.6 Jobs
Please indicate how important you think jobs are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and
please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=39)

10

4

2

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

15

8

33

6

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 17 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Concerns about the number and nature of jobs at the new terminal (7)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (6)

•

The project will benefit the local economy and improve the local standard of living (5)

•

Desire for local residents to be given priority for project-related employment opportunities (2)
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7.7 Wages
Please indicate how important you think wages are for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and
please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=38)

7

5

15

10

32

1 6

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 13 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Fair wages should be mandatory (4 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)

•

Concerns about the number and nature of jobs at the new terminal (2)

•

Wanted more information before answering this question (2)
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7.8 Construction and Operations-Related Business Opportunities
Please indicate how important you think construction and operations-related business opportunities are for Port Metro
Vancouver to focus on in its baseline studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=39)

9

4

14

4

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

8

31

8

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 12 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Desire for local companies to be given priority for project-related employment opportunities (4 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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7.9 Government Revenue
Please indicate how important you think government revenue is for Port Metro Vancouver to focus on in its baseline
studies, and please note any specific interests or considerations you may have.

Important

Not Important

BASE: (n=39)

11

4

3

EXTREMELY
IMPORTANT

15

6

32

7

VERY
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT

Comments
Of the 16 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Port Metro Vancouver does not pay enough in taxes and could contribute more to the local economy and
infrastructure (8 mentions)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (4)
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8.0 Community Legacy Benefits
Port Metro Vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional government regarding community legacy
benefits that could be provided as part of the Container Capacity Improvement Program. Port Metro Vancouver is
also interested in feedback from communities, stakeholders and the public regarding the types of community legacy
benefits that should be considered.
These community legacy benefits will be over and above the economic benefits that would result from the projects,
and the mitigation measures that would be required through the environmental assessment process.
Please indicate your level of agreement with regards to Port Metro Vancouver exploring community legacy benefits
related to: environment, community well-being, transportation, and the arts.
Total
Agree

27

Environment (n=40)

Community Well-Being (n=39)

21

Transportation (n=39)

21

Arts (n=39)

7
STRONGLY
AGREE

7

9

7

13
SOMEWHAT
AGREE

3

5

10
NEUTRAL

1

3
SOMEWHAT
DISAGREE
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5

34

6

30

6

28

6

20

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Comments
Of the 23 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes:
•

Skepticism about legacy benefits and the associated perception of bribery (9 mentions)

•

Concerns about the effects of the project on marine and terrestrial ecosystems (8)

•

Communities should be the ones to decide the type of legacy project or how to direct funding (4)

•

Support for environmental projects such as marine mammal rehabilitation or wildlife protection (3)

•

Support for investment in public transportation or rapid transit (3)

•

Concerns about air pollution (3)

•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (3)

•

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver is concerned about its impact on the environment (3)

•

Support for more investment in recreational trails (2)

•

Concerns about increased traffic congestion (2)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (2)

•

Wanted more information about the project (2)
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9.0 Additional Comments
Please provide any additional comments you may have regarding any aspect of the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 Project.
Of the 31 participants who provided additional comments, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes.
It should be noted that each response may have included more than one theme.
•

Concerns about the effects of the project on marine and terrestrial ecosystems (14 mentions)

•

There is no need or economic justification for the project (12)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (9)

•

Concerns about increased traffic congestion (8)

•

Concerns about pollution (5)

•

Port Metro Vancouver should pay for road, bridge and tunnel improvements (5)

•

Wanted more information about the project (5)

•

When considering plans for expansion, Port Metro Vancouver has ignored previous
environmental studies and recommendations (5)

•

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver is concerned about its impact on the environment (4)

•

Support for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (3)

•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (3)

•

Concerns that port expansion will negatively impact the quality of life of local residents (3)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver will not adequately address issues (3)

•

Port Metro Vancouver is not taking historical research and recommendations into account (2)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not adequately managing current issues (2)

•

Support for retaining recreational access to the foreshore (2)

•

Additional suggestions for community legacy benefits (2)

•

Concerns regarding noise and vibration (2)
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10.0 Submissions
In addition to comments on feedback forms, open-ended feedback was also received through 27 submissions. Within
the 27 submissions, the following were the most commonly mentioned themes. It should be noted that a submission
may have included more than one theme.
•

Concerns about the effects of the project on terrestrial ecosystems and protected bird habitats (11 mentions)

•

Concerns about the effects of the project on marine ecosystems (10)

•

Concerns about increased traffic congestion (10)

•

Concerns regarding noise and vibration (10)

•

Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (9)

•

Concerns about air pollution (7)

•

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not adequately managing current issues (7)

•

Concerns about the loss of ALR/farm land (6)

•

When considering plans for expansion, Port Metro Vancouver has ignored previous environmental studies and
recommendations (6)

•

Concerns regarding light pollution (6)

•

Concerns about bias in the discussion guide and feedback form (5)

•

Concerns about the impacts of coal/coal dust (5)

•

Concerns about power lines and request to bury them to prevent harm to birds (4)

•

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver will consider feedback received through consultation (4)

•

Wanted more information about the project (4)

•

Wanted more technical information to be able to answer the questions in the feedback form (4)

•

Concerns about water and sediment quality (3)

•

Wanted shore power to be used by container ships (3)

•

Port expansion will negatively impact the quality of life of local residents (3)

•

There is no need or economic justification for the project (3)

•

Concerns about safety related to truck traffic (e.g. accidents, flying debris) (3)

•

Concerns about the effects of the project on the health and safety of local residents (3)

•

Belief that there is a current lack of credible studies to justify plans to expand the port (3)

•

Concerns about coastal geomorphology and erosion (2)

•

Concerns about general pollution (2)

•

Support for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (2)
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Project Definition Consultation
Consultation Summary Report: Appendix 1 – Email Invitation and Newspaper Advertisement
Port Metro Vancouver provided notice of opportunities to participate in Project Definition Consultation
through multiple channels, including email and advertisement. Included in this appendix are two
examples of email notifications, as well as a newspaper advertisement.
Notification Type

Page

Email Invitation

2

HTML Email Invitation

4

Newspaper Advertisement

6

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
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Project Definition Consultation
Page 1

Container Capacity Improvement Program

Email Invitation to Participate in Project Definition Consultation for
the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Dear Stakeholder,
Port Metro Vancouver invites you to participate in Project Definition Consultation regarding the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project between October 22, 2012 and November 30, 2012. As part
of this consultation, Port Metro Vancouver will present information regarding the conceptual project
design, and will seek input regarding elements of the project related to refining the design and
developing environmental mitigation plans.
The Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is a proposed new multi -berth container terminal at Roberts Bank
in Delta, BC that could provide 2.4 million TEUs (twenty-foot equivalent unit containers) of container
capacity. The project is part of Port Metro Vancouver’s Container Capacity Improvement Program, a
long-term strategy to deliver projects to meet anticipated growth in demand for container capacity to
2030.
For more information on the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, as well as how you can
participate in consultation, please visit the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project website.

Stakeholder Meeting & Open House Schedule
To register for a stakeholder meeting, please email container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com
or call 604.665.9337.
Date

Event Type

Time

Location

Tuesday, October 23

1:30pm-3:30pm

Coast Tsawwassen Inn

6:00pm-8:00pm

1665
Street, Delta
Coast56
Tsawwassen
Inn

6:00pm-9:00pm

1665
56 Street,
Delta
Newlands
Golf and
Country Club

1:30pm-3:30pm

21025
48 Avenue,
Langley
Delta Town
& Country
Inn

Thursday, October 25

Stakeholder
Meeting
Stakeholder
Meeting
Stakeholder
Meeting
Stakeholder
Meeting
Open House

6:00pm-9:00pm

6005
17, Airport
Delta
HiltonHighway
Vancouver

Saturday, October 27

Open House

10:00am-1:00pm

5911 Minoru
Delta
Town &Boulevard,
Country InnRichmond

Tuesday, October 23
Wednesday, October 24
Thursday, October 25

6005 Highway 17, Delta
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
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Tuesday, October 30

1:30pm-3:30pm

Northview Golf and Country Club

6:00pm-8:00pm

6857
Street Surrey
Hilton168
Vancouver
Airport

9:00am-11:00am

5911
Boulevard,
MorrisMinoru
J. Wosk
Centre forRichmond
Dialogue

Thursday, November 1

Stakeholder
Meeting
Stakeholder
Meeting
Stakeholder
Meeting
Open House

6:00pm-9:00pm

580 West Hastings
Vancouver
Northview
Golf andStreet,
Country
Club

Tuesday, November 6

Open House

6:00pm-9:00pm

6857 168
Street Surrey
Coast
Tsawwassen
Inn

Thursday, November 8

Open House

6:00-9:00 p.m.

1665 56 Street,
Delta
Newlands
Golf and
Country Club

Tuesday, October 30
Wednesday, October 31

21025 48 Avenue, Langley
To receive updates on project milestones and opportunities to participate in consultation for the
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, click here.
Regards,
Matt Skinner
On behalf of Port Metro Vancouver
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Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
HTML Email Invitation
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Thurs, October

1:30pm-

Delta Town & Country Inn

25

3:30pm

6005 Highway 17, Delta

Tues, Oc tober

1:30pm-

30

3:30pm

Tues, Oc tober

6:00pm-

30

8:00pm

Wed, October

9 :00am-

31

l l:OOam

Northview Golf and Country
Club
6857 168 Street, Surrey
Hilton Vancouver Airport
5911 Minoru Boulevard,
Richmond
Morris J. Wosk Centre for
Dialogue
580 W. Hastin~s, Vancouver

Open House Schedule
Meeting Date

Time

Location
Hilton Vancouver Airport

Thurs,
October 25

6 :00pm9 :00pm

E911 Minoru Bouleva·d,
Richmond

Sat,
October 27

10:00am-

Delta Town & Country Inn

Thurs,
November 1

1:00pm
6:00pm9:00pm

6005 Hi~hway 17, Delta
Northview t;ol' and country
Club
6857 1GB Street, Surrey

Tues, Novembe· 6:00pm-

Coast Tsawwassen Inn

6

9 :00pm

1665 56th Street, Delta

Thurs,
November 8

6:00pm-

Newlands Golf and Country
9:00pm

Club
21025

~sth

Avenue,

Langley

How Input Will Be Used
Inj:Ut received will be considered, along With
t echnical and economic informat ion, in developing
proj ect

design ~.

o r plan s, in:luding engineer ing

and environmental mit igat ion plans, forthe
prop osed Rob erts Bank Terminal 2 Proj ect.
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INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
October 22 - November 30, 2012
Port Metro Vancouver is conducting Project Definition Consultation regarding the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal2 Project. As part of this consultation, Port Metro Vancouver will present information regarding
the conceptual project design, and will seek input regarding elements ofthe project related to refining the
design and developing environmental mitigation plans.
The Roberts BankTerminal2 Project is a proposed new multi-berth container terminal at Roberts Bank in
Delta, BC that could provide 2.4 million TEUs (twenty-foot equivalent units) of container capacity. The
project is part of Port Metro Vancouver's Container Capacity Improvement Program, a long-term strategy
to deliver projects to meet anticipated growth in demand for container capacity to 2030.

You can provide feedback and learn more about the project by:
Attending a multi-stakeholder meeting or open house (see schedule below)
Reading consultation materials and providing feedback online (consultation materials and an online
feedback form will be available at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2 on October 22, 2012)

Calling 604.665.9337
Providing a written submission through:
- Fax: 1.866.284.4271
- Email: container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com
- Mail: Roberts Bank Terminal2 Project, 100 The Pointe, 999 Canada Place, Vancouver, BC V6C 3T4

STAKEHOLDER MEETING & OPEN HOUSE SCHEDULE
Date

Event Type

Time

Location

Tuesday,
October 23

Stakeholder Meeting

1:30pm- 3:30pm

CoastTsawwassen Inn
1665 56 Sl Delta

Tuesday,
October 23

Stakeholder Meeting

6:00pm- 8:00pm

Coast Tsawwassen Inn
1665 56 Sl Delta

Wednesday,
October 24

Stakeholder Meeting

6:00pm- 8:00pm

Newlands Golf and Country Club
21025 48 Ave, Langley

Thursday,
October 25

Stakeholder Meeting

1:30pm- 3:30pm

Delta Town & Country Inn
6005 Hwy 17, Delta

Thursday,
October 25

Open House

6:00pm- 9:00pm

Hilton Vancouver Airport
5911 Minoru Blvd, Richmond

Saturday,
October 27

Open House

10:00am -1:00pm

Delta Town & Country Inn
6005 Hwy 17, Delta

Tuesday,
October 30

Stakeholder Meeting

1:30pm- 3:30pm

Northview Golf and Country Club
6857 168 St Surrey

Tuesday,
October 30

Stakeholder Meeting

6:00pm- 8:00pm

Hilton Vancouver Airport
5911 Minoru Blvd, Richmond

Wednesday,
October 31

Stakeholder Meeting

9:00am -11:00am

Morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue
580 West Hastings St, Vancouver

Thursday,
November 1

Open House

6:00pm- 9:00pm

Northview Golf and Country Club
6857 168 StSurrey

Open House

6:00pm- 9:00pm

Coast Tsawwassen Inn
1665 56 Sl Delta

Open House

6:00pm- 9:00pm

Newlands Golf and Country Club
21025 48 Ave, Langley

-Tuesday,

November 6
Thursday,
November 8

*To register for a stakeholder meeting, please email container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com or call
604.665.933 7. Please provide your name and specify the date and time of the meeting you wish to attend_

How Input Will Be Used -Input received will be considered, along with technical and economic information,
in developing project designs or plans, including engineering and environmental mitigation plans, for the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal2 Project.
portmetrovancouver com/RBT2
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Appendix 3
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting Notes

Prepared by:

Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd.
Mustel Group

PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 1
October 23, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October 23,
1:30pm – 3:30pm, at the Coast Tsawwassen Inn, Delta, BC.

Stakeholders:

Arno Schortinghuis. HUB: Your Cycling Connection
Bernadette Kudzin, Vicki Huntington’s Office, MLA South Delta
Bernita Iversen, Corporation of Delta
Bonnie Gee
Brian Yamaguchi, Harbour Link Container Services
Carole Vignale, Safe Route Tsawwassen
Dave Moffat
Ed Ries
Jean Wightman, Go Green Delta
Jim Northey, Tsatsu Shores Homeowners
Jim Ronback, Delta Naturalists
John Bourbonniere, Harbour Link Container Services
Josh Jensen
Julie Hobart, Against Port Expansion
Peter Duffey
Peter Holt, Praxispoint Consulting Group
Richard Swanston, Burns Bog Conservation Coalition
Roger Emsley, Against Port Expansion
Ruth Adams, Tsawwassen First Nation
Terry Bogyo
Walt Zmud

Port Metro Vancouver:

Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Cliff Stewart, Acting Vice-President, Infrastructure Delivery
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
Neil Turner, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Matt Skinner, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 1:32
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KEY THEMES:


Participants expressed interest in having access to various project documents and records, as
well as records of consultation with various parties, including First Nations.

•

Some participants thought the demand for additional container capacity was overstated and the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project would therefore exceed demand.

•

Participants asked if there were other efficiencies that could be undertaken, such as introducing
more shifts at Deltaport Terminal, prior to building more capacity.

•

Participants expressed concern regarding potential project effects, including impacts to biofilm,
wildlife and agricultural land.

•

Participants expressed skepticism regarding environmental compensation and mitigation and
said that commitments made as part of the Deltaport Third Berth Project were not adequately
fulfilled.

•

Participants expressed interest in potential social benefits of the project, including a cyclist and
pedestrian overpass on Deltaport Way and improvements to transit.

(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Judy Kirk
Judy Kirk welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, as well as introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Judy informed participants
that the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Cliff Stewart reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in the
consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics.

Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: I just wanted to clarify that we're here to be consulted about the Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes.

Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: What does that actually mean?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So there are a number of steps in the process where we plan to be back in the
community having conversation. This is the first session where we actually have something
specific to talk about with respect to Terminal 2. So if you remember when we were out last
year, in Pre-Consultation we were talking about the consultation process itself: How do people
want to be consulted; what forms of communication work for them.
This is the first one where we're actually out with something specific that says “here's what T2
generally looks like”. You can see on the front cover. We've shown you where it is and
approximately how big it is. So it is very conceptual at this point but our commitment is to be
out early and often so that people have an opportunity to A) ask questions and B) to express
their thoughts about the information that we're providing and also give us the opportunity for
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things where there's issues identified as a result of the consultation to refine the design of the
facility over what we expect will be probably about a five year definition and approval process.
So it is very early days and so there may well be things that you like to talk about that we are
happy to hear but we may not have answers yet, depending on what exactly it is.
Q:

Roger Emsley: I'm confused. Certainly since Bill C38 the whole of the regulatory process and
legislation has been totally revamped, though I don't claim to understand the current regulatory
process, so to an extent I'll have to draw back to the previous one. Under the previous one there
was a requirement to file terms of reference and then you proceeded from there. I don't yet
fully understand what Bill C38 did in terms of this process. But my understanding is that there is
still a place in that legislation that talks about an independent panel. Certainly I have assurances
from some people, who would be influential in this, that this is likely to go the independent
panel route.
So with that preamble, where does this sit? What is your understanding of current Federal
legislation in terms of environmental assessments? Will there be terms of reference formally put
out, or is this just some kind of informal process that sits off in the side?

A:

Judy Kirk: Roger, in answer to your question, at the open houses we're going to actually going to
have one board that shows where we are in the process of the environmental assessment at the
top and where we are in terms of the consultation process right underneath it so that you can
see how the two relate. And I think that's important because these processes are complex,
particularly the environmental assessment.
So if you look on page 20, the first box, "Pre-Environmental Assessment Phase" is where we are
now. In fact we're even ahead of that. The terms of reference which you've just referred to
which deals with the scope and nature of studies to be looked at in the environmental review, is
now called the "Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines". It’s the third bullet down on the
second box on page 20. As for consultation, we're doing this phase of consultation to define
issues and to talk about features of the proposed T2 project.
The development of Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines includes public comment
periods that are run by the provincial and federal agencies. It is anticipated that there would be
a joint review panel here. I'll perhaps leave it to Rhona or to Cliff to add anything further but
that gives you a sense of where we are.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: Okay, it also says on page 22 you have a separate parallel process with the First
Nations group and yet that seems a little odd because I certainly was very interested in knowing
what their positions would be and how it impacts the project. That would, to a certain extent,
have a bearing and perhaps could influence how I feel about the process, some of the issues
that they raise or some of the issues that I would perhaps be concerned about. Will there be a
way on integrating those? At the moment it says it's separate.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, certainly First Nations are welcome at and invited to participate in this public
process but they also have a separate, constitutionally mandated process. They are, as First
Nations under Article 35 of the Constitution, entitled to a separate process.

C:

Terry Bogyo: But “separate” does not mean “secret”.

A:

Judy Kirk: There actually is confidentiality around the process. But Terry, in terms of integration,
one of the really great things about the environmental review process is that it does bring them
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together. They are in a working group. First Nations are invited to the working group, and so are
local government and so are some other groups. So that's where the integration generally
occurs.
A:

Cliff Stewart: There are separate consultations with each First Nation, and it's up to them who
else they'd like to invite but it's not up to us to tell them who they should be inviting.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: So we won't know what their input is until the joint phase?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Generally that's correct.

Q:

Walt Zmud: The assumption I'm making is that because they are in fact another level of
government, they will be treated as another level of government?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I would not deign to speak for First Nations but I think if you were to say that to
them they would have a very different explanation.

Q:

Walt Zmud: Okay. Second, to that point, can we, the rest of the public, determine or refine the
means by which we may be able to determine what those conversations are? Will the
conversation with the band be public or private?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It would be private.

A:

Judy Kirk: But you know, that said, I mean if the others are concerned about that, we can
certainly get that in the record. Cliff,

C:

Walt Zmud: Then it should be noted.

A:

Judy Kirk: I would ask as a facilitator that perhaps the question be posed to some of the First
Nations, because there are usually consultation agreements that are struck and so this could be
noted or at least asked.

Q:

Walt Zmud: But you're obviously aware of the appearance?

A:

Judy Kirk: Yes, and you know others have made that observation before but I think the point
that Cliff has clearly made is that they are bound by a legal framework.

C:

Walt Zmud: I realize that, but I think the public has a right, if I'm not mistaken, to be able to
share in that kind of information.

C:

Carol Vignale: Seems to me that if you can note to the First Nations that there is real interest in
the community about their positions and it seems to me the reason that so much is confidential
discussion is because of the lack of trust that has generally existed between the First Nation and
the non-First Nation community. You know, that Terry and Walt were genuinely interested. I
think what I get is there's a real interest in our community to be a community that is together,
that has some coordination, that has some sense of team, of some sense of a circle in the
aboriginal sense. We want to be in the circle with them in our dealings with the Port. We want
the Port, First Nations and the Delta community to be in the same circle. And we really look to
them for some leadership in this because we certainly want them to prosper in this circle the
way Delta has prospered. And you know, the Port is about prospering and helping us all to
prosper as a country and so we all have the same basic agenda and so I think that's the strong
message that I'd like you to convey.

C:

Ruth Adams: Yeah just listening to everyone. What you are asking for is new, so I don't see
anything wrong with that. I would say that to the Tsawwassen First Nation government and see
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what they would feel about that, putting it up at these proposed open houses for everyone to
come to and we have had good turnouts for those. But I think we can figure out something, but
like I say, this would be a first. Okay? There hasn't been anything that would put a municipality
in with a First Nation to be together to question the Port or any other kind of business that
we're going to be doing. So I don't see anything wrong with that. That there's an interest there
and I think you have to know that, yes, there has been quite a big confrontation between Delta
and Tsawwassen First Nation as of lately, so that would be something that maybe coul d pull it
together. I wouldn't want something coming in to bash Tsawwassen First Nation and the Port.
Nobody wants to see that. So as an elder, I wouldn't want to put our people through that. So if
we could do this in a respectful way, then I think we would have to get in touch with
Tsawwassen First Nations.
Q:

Jim Ronback: I notice that the project includes both federal and province environmental acts and
they also have another harmonization agreement between the province and the federal
government. Will this be a harmonized study, and if so, will the terms of reference indicate
who's going to do what with which and to whom? In looking at another study that came down
on the transportation and the jet fuel project out to the airport, there was no statement from
the federal agency, which was Port Metro Vancouver and was independent of any decision that
the province would make. I'm curious as to how you arrive at a unified decision, if any? One
could disagree and another could agree and is one over the other?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So the decision on all of that stuff you just talked about would be the decisions
jointly of the Federal and Provincial Ministers of Environment. It is probably the biggest change
with respect to what Roger mentioned with the new act. But for this one thing the process looks
and acts very, very similar for a project of this magnitude in the new system as it did in the old
system.
The one difference is that in the old system the port had the ability as a regulated authority to
request a panel. In the new system, we no longer have that ability. We simply apply, we
commence the process and within the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency there is a
side process which decides whether there is to be a panel and whether it's to be joint or
whether it's to be federal or provincial and that whole mechanism now resides with the senior
levels of government.

Q:

Walt Zmud: And if I'm not mistaken, the biggest change is that I think the process itself is limited
to 12 months, is it not?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well it's similar to a chess clock. Its 24 months in total from the time the process is
kicked off, which happens with the submission of a document called the Project Description. I
tell people that's like the key to the lock. The lock is the environmental assessment process. You
put the submission in, the chess clock starts. But that two-year chess clock, we expect, will take
probably about 4 years in total to actually wind its way through the process.

Q:

Jim Ronback: What stops the clock?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Whenever the process comes back to the proponent and says “go and do this
thing” or “go and do that thing” or “we need this information” or “we need that information”.
So whenever there's a request for information or a request for further work, the clock stops
until that work's completed. Have I got that right, Neil?

A:

Neil Turner: Yes.
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Why Do We Need More Capacity For Containerized Trade?
Cliff Stewart provided an overview on the need for container capacity, including the forecast
demand and planned capacity increases on the West Coast of Canada (page 4 of the Discussion
Guide).
Q:

Jim Ronback: Does this include the Terminal 1 capacity in the total estimate?

A:

Cliff Stewart: You mean the existing container terminal at Roberts Bank?

C:

Jim Ronback: Yeah.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, so this includes the two terminals in the inner harbour. It includes currently
Fraser Surrey Docks. It includes the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project as
well as the existing third berth capacity at Delta Port.

Q:

Jim Ronback: Is this for the entire west coast?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, the entire west coast of Canada.

Q:

Ed Ries: Prince Rupert currently has one berth?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That's right.

Q:

Ed Ries: Through Phase 2, how many berths would they have?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Stage 1 gives then another berth and Stage 2 gives them significantly more
terminal capacity.

Q:

Peter Holt: Have previous forecasts been accurate going back 10 - 15 years to 1980. Have they
depicted that level of growth, minus 20 percent? How confident are you in these figures?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, it is interesting, because we’ve had two forecasts done by two separate
companies, one last year, a different one this year. The one that did this year’s forecast we
actually went back to a forecast they did in 2002, and the same sort of a cone you see here, with
the base low and high, and their low actually encompassed the world economic crisis of 2008.
They were still within that cone even with something as dramatic as that going on. I think this is
pretty good accuracy, recognizing it is a significant band as you move further out.

C:

Roger Emsley: Just several comments. First of all, we disagree with the capacity that is shown
here, we believe it is significantly more, or could be, with expansions that are out there. Second
of all, just to note, since 2007, and including up to an estimate of what 2012 would be, the
growth in Vancouver has been cumulatively 2.38 percent. That shows you the kind of
differences that we are looking at in terms of these forecasts, which we certainly regard as
optimistic to the point of we are out there building another Mirabel which for thos e of who may
remember, was the Feds putting in a huge airport outside of Montreal, which subsequently was
closed.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: That actually raises a little bit of a concern. There doesn’t seem to be any
discussion about the possible reuse or repurposing of any of the existing terminals in decline, or
closing off or segregation of any imports out there that currently exists. We know that there has
been a lot of pressure to release some of those other lands for other purposes, and also for
things like security and clearance and for transport that would reduce capacity. Does this
forecast take into account any of those possible contingencies?
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C:

Judy Kirk: So the repurposing of other port land that isn't used?

Q:

Terry Bogyo: Well, somebody might suggest that what we -- that what in some cases might be
happening, is we might be in fact moving capacity from very valuable inshore container terminal
land within the Port of Vancouver which would make fabulous condo land, and moving the
containers and less desirable use out into the middle of the straight. And what we would be
concerned over that time frame is that indeed, that may be what this extra capacity is perhaps
being used for.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, in fact, you’ll notice there is in the late 2020s additional capacity intended to
be added in the inner harbour, not taken away from the inner harbour.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: So there are no other port facilities in this timeframe that are slated or optioned to
be repurposed or decline in capacity? Only increased?

A:

Cliff Stewart: There may be conversions from one product to another or changes in use, but
there is nothing that is coming available that could otherwise be purposed to container capacity.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: And nothing that would be reducing current container capacity?

A

Cliff Stewart: The only one where current container capacity is expected to be reduced is Fraser
Surrey Docks, and that is fundamentally a function of ship size. The ships are getting bigger and
bigger. It is partly a draft issue, but at a certain point it becomes a length issue as well. We
simply can’t move the longer ships safely up the river, turn them around, and bring them back
down again. In theory, Fraser Surrey Docks probably currently has about 400,000 TEUs of
capacity, but in practice it is handling less than 100,000 TEUs a year, and that is simply the
market speaking about its ability to put the ships up the river.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: And this is about capacity? At least two of the lines are?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, that is right. So, by 2020 or thereabouts, if we were looking at the underlying
data, Fraser Surrey Docks capacity would fall to zero

Q:

Terry Bogyo: And there is nothing else like that in any of the other port container areas?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No.

Q:

Walt Zmud: I think that the notion of capacity on what is required is going to be something of a
sticking point, and I am wondering who the consultants were that provided the reports? Is it
possible to secure those reports to see what kind of a methodology was used? Because I think
there are a number of people in this community that might be convinced that the capacity
argument necessarily washes.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Can I just address that for a moment? Because we recognize it is a concern we’ve
heard every time we are out here. As I mentioned, we are in the beginning of what we think will
be a five- year consultation and permitting process. So what is currently forecast in five years
will be realized then. So, to a large degree, much of that concern will be self-managing, because
if the demand isn't there, then the volume won't be there. And it will largely become a moot
point.

C:

Walt Zmud: Except that sometimes these projects get a life of their own, okay? And once they
get started, it is awfully hard at some future date to get them to stop. We’ve seen that all over
the place.
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C:

Judy Kirk: Let's answer that other question though, which is, is the study available?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Parts of it can be made available. One of the things that we heard when we were
out in the public about a year ago, talking about this project was a request -- there are a lot of
studies available and many of them were publically available or had been at various points in the
past. And the request was made, and I think it was actually Roger that made the request, or
certainly somebody that was in one of these sessions that we make these available, all in one
place and easily accessible. So, we spent the better part of the last year doing that, and those
are now all available. There are well over 100 studies of various types, whether they be
environmental, economic, engineering, that are all now available. If you go to the project
website, there is a library so those studies are there, and the parts of the forecast studies that
are available public- -- or can be made available publically, I know that the 2011 one is there. I
don’t think the 2012 one is yet, but certainly we can make a commitment to get the nonsensitive parts of that on there.

Q:

Walt Zmud: Okay, another point pertains to the notion of terminal capacity is the operation of
the terminal itself. You already suggested this is going forward and there have been
improvements made in the operation of terminal that have resulted in increased capacity. I am
assuming that might apply in the future as well. Has that been taken into consideration when it
comes to determining the eventual capacity? I don’t know what the procedure is currently, but
at one time, it was a one-shift operation at the terminal. I don’t know if it is any different than
that today. I know there have been improvements, although I don’t know for sure if it is a twoshift or a three-shift operation. If it isn’t then it represents a different way of doing business at
marine terminals, if you follow the example of what is being done in Long Beach for example.
So, maybe there should be more emphasis put on improvements, as opposed to the
requirement to build another facility?

A:

Cliff Stewart: For over a decade Port Metro Vancouver has been working on what has been
called a three-legged stool of capacity. The first leg of that stool is exactly what you’re talking
about, operational efficiency. If you looked underneath the numbers here for a termi nal like
Deltaport, existing Deltaport Third Berth, and post-DTRRIP, we are claiming about 800,000 TEUs
of capacity per berth. That number is up from something in the neighbourhood of about
300,000 to 400,000 a decade ago, which is a significant increase. We haven't actually reached
that by the way. The numbers that we put in here, that horizontal line, those are numbers that
are notionally possible to reach, not numbers we have actually achieved. They are not numbers
that have ever been achieved anywhere in North America or in Europe, frankly. There are some
terminals in Asia with very different business and labour practices that have achieved that or
slightly higher, but they are very much at the top end of what current capacity or current
practice can achieve. Do I think that in the 50 year life of a project like Terminal 2 that there will
be no increase? Absolutely not, I think you will see continuing increases. But for the purposes of
this conversation, all of that latent capacity has been assumed to have been found. I can’t tell
you specifically how it will all be found yet, because it is an industry that changes by the month.
But yes, all of those obvious low-hanging fruits have been plucked.

Q:

Jim Ronback: Can you make available the link to those studies to the group here before we
leave?

A:

Judy Kirk: You can go to the website on the back and click right to it.
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Q:

Jim Ronback: For example there was a biofilm study that was done for the jet fuel transportation
and made use of experts from many sources. Would you be using that as an input to your
studies?

A:

Neil Turner: Yes, that information has been obtained by our group, and will be used in going
forward with our biofilm studies for this proposed project as well.

C:

Peter Holt: Looking at this page for the graphs, I think there is one thing that is properly missing
and that is potential capacity. You’ve got planned capacity, but I believe potential capacity is an
essential item for you to understand. I believe for instance that Centerm has offered to double
their capacity. That is not a planned capacity. It is not shown here. I think that if you want to
think of an overall capacity on the west coast you should show potential here as well, and there
should be a study to show that, so. And the economic benefits and the cost of doing so. I think
that is a major omission.

C:

Cliff Stewart: It is actually shown in the inner harbour capacity in the late 2020s. I am happy to
have a conversation offline about that, but it is all in there.
Containerized Trade On The Canadian West Coast
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding existing containerized trade on the West Coast of
Canada (page 5 of the Discussion Guide), as well as an overview of opportunities for creating
additional container capacity (page 6 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Peter Holt: Could I ask you, what is the size of the ships and the depth needed? Is it always the
largest ship you are considering? Or is it also a combination of the smaller ships that would go
through a particular area where you don’t have to put so much i nfrastructure in and so much
dredging?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes. It is a combination. The Port Metro Vancouver land use plan is currently being
updated, and there is a public process underway as we speak, so for those of you who have
more general land use questions, that process exists, and I would happily point you towards it. I
just wanted you to know about that.

Q:

Peter Duffey: Ports are very much constrained by their ability to move things from the port
inland to their eventual destinations just the same as bringing them across the dock. And so
when you have your capacity figures, a part of that becomes your ability to move by rail and also
by road. My understanding would be that there is enormous stress on the rail across the Rockies
to cope with such a major increase in the port’s capacity. And we can obviously see the new
sidings going in and taking account of that, but it seems whenever I speak to senior people at
the railroads they say they have not got the capacity to get over the Rockies with the amount of
containers that you might bringing in to the Deltaport. Is it only going to grow to this capacity
with the provision that the linear impact of the rail moving up the valley and rail going over the
Rockies is also improved significantly from where it is today? I’m pretty sure it is, but the
question is, is the whole transportation system growing together? Are we leaving it just to the
port? Or is the port growing together with rail? And I don’t see that in here. I know it is a bigger
issue.

A:

Cliff Stewart: So, we’ve done detailed modeling for what we call the Vancouver terminal, which
is from Mission west. We have done what I would call high-level modeling of the joint running
section which is where the CN and CP share each other’s infrastructure between Mission and

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project – Project Definition Consultation
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 1 – October 23, 2012, 1:30pm-3:30pm
Page 9 of 26

just west of Kamloops, and we’ve also solicited their opinions about that section and we have
sort of checked those against other authorities and then we’ve said, “And what about east of
there?” And their assertions between here and Kamloops are that there is lots of capacity for
the kind of volumes that we are talking about, and the other organic growth that wi ll happen
over the next 25 plus years. And beyond there, both railroads have said, “That is not the
problem, that is just a matter of putting more track in. And that is what we do, we are railroads,
we build track, and capacity isn't an issue.” So, they are the ones that have to be able to move
the cargo. Obviously as we get further into this, there will probably be a requirement for more
concrete commitments, but at this point, they have said it is not an issue, and when you
compare it to the other authorities that are out there that say you can assume this type of
capacity on this type of infrastructure, that supports their position.
Q:

Peter Duffey: So the length of the train is obviously one thing we’d have to increase as well?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Length of trains obviously increases capacity, but that given, there is sufficient
capacity. Certainly we have thought about that and thought that through because if you build a
port and you can’t get to and from it, then you have a pretty significant problem.

Q:

Jim Ronback: What is the split between trains and trucks?

A:

Cliff Stewart: On the import side, about 70 percent goes by rail, 60 to 70 percent goes by rail
directly, and about a further 10 to 20 percent indirectly, and I can talk about that now or some
other time, but -- it is mostly rail. And then on the export side, although it arrives here by rail, it
doesn’t get into a container until it is here. So most of it comes in by rail and then it gets to the
dock by truck.
Why Roberts Bank?
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding other related transportation infrastructure to support
growth at Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).

C:

Roger Emsley: The George Massey Tunnel announcement was nothing but public relations.
There is no money, there is no plan, it shouldn’t even be mentioned here.

C:

Cliff Stewart: Well, I can tell you this: that before that announcement, the Ministry of
Transportation were not doing any work to look at the George Massey Tunnel. There was
nothing within their organization to even have a conversation about it. And there absolutely is
an ongoing conversation about it now, so I respectfully disagree.

C:

Walt Zmud: Is that because there is an election coming up?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It may well be, but you know, if you look at something like the Port Mann/Highway
1 Project, it takes about 10 years from the time you actually make a commitment to start talking
about it, until you can deliver something.

Q:

Brian Yamaguchi: But with the inception of the South Fraser Perimeter Roadway, how does that
affect the business that is going on Highway 17 now? Does everything go out onto the South
Perimeter Roadway, coming back? So going into Richmond, they’ll have to go back, go out east
and then come back? Can they still utilize highway 17?

A:

Cliff Stewart: This is a Ministry of Transportation and Corporation of Delta question, but our
understanding is that trucks will be moved off of Highway 17, onto Highway 99, SFPR and
Highway 99 primarily, so it will have a significant reduction on traffic impact in the Ladner area.
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To answer your question, no, they don’t have to go east to the Alex Fraser, they can still go
through the Massey Tunnel, but they get there on SFPR and Highway 99, not Highway 17 to
Highway 99.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Cliff Stewart provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Ed Ries: I guess this is a naïve but obvious question. You have done a lot of thinking and you are
spending a lot of money to make the movement of containers efficient. Why not go the next
step and move the coal terminal somewhere else so that there is only container traffic going out
there and then instead of building a new pod here, expand where the coal terminal was?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I guess there are a couple of answers to that. The first and most obvious one is that
there is somebody who has a lease on the coal terminal, they are running a business and they
are quite happily running that business.

Q:

Ed Ries: I thought that was a PMV operation? Don’t you own it?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, it is leased. We own the land, but the terminal has a long term lease to
Westshore Terminals. So that is the first answer. Second answer is even if that wasn’t the case,
you know, even if there was an opportunity to move it out of there, and if we had to pay to put
it somewhere else, it is not economically sensible.

Q:

Ed Ries: Oh it would have to show up somewhere else, but the overall efficiency of goods
movement seems to me would be improved if you didn’t have two different types of goods
competing for the same rail line to serve that port.

A:

Cliff Stewart: The very, very simple question of would the rail line operate better if it had no coal
trains and just had container trains? It probably wouldn’t make that much of a difference and
the cost of achieving that would be in the billions of dollars.

Q:

Ed Ries: Have you tried to negotiate with Westshore Terminals?

A:

Cliff Stewart: There is no business case for moving that. It doesn’t make economic sense when
you look at what you get as a result of moving it, and what it would cost you to move it, there is
absolutely no business case to do it.

Q:

Peter Duffey: I’m very interested in how this is all going to be financed. I notice on page 10 that
you have had consultation with the province communities, British Columbia Railway
Corporation, local governments, user railways industry, regulators and First Nations. Now, there
are a lot of jobs here, and a lot of income, and a lot of benefits. But it has to be paid for. Where
are you getting your money? Who owns the Port Metro Vancouver, who is the major
shareholder, and what risks financially are you going to undertake when you get committe d to
this project?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Okay, that was several questions, let me start with Port Metro Vancouver. It is a
non-shareholder corporation whose owner is the federal government. And the question of
where does the money come from, the money comes from really probably two places: one is
from Port Metro Vancouver itself, and we manage federal lands, so all of what you call Port
lands, belong to the federal Crown. And we manage those on behalf of the federal government,
and the money that is generated from that is reinvested in infrastructure. So that is one place
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that money would come from. And the other is it would come from some form of private sector
investors who would be looking to either run the business or to invest in the business.
Q:

Peter Duffey: I may be completely wrong here, but I have information that Port Metro
Vancouver in fact is capitalized with investors at the moment, and there are many foreign
holders.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, I’m sorry, your information is not correct. We are wholly owned by the federal
government.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So is the federal government the chief financial holder of the project?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No.

Q:

Peter Duffey: You said you were going to finance this and borrow money?

A:

Cliff Stewart: In fact, Port Metro Vancouver actually pays money to the federal government. We
pay a stipend as a percentage of our revenues every year to the federal government.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So the taxpayers of Canada will be building this port?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, the taxpayers of Canada will actually make money off this port. Unlike the
American ports that we compete with who have the ability to issue bonds and tax residents, we
are entirely self-financed.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So, if you want a multiple million dollar injection to start this project, you go to the
market to get the funds?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We would have to go to the market in some form.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So you are vulnerable to the vagaries of the economic situation?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, a project like this is certainly vulnerable to the vagaries of the economic
situation.

Q:

Peter Duffey: A huge project of this nature is a tremendously risky project in today’s economic
times. What certainty have you got that your plan is going to be carried through in these times?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Absolutely none at this point, because we don’t even have permits yet. And
frankly, until you have permits, you can’t really get investors interested, so this five year process
that we are undertaking to get the project approved, in essence the port is taking the risk on
that.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So many assumptions would be made, at the moment, based on prorated
information about a market situation or an economic situation which may not exist when the
final decision to proceed is made in five years time?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Absolutely, that is right.

C:

Judy Kirk: Peter, you sound really very informed so you probably know that large complex
infrastructure projects like this have multiple stages, and usually multiple decision points. So I
would assume, for the benefit of others, that it is important for you to know that whether it’s a
financial situation that Peter describes or the environmental permitting or perhaps something
that the Board of Port Metro Vancouver would want.
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C:

Cliff Stewart: No, that’s a very good point and I think it is often, and I heard it said earlier that a
project like this gets its own momentum, but the reality is that at the point where the really
serious investment need to be made, if the project doesn’t make sense to those who need to
invest in it, they are simply not going to invest, in which case there won’t be a project. The
project could be stopped for any number of reasons before that point, if the decision was that it
didn’t make sense to continue, but, you know, there are, as Judy knows, multiple stages where
our board or others could say “We don’t think that it’s appropriate to proceed, we are not
prepared to make the investment.”
And the investment to get through to the point where you can actually ask somebody to invest
their money in building it is in the tens of millions, if not hundreds of million dollars.

Q:

Peter Duffey: Have you any idea of what committal point along in the five-year period you might
reach a no-go situation?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We can reach a no-go at any point in the process.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the proposed marine terminal design and orientation
(page 12 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Walt Zmud: Will Terminal 2 require the creation of turning basins?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. There is a dredge in the deep water, you can’t tell here, and there’s a fairly
distinct line where the water starts to get deeper quite quickly. Tends to be shallow out to just
beyond the edge of the terminal and back sort of in this area here, it’s approximately a few
hundred metres from the deep water. I think the edge of the terminal now is at about the 10
metre natural draft and the berth pocket needs to be 18 metres. There’s about 8 metres of
dredging in that area. And very quickly you’re out into water that’s naturally deeper than that.

Q:

Walt Zmud: Another question, if I may, this time referring to page 14. This shows the effect and
the proposed expansion the other components? What I don’t suppose it does show, and you’ve
had difficulty doing it, is what some of that land might look like, okay, if some of the other kinds
of support services are going to be required will be placed on the land proper.

C:

Judy Kirk: Which land are you talking about now, Walt?

Q:

Walt Zmud: Okay, well if you look at page 14. I can understand where the transportation
corridor is going to go. But one assumes that as part of the port expansion that there will be
other kind of support services, support buildings, structures going to be required. And I’m
assuming that’s going on some piece of land somewhere? And that’s, of course, what’s got a lot
of people in this room quite exercised, because we see that that will probably go on what today
is farm land. So I’m not suggesting that you’re doing anything improper. I’m just suggesting that
what you’re displaying and exhibiting as what it may look like. It’s not properly what it’s going to
look like. There’s not going to be too many ports in the world, okay, where they don’t look like
ports.

A:

Cliff Stewart: So I think what you’re talking about is what we would call off-dock container
support facilities. So that would be empty container yards, warehouses and that sort of thing.
There is sufficient unused industrial land in Metro Vancouver today to support the growth of
this business without the need to -- and I think you’re probably speaking of non-TFN agricultural
lands in this area. Call them the Emerson lands, if you like. I’ll use that term. I think most people
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here know what that means. No, there is no requirement for that land to be used to support
Terminal 2. There are no plans for that land and we’re not part of that conversation.
Q:

Bernita Iversen: Just a quick question about the proposed locations on the termi nal. Has
Environment Canada had an involvement in the decision making process?

A:

Cliff Stewart: What Environment Canada did the last time we went through the T2 process a
decade or so ago was they told us where it couldn’t go.

Q:

Bernita Iversen: And that looks like where they say it couldn’t go.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, it’s not. Where they said it couldn’t go was either south of the causeway or
inland, further inland and north of the causeway.

Q:

Bernita Iversen: So Environment Canada is okay with its location?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We haven’t begun that process of conversation with them yet.

Q:

Judy Kirk: In other words, is it true that the environmental assessment process will be part of
Environment Canada weighing in on that?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Absolutely. And it goes back to a question somebody asked earlier: “where are we
at in this process?” We are very early in this process. In fact, we believe this is best practice to
be out this early, but it causes a bit of confusion because we’re out before we’ve actually sat
down with regulators. We’re out before we sat down in the environmental process. We’re out
saying “okay, we’ve done the preliminary sort of environmental and engineering work and
based on the work that we’ve done, this is what we think is the best way to do this”. But we
haven’t even done the formal project description, which kicks off the EA process. We’re actually
coming out and asking for input now, to enable that work to be informed by public input.

Q:

Roger Emsley: One question, one comment. I’m looking at page 11. Would you please tell me on
the north side of the causeway, all the way back to the mainland, how much you are adding on
the north side of the causeway in terms of the width of expansion?
And my comment is that the location that you have chosen, this one here, according to some
environmental experts and experts that have knowledge about the tidal flows and the
topography, the impact of that is enough to destroy the biofilm that exists on the north side of
the causeway closer into the shore, and it will decimate that area, possibly cause the
population-level negative consequences to shore birds and in particular to the Western
Sandpiper migration.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, I think it’s great to share that with us, Roger. The nice thing about going
through an EA panel process is that we have to get our experts up on the stand under cross examination and the people who want to offer contrary opinions also have to get up on the
stand under cross-examination and that all will come out in the process that we’re entering into.
Certainly the work that we’ve done to date doesn’t indicate that, and obviously if it did indicate
that we wouldn’t be proposing this as the solution that we think is.

Q:

Roger Emsley: Oh, the work you’ve done, but what other people have done who are very
knowledgeable about this area going as far back as the last time there was an independent
panel review, which was 1979, and DFO and Environment Canada as we went through the third
berth exercise all expressed those kinds of concerns. And it’s fine to zero in on studies that are
favourable to you, but I would suggest to you since 1979 there hasn’t been any change in the
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environment when the panel turned it down, and therefore we know much more now about the
environment and about its value in terms of the whole ecosystem in this area, which is regarded
as the most important bird area in Canada. And to propose this in light of all that, just seems to
me to be irresponsible.
C:

Judy Kirk: So Roger, we’ve got that comment, but I want to make sure your other question is
answered, which is how much would be added to the causeway.

A:

Cliff Stewart: And it’s varying, varying widths up and down. I don’t have the number exactly. I
think it’s about 150 metres? 150 metres give or take, wider in some places, narrow in others.
And it’s shaped specifically to avoid bio-film for example. It’s narrower at the base than it is
further out.

C:

John Bourbonniere: Just a comment back to the land footprint on page 15 of the land use
footprint, and the complimentary services that would be required. I just want to point out that
when Deltaport was built, the footprint in this picture looked no different than it does today.
There was no additional land-used off dock. So in terms of commercial land viability and what is
currently available today, in terms of being used today and wasn’t used back then, this is still
your primary result, but that doesn’t take away from the fact that TFN might have a different
thought of what they might want to do. But in essence there’s been no developmental plans
around Deltaport to support off-dock services or anything else.

C:

Peter Holt: Yeah, and the point I was going to make about off-dock services, and the linear
aspect of this, and I know you’re going out to Langley and Surrey, so you are going to get a little
more obvious. The significant impacts on that the rail in here, whether it’s TFN and things like
that. Is that part of this study, or is that going to be a different thing because I know that in the
Roberts Bank rail corridor as part of the assessment, because I don’t think it was. Is this
environmental assessment going to cover the railcar traffic out to Mission, particularly the rail
lengths?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So the work that we’ve done to date says that the only place that there may be a
requirement for rail improvements beyond the immediate vicinity is in the area between
Mission and a place called Hydro. And Hydro is the place on the CN mainline where the Roberts
Bank rail corridor separates and comes down south into Langley. We haven’t yet sat down with
CN to see whether they agree with the work that we’ve done.

Q:

Peter Holt: By Trinity Western? Is that where Hydro is?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, Hydro is right up on the river. It’s on the CN mainline, so between there and
Mission there may be some works required. But between there and the actual terminal at
Roberts Bank, there’s no additional works required that we’re aware of on the actual Roberts
Bank Rail Corridor itself, with the possible exception of a siding, as you say, near Trinity Western
around the north side of the highway. It’s an extension of existing siding. But there’s no other
works required.

C:

Peter Holt: Because I would like to make a point that the fact that you’re not seeing any of this
offsite sort of development around Deltaport and the Tsawwassen First Nations doesn’t mean
it’s not happening in a profound way elsewhere along the corridor. And I do have a concern that
we are not, in the process of the port expansion, addressing adequately what’s going to happen
along the rail line. The number of crossings and overpasses and things like that.
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A:

Cliff Stewart: Okay. The Roberts Bank Rail Corridor is intended to address that. The Roberts
Bank Rail Corridor project is building a series of overpasses. And as I say, apart from one siding
extension there is no other rail work on the corridor as a result of this project. The capacity
already exists.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the terminal orientation and structure options (page
13 of the Discussion Guide), as well as the tradeoffs between potential locations of the terminal
intermodal yard (page 15 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Peter Duffey: There’s general concern about the loss of agricultural land, which may come from
Alternative 2. Could you say how much of that land might be needed?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We haven’t done a detailed design of that. I think the question really is, it’s a
hectare of agricultural land or a hectare in the marine environment. That’s really the
conversation that we’re engaging in.

C:

Peter Duffey: Perhaps an open question, but I think the community would be very concerned to
see a large amount of agricultural land, and I believe that some quantity in your planning should
be reviewed.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Say less than a hundred hectares in total is what would be shifted from one to the
other. The total footprint would likely be about the same, but the question is, would you be
more concerned about the loss of agricultural land or would you be more concerned about the
loss of the marine environment? That’s really the trade-off question.

Q:

Peter Duffey: At the same time, you’ve increased the rail sidings in your present upgrade, which
is going ahead, and is that not sufficient for the handling?

A:

Cliff Stewart: You’re talking about the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project?
The works that are being done there are only what’s required for current operations.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So you will have another area for loading and unloading apart from that.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes.

Q:

Peter Duffey: Two areas?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, the work that’s being done now is not for loading and unloadi ng. It’s for
arriving and departing trains.

Q:

Peter Duffey: For splitting the trains up?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes. And so what is designed here and what we have shown here on page 11 is the
same principle. That the actual loading and unloading goes ahead on the terminal, and that the
land that’s required in the upland area, and I think in this design it’s about 10 hectares. It’s
essentially the remainder of the option lands. They’re just under 20 hectares and I think 8 or 9
hectares are going to DTRRIP and the other 10 would be required for Alternative 1A. The other
10 would be required for trains in the T2 timeframe.
What we’re saying is, there is a completely different alternative which is take all of your rail
operation and put it on the uplands, don’t do any of it on the marine terminal.
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Q:

Ed Ries: Further to Peter’s question, on page 17 you talk about upland rail and road
infrastructure and the rail is stated to be 60 metres wide. Is this possible alternative to 100
hectares or less included within that 60 metre wide strip?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. All I can tell you is that if there was an interest in it, we would be prepared to
do some work to understand it better, but it would likely be more than. How much more than?
We really don’t know at this point.

Q:

Ed Ries: Okay, let me ask you this question differently then. You said that the Emerson lands,
which I understand are the ones that Vicki Huntington brought to our attention, the purchase
option. You said that there’s no plan to use those.

A:

Cliff Stewart: There is currently no plan to use those, that’s right.

Q:

Ed Ries: Okay. If you opted for Alternative 2 would you use them?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We would have to look and see what the lands are and whose lands they are and
whether they’re even available.

Q:

Ed Ries: So you’re saying you wouldn’t use it?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well no, let me be really clear here. We’re asking you a very, very direct question.
A land or marine environment trade-off -- an acre of marine environment or an acre of
farmland. That’s the question. So if you came back and said “No, we really would prefer that you
do it on agricultural land”, then we would have to go and see what that looks like.

Q:

Ed Ries: You don’t want to do it on agricultural land. Your CEO has told us that within the week.
Now, could you instead employ TFN lands for this hundred hectares. They’ve got 300 plus acres
that they’d just love to lease to you, and it’s already zoned industrial, and out of the ALR.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Unfortunately, we probably couldn’t.

Q:

Ed Ries: Why? It’s right at the end of your causeway?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Because it’s not in the right place and it’s not the right shape. I’m happy to explain
what I mean by that, but it’s not a quick answer.

C:

Judy Kirk: What you’re saying is, you haven’t done the technical work.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, we haven’t designed an upland terminal.

Q:

Carol Vignale: Okay. Continuing the question is, you’re asking the public an acre of marine or an
acre of farm land for this purpose. It seems to me that it’s very important to know what the
environmental impact of that decision is. And I, as a member of the public, who care actually
about the environment, cannot make that decision without knowing what Environment Canada
would say to that and would have some kind of a professional assessment of that, and I think
that’s extraordinarily important and I think it’s very strange to ask sort of in a general way the
public -- I guess it’s okay just to sort ask that question in a gut sort of way.

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s really what it is.

Q:

Carol Vignale: Yeah. But, you know, if you wanted to have a positive impact in the community,
and the community wants a positive impact, then we want to have all of the data in front of us.

C:

Judy Kirk: You know what, Carol, that’s a fair comment, and we left room for comments in the
feedback form on this, and if your view was “It’s too soon to give you my view on this, we would
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need to see the environmental assessment of both options,” then I think that’s what you would
want to put down.
Q:

Carol Vignale: But my question is, will that be possible? Will it be possible for the public to see
Environment Canada’s impact assessment at a stage where the public can still have some, you
know, some input?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I think that’s a fair question. I don’t know. I think that some of you are going to
have to plan for, if you’re looking at Environment Canada to make comments specifically on
agricultural land versus marine land. I mean, they’ll make comments on the proposal as
provided in the project description. So I think you’d have to make some sort of allowance or
some sort of request of Environment Canada to answer that question directly. But I don’t think
it’s impossible.

Q:

Carol Vignale: What is the impact on the marine life? Because contrary to what Roger has said, I
read the preliminary studies about the birds populations at the port presently and have done a
visit to the port with the environment advisory committee which I am of member and I was
really heartened to read the results and to see all the shore birds that around the facility. And I
thought it was a rather independent study from the professors at universities in our
neighbourhood who were given the assessment of the increase of bird populations around the
port. So it would seem to me from the studies I’ve seen and from the work that’s been done,
and the work that you are planning to do, one wonders how serious the marine impact is.

C:

Judy Kirk: But I think in essence, Carol, what you’re saying is you, before answering this question,
would like to have more information about environmental impacts.

C:

Carol Vignale: Yes.

Q:

Jim Northey: Are there any facilities at all for custom inspection in any of your alternatives here?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We expect that the customs facility issue will have to have been dealt with well
before T2 comes along. It’s an issue that’s being addressed currently.

Q:

Jim Northey: We could still expect the trucks to go Burnaby and come back and go back and
forth?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, if that’s the decision that’s made as to how that’s to be addressed. I think
there is a proposal out right now to try and have one much closer than Burnaby.

Q:

Jim Northey: Are the customs people participating in these round of talks at all?

C:

Cliff Stewart: You actually are the very first people of any type outside the port team to
participate in these talks. This is very, very early days. But we can take note of that question.

Q:

Jim Ronback: A free trade zone might be in the works?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, I think he’s talking about the customs inspection facility that currently is in
Burnaby, so if Customs says that container needs to be destuffed and inspected, it’s put on a
truck, driven to Burnaby, it gets destuffed, it gets inspected, it gets restuffed and brought back
to the terminal.

Q:

Jim Ronback: I have a question that has to do with the transmission lines improvement. Can’t
the port demand that any ships that come to the port, either the existing one or Terminal 2 that
they get shore power to reduce pollution?
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A:

Cliff Stewart: We’re assuming that by the mid-2020s that ships that are coming here will have
shore power capability. We’re assuming that shore power would be a component of this facility
and we’re assuming that given that it’s available and that the ships are ready to use it, that they
would be using it.

Q:

Jim Ronback: Can you require the ships to have it?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Can you require it? I don’t know at this point. We certainly couldn’t today since the
ships don’t have it and we don’t have the power.

Q:

Jim Ronback: Don’t they require it at Long Beach?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, they don’t really because they don’t have the supply and the ships don’t have
the capability, but certainly we would be moving in that direction.

Q:

Peter Holt: Yeah, it’s probably for Neil and it’s just possible I missed it in just the way potential
effects and things are put here. And it’s to do with full cost accounting and raise with customs
and inefficient movement, in addition to additional greenhouse gasses and all that. Also the
selection of the three sites. If you take a whole bunch of million containers of TEU a year a
thousand five hundred a day and you’re moving down an extra, you know, 5 kilometres or
something like that, that’s probably needs to accounted for.

A:

Neil Turner: And it’s part of the process, the whole sustainability. It’s in the sustainability report
and components of the EIS itself. There will be some consideration given for improvement,
greenhouse gas emissions and how that plays into it.

Q:

Peter Holt: I’m not sure that’s true, because that’s a component.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Those are parts of the trade-off for sure.

Q:

Walt Zmud: It should be noted that at this point in time, we don’t have a project, okay? There
won’t be a project until you actually submit an application. And we don’t really have a design at
this point in time. We have a possible design.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, I would say we have what we are proposing currently, and we are proposing
some alternatives.

Q:

Walt Zmud: Yeah, but we don’t have a project as such, okay, that has been identified to the
government.

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s correct.

Q:

Walt Zmud: There will be a lot of questions raised about the environmental impacts. There is a
process that’s identified here and I’m assuming will be undergone, and could follow this, which
is that the Canadian Environmental Assessment Office will be performing such an assessment.
But that won’t happen until we actually have a project.

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s right.

Q:

Walt Zmud: So what we’re dealing with right now, okay, is very much in the becoming stage. We
haven’t yet got to a point, okay, where the proponent has been able to identify it. So questions
relating to what will be the environmental impacts really won’t be addressed, I don’t believe,
until such time as the assessment actually takes place.

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s totally correct.
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Q:

Terry Bogyo: How far upland is upland? What is the minimum and maximum upland?

C:

Cliff Stewart: So for the purposes of road, it’s as far as the SFPR on and off ramps. In other
words, Deltaport Way, our initial studies suggest that Deltaport Way would need to be widened
to four lanes to accommodate the fact that there are stop lights on it. It’s that simple. Two lanes
on the causeway is sufficient because it’s free flow. When you get on the uplands, to get to the
SFPR and back from it, you need to go to four lanes or you need some sort of grade separation
for the existing overpasses, which since we’re assuming intersections with stop lights that would
be Deltaport Way is widened to four lanes. So for the road that’s as far as it is. SFPR and
whatever other projects are out there handle the road traffic beyond there.
For rail, it’s as far as 72nd Street. So the Fisher Siding which is the northbound leg of B.C. Rail,
there would probably need to be an additional track in there. If you look on page 14 you will see
where it says “Fisher Yard Rail Improvements” on the right-hand side right under the Boundary
Bay Airport logo. And the only thing beyond that that might be considered upland is what CN
might need to do to deal with the area between Mission west to Hydro that I mentioned earlier.

C:

Terry Bogyo: An important fact I need to know in making my decision.

Q:

Roger Emsley: Just so we’re all clear, can you please tell us with DTRRIP and with what’s here,
first of all, how many tracks there will be in Fisher and how many tracks minimum/maximum
there will be in Gulf. Without answering that, there is nothing in here about the lighting and
lighting impacts of a rail yard. So what are the lighting impacts not so much in Fisher but in Gulf?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So Fisher is one new siding and I believe DTRRIP is one siding, so there would be
three tracks in total at Fisher. So that would be between 72nd and 64th give or take.
I think that over the broad length of Gulf, I think the DTRRIP project adds four, and then this
would add a further six as designed today. So that would be about 12 or 13 in that area. As far as
lighting is concerned, the only lighting that I am aware of would be workplace lighting at
switches, and that would be very -- that would be cut-off lighting that’s shining down for worker
safety.
Now, that’s with this design. If you suggested that you liked Alternative 2, that would be a
completely different conversation. We haven’t done the work on that so I wouldn’t even begin
to guess what that might look like.
Habitat Replacement
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding environmental impacts and habitat replacement (page
17 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Terry Bogyo: You clearly mentioned electrical in Jim’s question. That means of course there’s got
to be electrical power of sufficient quality to be brought out there. But it also begs the question
regarding sewer, bilge, ballast, water, all of that infrastructure that I assume will be going up the
causeway.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Water would be coming down the causeway. Sewer, the existing facilities out
there have their own sewage treatment plant.

Q:

Terry Bogyo: So this one has its own?

A:

Cliff Stewart: The assumption is it would have its own sanitary sewage treatment plant. That’s
built into the plan. Ballast water and bilge water are managed under federal legislation. Bilges
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are actually locked and sealed. They’re not allowed to be pumped out. And as far as ballast
water, the way that’s managed now, ballast water has to be exchanged hundreds of kilometres
offshore. So there’s no impact from that. That’s an ongoing operational issue that’s been
addressed a number of years back.
Q:

Peter Duffey: Will you be burying the power lines?

A:

Cliff Stewart: At this point we don’t believe that it’s required. We are doing additional studies to
confirm or refute the findings of the studies that have been done over the last several decades
that say that the work that’s been done with bird diverters has addressed the bird mortality
concern. Whether or not the panel shares that view is another issue. But at this point we’re not
recommending burying power lines.

Q:

Peter Duffey: The Alternative 1A, 1B and Alternative 2 all have a statement in here which says
that the birds are going to be affected in a general way. Is this because of the power lines?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, certainly any time you build something in an area where animals are, there is
a potential effect.

Q:

Peter Duffey: What is it? Is it explicitly for power lines, just for power lines? We know birds get
killed by power lines all the time.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, so seabirds and waterfowl. Well, lighting potentially, human activity
potentially. Those are all things that need to be considered.

Q:

Peter Duffey: It is the change of land use.

A:

Neil Turner: You’re replacing the current land use with, obviously, operations, so that would
have an impact on the seabirds and seabird use of that area.

Q:

Peter Duffey: So the power lines if they were buried would reduce bird mortality.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, we’re looking to see whether or not there is a significant bird mortality or
not.

Q:

Peter Duffey: Thank you. The second part of my question is that I have information that the DFO
has said to you that there’s no possible amount of mitigation projects DFO could envisage that
would compensate for the environmental damage that the Terminal 2 would cause. Have you
had that communication with DFO?

C:

Cliff Stewart: We have not had such a conversation.

Q:

Peter Duffey: I don’t where this has come from then. I’m pleased to hear that it hasn’t
happened.

C:

Bernita Iversen: That statement was made in 2004 when Terminal 2 was brought forward DB3 as
a joint project. At that time Environment Canada said it wouldn’t consider the project because
of the environmental damage.

Q:

Peter Duffey: I was wondering if their views have changed in the interim.

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s why we have a process. We’ll find out.
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Environmental Assessment Process
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding compensation for agricultural land (page 19 of the
Discussion Guide) as well as an overview of the environmental assessment process (page 20 of the
Discussion Guide).
Q:

Peter Duffey: You’ve got consultative topics listed, and it’s not limited to the following. So when
you add topics, will that go on the website? Can we add topics or will you add topics?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. We have identified some specific topics that we’re asking for feedback on.
That’s the consultation topics. We encourage you and you are more than welcome to comment
on anything.

C:

Judy Kirk: I just want to clarify for people. There are stages of consultation and there are defined
periods. And so when we next come out, if the port felt that was a study area -- for example
when you look on page 21 under Agriculture, Lighting, Marine Fish, Terrestrial, etc., which I
think Cliff will go over very briefly in a moment, but if there were things in addition to that, it
would be brought out for public comment in the phases that Cliff has just described. At least it’s
anticipated that because the regulators will ultimately determine that.

C:

Cliff Stewart: And that’s a really important point. And I was just about to go to topic number 4
which in many ways is the one that probably many of you are most interested in, and these are
the things that we think need to be studied. Obviously we’re very interested in what you think
needs to be studied. And then collectively we all will hear what the regulators think needs to be
studied.

C:

Bernita Iversen: I just wanted to make sure that the consultation looks backwards as well in that
we look at the impacts of DP3 and the Adaptive Management Strategy that’s still going on. I
think it’s important that we look at that development and see what the impacts of that
development were, if any, and learn from that development and take that forward to this
development and that’s part of the cumulative effects assessment. And I just wanted to say that
we need to be looking back, not just using today as a baseline.

C:

Cliff Stewart: No, it was a very important to be looking back and looking forward at cumulative
effects session. Hopefully we’ll address those issues then.

C:

Jim Ronback: As part of the review process it often has a technical working group or advisory
group established. I’m concerned that is there only one window at the panel review stage for
public comment. I think it’s highly important to have during working group discussions, during
public comments on the detailed studies as they are evolving and arising out of it. But if you ask
for additional information from the proponent -- you know, a study is initiated but it’s important
to have for that study public input as well.

C:

Judy Kirk: So, Jim, I’m going to answer that question because, you know, the Port can’t really say
what the regulators will determine. Part of determining what the scope and nature of studies
will include that Cliff was talking about in the pre-panel review stage, so the second gray box on
page 20. Part of determining those guidelines is the regulators will determine how much public
comment there should be, how many public comment periods, how many open houses, where
and when they should be, when the working group should be struck and who should be in it.
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C:

Jim Ronback: My particular example is we just finished the proponents for the jet fuel
transportation project on the Fraser so that their study on the biofilm but there was no
opportunity for public comment on that study. And I think that’s wrong.

C:

Judy Kirk: Well, and those are things that the regulators will indeed take under consideration. It
will be up to them to determine these things, not the Port in that kind of review.

C:

Rick Swanson: Yeah, I’m going on to page 22. We’re progressing into legacies. We are going
through a legacy process with DP3 currently, where we are faced with a legacy of poor planning
and coordination of truck traffic causing total bedlam in our community. And the two major links
that we have because the community of South Delta is an island - the Alex Fraser bridge and the
Massey tunnel. Last month we were monitoring truck traffic and every morning we were dealing
with the legacy of up to and over 150 trucks lining up along Deltaport Way. Yesterday there
were 86 trucks lined along the causeway. And as part of the legacy of the environmental review
process, we were supposed to have a reservation system. We were supposed to have openings
of the gates of the port at alternate hours to sort of smooth out the traffic over a long way, over
a 24-hour period possibly rather than have it all concentrated to the morning rush hour, all
concentrated to the afternoon rush hour. This is the legacy that we’ve been left with by DP3.
And I just want to know, what is going to be done when we review this, and are we going to
have anything done prior to the inception of the improved so-called rail and road improvement
program that’s going to hamper us with even more trucks?
Another legacy we were left with was a complete distrust of the whole environmental review
system, because we were told in these glossy brochures that we get in the prelude of this
process about all the great things that the port was going to do for us. And a lot of these things
were washed away in what was called the Table of Commitments. So we were told things like
they wouldn’t be refueling trains on the causeway, and this was always accepted by the
community that they’re accepting the fact that this is a very environmentally sensitive habitat
and we don’t want to have diesel oil spilled on the rock ballast of a railway track where it can’t
be confined, contained and removed. This was great.
But then the Table of Commitments wrote the whole thing away. So, in this process where we
thought you had the same thing, where we’re getting all these glossy little statements produced
by Port Metro Vancouver, the proponent, about what great things they’re going to do f or the
people of Delta and the environment, the sensitive environmental nature that they are working
in, and then all of a sudden after the process is started we come up with a Table of
Commitments and these things are washed away like sands.

A:

Cliff Stewart: In simple terms, the process that is followed is not something that we manage or
control. So the Table of Commitments is the critically important document because the Table of
Commitments is what we are required to do. So I’m not sure if that answers your question.

C:

Rick Swanson: No, it doesn’t, because we’re told something in these documents and we
comment on them, and then the Table of Commitments comes after the comments and after
the process and we don’t get a chance to see these Table of Commi tments. All of a sudden we
see something being conducted that was adverse to what was said on this document or these
documents, the PR. And then we start complaining about this process and it’s either, well,
they’re contractors, they’re rail people. We have nothing to do with rail. We’re Port Metro
Vancouver. That’s the rail companies. Not us.
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C:

Roger Emsley: I want to come back to 21 and these baseline studies. I just want to make sure
that when we talk about baseline we do indeed go back far enough to get a proper picture,
because, contrary to perhaps something that was said here earlier, western sandpipers are in a
period of decline. They may have flattened out, but if you go back and look at the Western
Sandpiper population, it has come down significantly. And that is important in doing any kind of
baseline study, aside from which and what some people will perhaps realize and recognize,
counting Western Sandpipers is a very difficult proposition. There have been a number of
studies that have identified the issues and problems with counting that particular sandpiper
population because of the way that they operate.

Q:

Arno Schortinghuis: My question relates to community legacies and also improvements on the
Deltaport Way. And I represent HUB: Your Cycling Connection and we are working with
numerous groups including Tsawwassen First Nations, BC Ferries, and an experienced appraiser,
and our vision, which we call the Great Blue Heron Way, is to develop a cycling and pedestrian
path between North Vancouver and the BC Ferries terminal, and it would extend along the
shoreline. And one of the big barriers is the Deltaport Way, and I’m wondering if the Port would
consider as one of their community improvements to have a safe and convenient pedestrian
cycling crossing of the Deltaport Way at the shoreline, and would they also consider funding a
portion of the path as well?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So thank you for taking the consultation topic number 5. We are in the process of
initiating discussions with both local and regional governments regarding what community
legacy benefits would be appropriate. That certainly is the type of thing that could and should
be considered, but it would be a multi-party consultation, ultimately a decision as to what the
benefits might be. I would not even begin to speculate at this point. Suffice to say that the likely
investment would be significant, so what you’re describing is certainly the type of thing that
could be envisaged within the scope of a community benefits program along with a number of
other types of things from unrelated transportation improvements. And by that I mean not as
transportation mitigation but as other transportation improvements and community well-being.
You know, we’ve heard people saying “well, we’d like improvements for the hospital or we’d like
improvements to this facility or that facility, arts, sports fields”. Those are the sorts of things
that this conversation is about, and we would encourage you to fill out on page 30 the
consultation topic number 5 about what you would like to see, and I think we know what you’d
like to see because you just told us, but that is exactly what community legacy benefits is about.
It’s about those things. What’s in it for us? Over and above, you know, don’t screw up our
traffic, don’t damage the environment. Those are baselines. What else? What else is in it for us?

Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: So are you including that community legacy, then, something like dredging
the Ladner Reaches in the harbour which we’ve been begging for and which some would argue
is the port’s responsibility to do it, but it’s been abandoned for the last ten years?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, I know that there is money waiting for other parts in the local channel
dredging program. I would say probably not, simply because that is an ongoing operational
requirement. This type of benefit tends to be the provision of some kind of capital asset.

C:

Judy Kirk: I would urge you to put it down as one or more ideas.

C:

Terry Bogyo: That’s because in the drawings I didn’t see anything that showed public space for
viewing of the terminal or picnic area or park. I don’t know if it’s just because it’s a small
drawing.
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C:

Cliff Stewart: Unfortunately it’s not consistent with the security requirements of terminals in a
post-9/11 world, unfortunately.

C:

Judy Kirk: But again, Terry, that’s an idea you think would be a benefit?

C:

Terry Bogyo: Yes, if it didn’t compromise safety and security. I ride the Superport Road quite
often and Highway 17, and the detritus from the trucks, from the containers themselves, the
lock pins, the pin connectors that are off, and the belts, reflector tape, the amounts of that are
just huge that really are a problem that’s just from the amount of truck traffic you’ve got. The
blown tires that come off in these areas. And they stay there for ages because Mainland just
doesn’t clean it that often. And so it’s bad for everybody looking it and driving by on their
bicycles. So it isn’t a good situation but we could expect more of that.
But I do appreciate the opportunity to be involved at this early stage. Clearly there are some big
issues that are out there, but at least you’re talking to us about it. I think having Tsawwassen
First Nations involved and knowing where they are, I think is really important to this process.

C:

Ruth Adams: Just to add a little bit to what Arno was saying. That was my thing about the Great
Blue Heron Way coming out to Tsawwassen First Nation and to our neighbours, so it’s a social
activity, that instead of having the roads and railroads and everything divide us because we’ve
been divided with Delta for a long, long time and there has not been any good feelings. So going
along on the bicycles or even walking along that shoreline would make a lot of difference for us
getting together as neighbours and enjoying the beauty of the land.
I go over the overpasses and you can see the farmland, you can see Tsawwassen First Nation.
Those are all so beautiful. So I’m very for overpasses. I see a lot of us, we just sit on top of the
overpass and look out. What a great tourist thing that is. It’s a social thing they are asking for,
and I think it’s the first time that this would be done. It’s the first time and this would be under
Truth and Reconciliation between all of Canadians and First Nations. This would be the first step
in this on First Nation land. I want that put in there that it comes out of the Tsawwassen First
Nation, going out to the neighbours with a good feeling. I really wanted that to be put into there
because I don’t think -- I think all of that that we do is for the environment and I’m talking about
us as a people. We need a good environment to each other as well as the birds. The birds can do
it, they can fly but we need to be on the land. We can’t fly like birds yet.

C:

Ed Ries: I think perhaps quite a few of us are here because of the good work that Vicki
Huntington did in bringing to us information about some 600 acres with the financial option on
it to use for port support facilities. And I read in your literature that Port Metro Vancouver will
present information regarding the conceptual project design. That’s why I’m here. I wanted to
hear that. And you have told us, Cliff, that “no plan for Emerson lands to be used”. That’s what
you said. And then when we started talking about the Alternate 2, it turns out it could use
Emerson lands, but you don’t know whether they’re appropriate because you don’t know where
they are. Yet Vicki had published that, it’s been in all the local newspapers, all the drawings
showing which plots of land and so on.
It’s my recommendation, Madam Chairman, that you abandon these meetings until you have
something substantive for us to talk about.

C:

Carol Vignale: Well, in contrast to the last speaker and with others, I very much appreciate being
here, hearing what the plans are to date, and I think especially to listen to my neighbors to find
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out what they’re thinking and their good questions and comments and build on the work that’s
been done by our MLA.
I think, for me, there is some exciting opportunities to really nag some environmental shifts that
I hear from the Port. So for example we hear on and on people say they’re unhappy with the
trucks because it interferes with their access with their vehicle. Now, because I take the bus
everywhere I’ve never felt inconvenienced over the last ten years I have missed traffic because
the bus has its own lane, and more and more the buses have a design so that they move
independently and quite well. So if the Port could work with TransLink, for example, and with
the Metro Vancouver Regional District to really look at very seriously making a big shift in
transportation in our region so that we would have – and I think it was mentioned at Delta
Council where Mr. Silvester was last Monday – to look at some kind of public transit
improvement that might involve a rail or, you know, those kinds of things that are really
revolutionary, that we can really start to move people from our community to the places they
need to go, to Richmond, to Vancouver, Surrey, without having to rely only on their private
vehicle. I mean many people need their private vehicle for the kinds of work they do, and I don’t
dispute that of course, and we all like to go places in a vehicle often. But we don’t need it all the
time for the kind of commuting that I see lined up at that tunnel, with one person in his vehicle.
And it’s kind of bizarre. And I think that because of the level that the Port is at in terms of our
federal government, we have a real opportunity for the court to work with the other players in
the region, to be a real leader in making a shift for transportation. And I do think that Arno’s
point of how it would be for cyclists, and actually I have also worked with that project, the Great
Blue Heron Way because I’m in a group Safe Route Tsawwassen here in Tsawwassen.
Another component of that is the TransCanada Highway. I mean the TransCanada Trail. It goes
to Horseshoe Bay but it doesn’t go to the Tsawwassen Terminal because the Delta farmers in
the past have not been comfortable with the trail going through Delta land, and so it’s been
frustrated. So the TransCanada Trail is really looking forward as one of our partners in Blue
Heron Way.
So there are just so many components of changing, making a shift to a green transportation
strategy in Metro Vancouver, and I think the Port can be a big player. Thank you very much.
Cliff Stewart wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form
and encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 3:38pm.
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PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 2
October 23, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October 23,
6:00pm – 8:00pm, at the Coast Tsawwassen Inn, Delta, BC.

Stakeholders:

Chris Hopkins
Clint Morgan, Delta Chamber of Commerce
David Ryall, Delta Farmers’ Institute
Don Bruchet
Izabella Wieckowski
John Lindner, SNC-Lavalin
Marek Wieckowski
Nav Brar
Pam Tattersfield, South Fraser Perimeter Road
Susan Jones
Vicki Huntington, MLA

Port Metro Vancouver:

Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Cliff Stewart, Acting Vice-President, Infrastructure Delivery
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
Sarah McPherson, Manager, Project Communications
Ben Wheeler, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Matt Skinner, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 6:00pm
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KEY THEMES:


Participants questioned Port Metro Vancouver’s demand forecasts and the justification for
additional capacity.



Participants expressed concern about noise and air quality impacts from the existing port
facilities, as well as impacts to birds, fish and other wildlife.



Ship-to-shore power and noise attenuation barriers were identified as potential solutions to
noise pollution that should be implemented immediately.



Participants expressed concern that Port Metro Vancouver’s approach to mitigation and
compensation does not adequately deal with the impacts that may be caused by this type of
project.



Participants expressed concern about the proposed location of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project. Participants did not agree with Port Metro Vancouver’s assessment that this orientation
would have the least environmental impact.



Participants wanted more information about the project and wanted their concerns and
opposition to be heard.



Participants asked to see the Terms of Reference for each baseline study, and suggested that
the baseline studies should compare environmental values that existed prior to any port
development.

(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Judy Kirk
Judy Kirk welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, and introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Judy Kirk informed participants
that the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Why Do We Need More Capacity for Containerized Trade
Cliff Stewart reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in the
consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics. He then provided an
overview on the need for container capacity, including the forecast demand and planned capacity
increases on the West Coast of Canada (page 4 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Marek Wieckowski : Why are you calling this an improvement?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Page 6 actually talks to that, because in fact there are a number of things that we
want to do before we have to build the new terminal all around continuing to ensure that there
is capacity, capable capacity available. Building the terminal is the last step in the process. First
of all, we worked to increase the efficiency of existing terminals. We looked to expand the
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capacity of existing terminals, the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project is an
example of that. The last step is to build the new terminal.
Q:

Marek Wieckowski: I think the important thing is that before you jump with both feet, you fix
the Terminal 1 problems. How can you talk about the Terminal 2 if you show your incompetence
on Terminal 1? On the infrastructure? How can you do this?
I am talking about traffic and noise from the containers. How do you do that? Why? Don’t you
think that it could be very logical to fix the problems, the existing problems, because you say,
“oh, yeah, we have so much demand ten years from now.”

C:

Judy Kirk: So, sir, let me ask Cliff to at least address the question, which I think is “How can you
even propose T2, having not solved the problems created by the initial Port development?”

A:

Cliff Stewart: And I guess what I would say about that is that Port Metro Vancouver has active
and ongoing programs to address a whole range of concerns. You mentioned truck congestion.
There are a couple of things that I can say about that. One of them is significant investments by
both the provincial and federal governments in cooperation on the South Fraser Perimeter
Road, which is designed to address truck traffic, the recent announcement by the Premier of
B.C. to address the George Massey Tunnel which is, I know, a significant traffic concern in this
community.
With respect to pollution, we have the Eco-Action Program which has, and continues to
significantly reduce emissions, ship emissions and the Truck Licensing System which has been
very successful in significantly reducing truck emissions. So there are a whole host of other
programs that are going on in concert with this. Certainly we are not in any way saying that
things are today the way they need to stay for the next ten years. And colleagues of mine are
working actively on those programs as well.
My particular focus is this project - whether you want to call it a luxury for me to be able to look
at the future - is to talk about something that wouldn’t come to pass for probably about ten
years.

Q:

Marek Wieckowski: But you mentioned about the emissions from trucks. What about the
emissions from the ships?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, there are a number of things that have been done, and in fact Port Metro
Vancouver was a leader in that field with the Eco-Action program that’s now been picked up by
the International Maritime Organization, and is leading to what’s called an ECA, which is an
Emissions Control Area, which is leading to a requirement that ships burn ultra-low-sulphur
diesel when they’re in, I think it’s 200 miles or 200 nautical miles off the coast. And so in fact as
a result of that program, the majority of the contaminants of concern that arise from ships
burning -- running their engines -- comes from the sulphur content in the fuel, and by the time
that’s fully in place next year, it will be -- I think we’re going from 2 percent sulphur fuel down to
0.1 percent sulphur fuel. So it’s about an 80 to 90 percent reduction in the contamination.

Q:

Marek Wieckowski: Why don’t you test -- you know, I am sorry to say it, but figures can lie. And
you should give us percentages. They don’t mean anything. I live on the bluff. And I look at the
pollution coming from the containers. And if you say that that’s an improvement, it’s an
outrageous lie. Okay? That’s not an improvement. What you have to do is to put shore power in.
Why don’t you do that?
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A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, let’s talk about that, because that is an element of this project. We believe
that shore power will be available by the time this project is deployed.

C:

Marek Weickowski: It has to be now.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, that’s a separate conversation. I’m happy to have that, but, I mean, we’re
here today and we’ve invited people to come and talk about this, and I’m happy to talk about
this project. I’m certainly happy to have the conversation about shore power off-line. I will tell
you this: that by the time there is a ship available to plug into shore power, it is most likely that
shore power will be available for that ship to plug into.

C:

Judy Kirk: And, sir, what I would say as well is that we’re getting your concerns down as well,
and I don’t think that Cliff is going to be able to answer all the questions you may have. But
we’re certainly getting it down.

C:

Marek Wieckowski: Just for your information, I’ve had so many discussions with Port
Authorities. And I was asking about shore power. And nobody can tell me when.

Q:

Clint Morgan: Just a quick question regarding what the gentleman just talking about. I realize
that none of the existing vessels are equipped for shore power. Is there a rule now for new-built
vessels that they all must be equipped with shore power? Like something international?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, but there is a new standard coming out of the International Maritime
Organization for what that shore power should look like -- what the plug should look like. And
that either has just been released or is about to be released. So that then allows sort of the final
step, which is people designing and planning for it. So, you know, new ships will almost certainly
have it available. Ships that are already built may or may not be converted, depending on, you
know, what their primary trade routes are.

Q:

Clint Morgan: So it’s not a requirement right now yet?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It’s not a requirement right now.

C:

Susan Jones: Just referring to the graph on page 4. First let me say I share the agitation and the
concerns expressed by Marek. I’m very angry about this. I’m very upset about this. I’m very
agitated about this. So I’m trying to keep calm about it, because it’s the same charade that we
went through before with Deltaport Third Berth and the South Fraser Perimeter Road. So I come
here with great frustration.
Page 4, there is a huge credibility gap of your statistics here. And you mentioned that you have a
forecast in 2002 that you said, “We have fallen within that range.” If you go to the documents
for the Deltaport Third Berth, it says the lowest-case scenario we would have 2.8 million TEUs by
2010. That has never happened. We still aren’t there. And that was your lowest forecast back
there for Deltaport Third Berth. So, we’ve had 2.5 million TEUs from what, 2007 to 2011. So it is
only beginning to go up now.
That’s 2.5 million TEUs, with all the capacity in B.C., we can go anywhere right now, for
anywhere from 6 million to 10 million TEUs, depending on whose statistics you look at. We’ve
already got capacity with what we’ve got and the planned expansions, particularly of Prince
Rupert.
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So, I question your statistics. I question this graph. I think it’s totally wrong. I don’t know what
you’ve based it on. I don’t know what you based your statement on about the 2002 forecast,
because the one for the Deltaport Third Berth has never been realized.
It’s all about justification of what you’re doing. If you don’t present us with a proper projection
of TEUs, the whole thing is based on a false premise. Of course we need containers, and of
course we’re not in Grade 4. Everybody here understands what a container carries and what it
does. What we’re here about is, what does B.C. need? What has B.C. got? Why Roberts Bank,
when we’ve got a deep-sea harbour in Vancouver, we’ve got Prince Rupert, which is doing very
well. There is absolutely no justification. And if you base it on false statistics that are based on
some projection that I don’t know where it comes from, we’re just starting in the wrong place. I
just think this graphic is not correct.
Q:

Marek Wieckowski: I just want to answer Clint’s concern. Because you mentioned that the new
ships don’t connect to the shore power. And the present flotilla does not have to have it.
Somehow, Los Angeles resolved that problem. All the ships which come to Los Angeles have
shore power? How do they do that, and you cannot?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, first of all, not all ships going to Los Angeles do have shore power. Some do.

Q:

Marek Wieckowski: So all the ones that do, they come to Canada?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So, Prince Rupert for example, has installed shore power. They’ve had it installed
for over a year. But they haven’t actually plugged in a single ship, because the ships that are on
the north Pacific trade routes don’t currently have the ability to plug i n. So our commitment is to
be ready so that when the ships are able to be plugged in, that we will plug them in.

Q:

Susan Jones: These ships that you’re talking about, is it possible for them to after-the-fact equip
themselves to use shore power? Or will it only be new ships?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, they could be retrofitted, but it’s very, very expensive.

Q:

Susan Jones: So it’s not going to happen. The cost isn’t too great, you know.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, it depends on the age of the ship, certainly, and depends on where else it’s
going and whether or not shore power is available. If it goes to 10 to 12 ports in its rotation and
shore power is available in 10 or 12 places, they probably will. If it’s available in one, they
probably won’t.

Q:

Nav Brar: Is it not true that in Vancouver there is some cruise ships that plug into shore power
now?

A:

Cliff Stewart: There are, yes.

Q:

Nav Brar: So it’s coming?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Oh, it’s coming. I mean, Deltaport Third Berth was built with the capability to add
shore power, so the conduits and knockouts are there on the dock. And certainly the Terminal 2
will be designed for it.
Containerized Trade On The Canadian West Coast
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding existing containerized trade on the West Coast of
Canada (page 5 of the Discussion Guide), as well as an overview of opportunities for creating
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additional container capacity (page 6 of the Discussion Guide) and other related transportation
infrastructure designed to support growth at Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Judy Kirk: So, Cliff, just before you move on, Pam, you’re representing South Fraser Perimeter
Road, just one question. Is it on schedule?

A:

Pam Tattersfield: Yes.

Q:

Judy Kirk: It is. And the completion is estimated for?

A:

Pam Tattersfield: End of December, 2013.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Cliff Stewart provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: Essentially we are building a second artificial island in around the most
important habitats for salmon at the mouth of the Fraser River. Also you can’t tell me that there
is not going to be an impact on the habitat as well as on the wetlands, and it will not conflict
with the flyway, which is one of the most important migratory flyways. When you actually notice
the results of the destruction, there is usually nothing that can be done to reverse w hat has
been happened. And I think that you don’t even know yet the impact of your Terminal 1 on the
environment. We start noticing it now. You know, there is no Orcas any more, okay? There is
more pollution, more dead birds.
You also said when -- I remember when you were building the Terminal 1 you said that you were
going to bury the power lines, I believe, and I believe that power lines are still over ground. Is
that correct?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s correct.

C:

Izabella Wieckowski: So how are you going to look to your grandchildren in the future and say, “I
destroyed it? I don’t care.”? I agree with Susan, it’s a global world, okay? We are going to have
containers, but do we need to import garlic from China to here? How long can we actually sell
the garlic from China for a dollar, cheaper than the ones here? I mean, come on.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: Cliff, I’m extremely interested in the illustrations, the artist rendering of the
proposed project on page 11. The last one I saw was three options that the port was proposing.
Do you have a picture of those three options here with you?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. Are you talking about the previous process from a decade ago?

Q:

Vicki Huntington: No, I’m talking about the options that were being considered for the
placement of Terminal 2. One was this new island out -- you say sub-tidal. I would like to ask
some questions about that if we have time at some point. The other was an extension of the
existing terminal, so that it would be larger rectangle, and the third was a rectangle that went
down the causeway further.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah. I think what you’re talking about is from the last process, which was, believe
it or not, almost a decade ago now.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: What I saw was very recent, Cliff.
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A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, this is the first document that’s been produced for this phase of work on
Terminal 2.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: I know, which is why I’m worried. I guess what I’ll ask, is this the place
Terminal 2 will go if it is allowed to be built? Is this your preferred option and is this the option
you’re basing all of your studies on?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: That’s it, we won’t change it?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Not at all. This is the place that we believe has the lowest environmental impact at
Roberts Bank for this terminal, but it isn’t final at all.

C:

Judy Kirk: But I think you asked another question, Vicki, which was would there be any changes
to this.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: I’ve seen three proposals for the placement of Terminal 2.

C:

Judy Kirk: So can I get you to turn to page 12, because Cliff, correct me if I’m wrong, this shows
at least two orientations. Now, to Vicki’s point, was there a third orientation?

A:

Cliff Stewart: There were four orientations.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: I recall three, and the other one was farther down. But if there were four,
then I apologize. All I want to know is, because we saw this concept and it was always, until the
moment it started being built, a concept design. And then when the P3 was let, or the
construction started, the engineering company had the right to change the design for financial
reasons or whatever else might have gone the other way.
Is this what you are planning on constructing if the process is approved?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, subject to whatever changes the process may recommend or impose.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: Okay, and is the Port aware of anything that is likely to change in terms of the
essential placement of this?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Let me put it this way. This is something that we believe can be built, can be
compensated or mitigated and will work. So, this is the essence of what we will, subject to the
consultation we’re doing here now, this is what we will put forward as a project when we do the
project description. So the project description is the beginning, it’s the first step in the
environmental process. For this project, and obviously this is an artist’s rendition, but this is the
project that we’re proposing.

Q:

Nav Brar: The Roberts Bank Rail Corridor. Is that on schedule? Is there anybody here to speak to
that material? Because we’ve seen parts of it constructed in the local community but not going
up to Langley.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah. It is on schedule for completion, I believe by the end of 2014, possibly
sooner. Several elements have already been delivered. We have the 41B and 80th Street
overpasses are delivered. There was an event kicking off the 192nd, 196th, 54th and 56th, which
collectively are called the Combo Project. So they’re underway. 232nd Street is underway. I know
that the Mufford and 64th is gone back, back and forth, but I think it’s now designed and is
nearing completion on that.
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So yes, they’re all either delivered or well underway for a 2014 delivery.
Q:

Nav Brar: Okay, and you were also involved with the Container Capacity Improvement Project
as well?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah. So this, this project falls under the Container Capacity Improvement
Program.

Q:

Nav Brar: Okay, so part of the CCIP, you have some construction that was planned on the
Deltaport Causeway and some improvements at Deltaport?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s right. That’s called the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement
Project, and we are in the final stages of getting approvals and project agreements, and if all
goes according to our schedule, we would begin construction in the new year.

Q:

Nav Brar: Is that not something that was supposed to be started in the summertime?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, it’s taking a little longer to work out some of the details, but it’s still
scheduled for completion by the end of 2014.

Q:

Nav Brar: So how does that project affect the forecast that you’ve presented?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It’s actually built into that forecast on page 4. It’s one of the two projects in the
2015 timeframe. See there DTRRIP and Prince Rupert phase 2, stage 1. So that volume has
already been accounted for.

Q:

Susan Jones: In terms of this diagram and this location for the proposed Terminal 2, again, as far
as I’m concerned, there’s a huge credibility gap in terms of saying this is the least affecting the
environment. It could be the most affecting the environment for all we know.
In 2003 the Department of Fisheries and Oceans wrote three letters to Port Metro Vancouver
saying, we will not even consider a location here for a terminal. And they explained why, and
now that’s all gone by the wayside because they’ve gutted the Fisheries Act. So those guys don’t
count any more. But they were very clear that they wouldn’t even discuss it further with the
Port. They had a meeting with the Port, they had three letters, they’re on record, they said this
is very detrimental to fish habitat.
Now you’re saying by moving it out of this area that you’re taking it out of the habitat on the
North side.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, what they said was they would not consider it on the south side as a
shoreward extension of the existing terminal. They said they would not consider it on the north
side in this intertidal area here. So, I’m going back to what Vicki said, she remembers three.
There were actually four, four potential locations at that time, a decade ago.

Q:

Susan Jones: So you just moved it over a bit?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, we actually responded to what they said. They said that of those four there
are two that really were non-starters, and so we didn’t consider those.

Q:

Susan Jones: So we’re not going to hear from them anymore because they don’t have any
power any more. They destroyed the whole Fisheries and Oceans department, so it doesn’t
matter what they say. But this area out here, I think it’s nonsense to say it won’t affect the
habitat. This is other habitat. This is not one piece of habitat. There’s a whole inter-connected
bunch of habitats, and you put mud pollution out here, noise pollution, you dredge, you fill,
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you’ve got to be a fool to think that you’re not going to have an effect on the fish, the wildlife,
the migratory birds, the Orcas.
So I don’t know who came up with this, but again, huge credibility gap.
A:

Cliff Stewart: So what we’re actually saying, if I could just respond to that, is that we believe
that the impacts of this project can be mitigated or compensated. We’re not saying that there
aren’t impacts. What we’re saying is that it’s possible to deliver the project and address the
impacts that result from it.

Q:

Susan Jones: Compensation and mitigation are words bandied around. They mean nothing
when you did the Deltaport Third Berth. You destroyed everything. They compensated way far
away from here, over on some islands where they dug out a deep water trench for Ducks
Unlimited to shoot ducks. They got paid all the money.
I mean, there was never any scientific information about how that -- what we destroyed and
what we compensated. It was just money, $ 1.2 million that went to Pacific Salmon Foundation
and Ducks Unlimited, to who knows what because you go through all this process, you’re going
through a process for two or three years, and you know what at the end of it? It’s going to be
mitigated and compensated. They don’t tell you how, they don’t provide any science. This is
what happened with DP3. Still don’t know the science behind any of that. It’s not in there.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the proposed marine terminal design and berth
structure (page 12 and 13 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Nav Brar: What was used at the Deltaport Third Berth? What style of construction and what
kind of feedback did you get from that?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It was caisson. Similar to what the first two berths at Deltaport were as well.

Q:

Nav Brar: And what kind of feedback did you get from the community?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I’m not sure at that point whether or not there was a consultation on the caisson
versus pile and deck. I would say for the first berth there probably wasn’t. That was about 18
years ago.

Q:

Nav Brar: For the Third Berth there must have been?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I’m not sure whether it was offered as a consultation opportunity.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: Sorry, I just wonder how, how you expect people to get this in an evening, not
having had a chance to read it.

C:

Judy Kirk: So what I made very clear at the beginning of the meeting is that the consultation is
from October through the end of November. And so this is on-line. You can return it on-line at
the end of November if you like, but it’s not tonight. Tonight is for you to hear what the project
team has to say and to ask questions. And there are other meetings on the inside cover, which I
think is important for you too, Vicki.

C:

Cliff Stewart: There’s one other thing, and that’s a new feature for us in this community, and it’s
a thing called Port Talk, and it’s available on the project website and it enables you to put
questions in and have those responded to very quickly.
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Q:

Vicki Huntington: How could I knowledgeably comment on caissons versus rock fill without
some independent authority that could advise me?

C:

Judy Kirk: But you know what, Vicki? You know I’ve been doing this a long time and if we don’t
ask people these questions early on, you know, they’d say, “Well why didn’t you ask us about
the caisson versus the pile and deck?”

C:

Vicki Huntington: The point is whether we can provide meaningful input and whether we’ll be
listened to.

C:

Judy Kirk: They have been analyzed, and what the Port is sharing with you is that we’ve looked
at these trade-offs and think that the noise created by pile driving would be more than the
community would want to sustain.

C:

Vicki Huntington: Versus the number of trucks that was required to bring rock and fill in for a
200-acre deep sea port. Do you know what that is?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I think you can assume that for the delivery of the bulk of those types of
constructions materials for either design would come in by barge, most likely.

C:

Judy Kirk: But you know, Vicki, further, you raise a really fair comment, which is if you felt and
others felt that there wasn’t enough information here at this stage to provide comment on this,
then that’s what you should say.

C:

Cliff Stewart: So there are a number of opportunities over the next I guess three weeks to be in
both this type of format meeting and also in open houses. There’s a significant amount of
information available on-line, on the website, and I mentioned before you came in there are
now about 100 historic documents that we have available on the website for people who are
interested in digging more into the details of this.
And you identify a challenge in providing an opportunity for input. You know, the questions are
challenging questions. But I think it’s fair to point out, and in every case of things we’re asking
for consultation on, we are recommending a particular direction, but we’re not coming out and
saying, “Well, you tell us what you think and then we’ll figure it out.” We have done the initial
work and said, “This is what we think is the appropriate way to go, but….” There are three
technical and one other consultation suggestions, plus the opportunity to comment on anything,
whether we’ve asked for consultation feedback or not.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: Just one other question then. If we approach the Port and say “Could we have
the two technical studies and the analysis done on these two options”, would they be made
available to us?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Probably. I can’t imagine why they wouldn’t be.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: Because unless we can see your analysis, it’s very hard for some of us who do
fairly deep examinations on some of these topics -- unless we can freely see your analysis, we
can’t comment.

A:

Cliff Stewart: We will get back to you on that. I can’t imagine a reason why we wouldn’t be
prepared to share that.

Q:

Susan Jones: I agree with Vicki. I mean, my question to you is, why would you possibly ask us
this question at this time when there’s been no information given about environmental effects,
costs or priorities or where this comes from. My guess is you’ve been sitting at a table with a lot
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of people for a lot of years, you’ve already decided all this and we’re just going through a PR
process here, because that seems to be what happens every time.
I think you’re looking for what you call manufactured consent here. This first question is about if
you want this guy or this guy, and I couldn’t possibly know. But to me it’s like asking, you want
to be ruled by Hitler or Mussolini? Like I don’t want either, thank you very much.
And so I really protest here, and I think this is a very stupid question to ask us at this time.
There’s no information. We’re talking about Terminal 2, you’re saying it’s a given, it’s going to
happen. I don’t know. There’s no justification for the project. It’s environmentally disastrous,
and we’re not talking about any of that. We’re talking about whether we want this or that or
whether we want to put the buildings here or the buildings there. I don’t want any part of it.
So I think this is manufactured consent. I think it’s a stupid question, and I’m certainly not
qualified to answer it or talk to any of it.
A:

Cliff Stewart: So on page 31 we have an area for additional comments. We’re also happy to
receive on-line feedback or written submissions.

Q:

Susan Jones: We’ve been giving so much feedback for years. None of it has ever been listened
to, none ever been responded to. Twenty years. We’ve got thousands of submissions to the
Port.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the project elements (page 14 of the Discussion Guide),
as well as the trade-offs between potential locations of the terminal intermodal yard (page 15 of the
Discussion Guide).

Q:

Vicki Huntington: This is on top of the DTRRIP?

A:

Cliff Stewart: This is on top of DTRRIP, that’s right. And Deltaport Way would need to be
widened, our initial studies indicate to four lanes in the section where the signalized
intersections are shown as the green line there.

Q:

Don Bruchet: Just curious on the whole rail line as far out as 72nd, I had been given to
understand that all of these expansions of the rail line are taking place on land that is already
owned by the Port or the rail system. In other words, it’s not swallowing up currently any farm
land.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Let me clarify that. You’re absolutely right on the first point, the land is owned by
BC Rail. It has been designated by the Agricultural Land Commission as rail right-of-way, and
some of it is currently being farmed. So in other words, it’s recognized that it is intended for
future rail use when that requirement comes along.
And just to put it in perspective, the land in question is called the Option Lands. It’s about 18
hectares. Vicki asked the question about whether or not it’s in addition to. So the Deltaport
Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project requires about 8 hectares of that 18 hectares, and
Terminal 2, as we proposed it, requires the remainder of that 18 hectares.

Q:

Susan Jones: Just a question on that. The Terminal 2 requires more than the road and rail
improvement now, is that what you’re saying?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, a further 10 hectares.
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Q:

Susan Jones: But that hasn’t gone to the Agricultural Land Commission yet?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, the entire rail area, the Option Lands, the 60-metre strip, was designated as
rail right-of-way in 2008 by the Agricultural Land Commission, subject to a plan. They’ve now
received the plan and they’ve approved that subject to the agreement on the agricultural
compensation. And so a similar process would be undertaken for Terminal 2 for the additional
10 hectares.

Q:

Susan Jones: Oh, so there would be another application to the Agricultural Land Commission?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, it’s not an application because the approval has been given in principle,
subject to the provision of the additional information. So when that information is ready to be
provided, then that would go to the Agricultural Land Commission.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the trade-offs between potential locations of the
terminal intermodal yard (page 15 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Don Bruchet: Is any of that, Alternative 2 in particular, included in the TFN lands at all?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We haven't done any work on Alternative 2. It's not what we're proposing. What
we're saying is and we're not proposing it because we don't think that it is the preferred
alternative to the community. But we're not making that choice. We're saying there could be
work done to develop a plan for that if there was an interest in that as an alternative to
Alternative 1A.

Q:

Don Bruchet: I'm just curious to know is any part of the TFN land being used for any of the
intermodal yard?

A:

Cliff Stewart: In Alternative 1A, which we actually have planned and designed, no. We haven't
done any planning work on Alternative 2. We're saying if there an interest in that as an
alternative, in which case we could do some work on it. Would it involve TFN lands? It might or
it might not. We haven't done the work.

Q:

Clint Morgan: Well, am I correct to think that there would be an intermodal yard being built on
the stretch, you know, along Deltaport Way to accommodate the increase of capacity of the
existing Terminal 1 to kind of maximize its capacity and maybe move some of the rail operation
off the terminal?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. What has been proposed is rail storage tracks. And just so I'm being absolutely
clear, I'm not trying to play with words. I want you to understand, an intermodal yard is a
working facility where containers are lifted on and off of trains and a rail yard is just storage for
trains arriving and departing. So the answer to your question is no, there is no plan for an
intermodal yard along there as part of the DTRRIP project. But for both that project and this
one, we are proposing storage tracks along there.

Q:

David Ryall: The 18 hectares that you have got permission from the ALR to use your right-ofway, you said there was some compensation to agriculture for taking that 18 hectares out. What
is it?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, that is a conversation that's currently underway between BC Rail, who own
the land, and the Agricultural Land Commission. For the first 8 hectares, that's part of the

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project – Project Definition Consultation
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 2 – October 23, 2012, 6:00pm-6:00pm
Page 12 of 25

DTRRIP project. And we'll talk about that actually. It is a consultation topic we want to talk
about. So if you could hold that question, we'll come back to that a little bit later.
Q:

Nav Brar: With the Alternative 2, so if you're including the intermodal yard upland, does that
fall within the current Option Lands or does that take more farmland out of the ALR in addition
to the current option lands?

A:

Cliff Stewart: As I say, we haven't actually done design on that but it would likely take some
additional lands.

Q:

Nav Brar: From page 14 going back to page 10, so we're talking about jobs at the operating
terminal, direct and indirect employment. Do you have the stats on Deltaport right now versus
what you're projecting? Because with the terminal here, this new terminal you're also talking
about a lot of automation. So to get a company coming in from somewhere around the world
running an automated terminal, how are these job numbers compared to Deltaport and similar
terminals.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Okay. We can get you that. My understanding is that these would be similar.
Automation on a terminal doesn't make a huge difference to the amount of employment that's
created.

Q:

Nav Brar: I don't know if you have seen some of the automation videos from around the word
but there's no people. I'd strongly disagree with what you're saying. So if we're saying there's
going to be 18,200 direct and indirect jobs, that's hard to swallow if there's heavy automation by
some company from around the world.

A:

Cliff Stewart: To put it in context, Deltaport, post DTRRIP, which would be about the same sized
terminal, the actual on-terminal employment is about 800 to 900 jobs out of a similar sort of
18,000 jobs that are direct jobs that are created.

Q:

Nav Brar: Okay so now we're saying a similar size terminal that's going to have automation will
give us how many jobs?

A:

Cliff Stewart: If it were a manual terminal like Deltaport in the neighbourhood of 800 to 900
jobs of the 18,000. If the terminal were automated, something less than 800 to 900 of the
18,000. So there would be a similar reduction in the 18,000.

Q:

Nav Brar: Well that's easy to understand. For Deltaport you're saying 800 to 900 which is
probably a number that I would agree with, working there. It says "Direct employment here
estimated 9,200”. So 10 times more jobs in an automated terminal that's a similar sized
terminal?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. Don't confuse what's in the terminal from direct employment related to the
terminal. So truck drivers, people who work on the railroad, people -- those are all included.
Direct employment includes people who work on the tugboats, people who work for customs,
people who work on the terminal, people who drive trucks, people who work in the warehouses
that unload the containers and people work in the warehouses that load the containers.

Q:

Nav Brar: So what's the number for Deltaport after DTRRIP or before DTRRIP? Which of those do
you have?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It's available on the website. I just don't have the number. But if you look at the
DTRRIP, the same document was produced for DTRRIP, and has the post-DTRRIP numbers so you
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can get a sense. I just want to go back to what you said about automated terminal, there's no
people. That's a bit of a marketing -- that's a bit of a marketing tool for people who sell
automation. Automated terminals have lots and lots of people. What they don't have is people
on the ground in the container yard. That's where the big difference is.
Road and Rail Infrastructure
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding road and rail infrastructure on the causeway (page 16
of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Clint Morgan: I thought I seen a preliminary design that was showing an elevated road alongside
the causeway? So that's no longer the case?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, I can't say that it's no longer because I don't know that ever was but it isn't
in this design. Apart from the question Vicki asked earlier about location, we really started from
scratch. We didn't sort of take what someone had done.

Q:

Clint Morgan: Because you would think that the existing causeway, which is strictly servicing
Terminal 1 and the coal terminal. We're doubling capacity of the container terminal with
Terminal 2, probably going to double traffic so you would think the causeway wouldn't be
sufficient to accommodate traffic.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah the amount of traffic there is a two-lane road with free flow that can handle
that volume of traffic. The only reason that when you get up to Deltaport Way on the mainland
that it has to be widened is because the traffic stops at stop lights and so you need more width
in order to accommodate that.
The existing road is utilized pretty much as is out to near the Westshore turnoff, at that point
there'll be another overpass leading to a road that goes the rest of the way out to Terminal 2.
There would be a vehicle access and control system to ensure that particularly the trucks that
are going to the terminal are supposed to be at the terminal.
The other aspect that's currently in the design, although it's not definitive, it's been suggested
by our operations folks, is on the north side of causeway north of the new rail yard is simply a
space for what they're calling an emergency access road. Two-lane gravel in the event that there
was a problem on the existing road, the possibility of having traffic divert around that.
The other thing that would be on the causeway would be transmission line improvements to
handle the additional power requirements and also to extend the transmission line from where
it currently terminates near West Shore out the rest of the distance to Terminal 2.

Q:

Susan Jones: And will they all be buried, those lines?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We're not recommending that at this point. We do have studies ongoing. There
have been a number of studies over the last several decades looking at the effects of the work
that's been done to mitigate against bird strikes.

Q:

Susan Jones: Everything can be mitigated.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Those studies indicate that there's been a dramatic reduction in bird mortality.

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: Have you ever considered that there's less birds?

A:

Cliff Stewart: And so we have studies ongoing right now to confirm or refute that, but based on
our current understanding we would not be recommending that the power lines be buried.
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Whether an independent environmental panel process recommends that is a separate
conversation.
Q:

Vicki Huntington: I'm curious about the sentence under causeway widening.
"The causeway needs to be widened to the northwest but to reduce potential impacts on
sensitive marine habitat, the northwest side of the causeway would be widened to different
widths along the side."
What do you know about those marine habitats now?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Near the base of the causeway there is biofilm and in that area, the causeway is
narrowed to avoid impacting the biofilm. So that's an example.

C:

Susan Jones: Just a question on the road and rail improvements. It's very unclear what's being
done now and what's going to be done for Terminal 2 because your diagrams don't really show
it. There's no visual here that will show this is being done now and this is what's going to be
needed for Terminal 2. I mean you're stating it here but a visual at some point would be much
more beneficial.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: This new turning wye, near Arthur Drive for locomotive turning. It's the first
I've heard of that one and it would be useful to know what that means.

A:

Cliff Stewart: if you think about a locomotive, if it's pointing west and you want it to point east,
you need to turn it around. A wye helps you accomplish this. In theory they're supposed to be
able to go backwards or forwards. What happens today if they need to turn them for some
reason is they turn them through the loop tracks at Westshore. So what we're suggesting is that
there may be a need to build a turning wye because Westshore may not always be in a position
to facilitate that particularly as the number of trains increase for both operations.
If that were to need to happen, then our suggestion is somewhere in the neighbourhood of
Arthur Drive there may need to be a construction of a wye.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: So could your guide then show what the implications are. Maybe there are
none, but in terms of the track widening, that it's useful to know where you're looking at it and
what it needs. So you're looking at the Deltaport Way being widened four lanes from east of
Arthur Drive to where you want to be. How far east of Arthur Drive?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I can't tell you exactly how far east but if you look on page 14 there is a faint green
line just north of the red line in that area which is supposed to be indicative of sort of the
general --

Q:

Vicki Huntington: So basically the Highway 17?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, it doesn't go quite that far. Sort of half way between.

Q:

John Lindner: Well are there 4 lanes already?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No it's actually just two lanes. But the right-of-way is there. The right-of-way is
there to allow it to be widened. And the exact distance is a function of something the traffic
engineers would have to sort out but in essence the reason for the widening is that that traffic
needs to be able to stop at a stoplight. There has to be enough room for it, to accelerate to get
going again to be able to achieve the same throughput in one end of it and out the other end of
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it where there are no traffic lights by South Fraser Perimeter Road and the causeway road and
so that's what that widening would be about.
And this obviously would be subject to detailed design, consultation with the Province. All we're
saying is that, you know, we've done the preliminary look-see and what the traffic engineers say
is in that area you need to have more capacity and that's the most likely way to achieve it.
Habitat Replacement
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding environmental impacts and habitat replacement (page
17 of the Discussion Guide).
C:

Clint Morgan: Yeah, you just said that the total amount would be 210 acres and most of it would
be represented by the terminal itself. And that’s a question that I’ve asked earlier on, because I
thought I saw the answer on page 12 – it says that the terminal land created would be 115
acres, so that’s almost half of the 210

A:

Cliff Stewart: The total direct is about a 190 hectares direct. And then there’s another about 20
hectares of what’s called indirect. So that’s what coastal process is. So once this is built, then
coastal process will change about 20 hectares of the adjacent environment, which we would
also need to compensate.
Road and Rail Infrastructure
Cliff Stewart provided and overview of planned road and rail improvements as part of the project
(page 16 of the Discussion Guide), as well as Port Metro Vancouver initiatives to address increased
truck traffic volume and emissions (page 19 of the Discussion guide).

Q:

Nav Brar: What portion of the trucks that are currently in the fleet in the industry are compliant
with that 2007 standard?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s a good question. I can’t tell you the answer to that. That standard isn’t
required today except for new trucks. So any new truck entering the fleet has to have that
today. By 2015 all trucks will have to meet that standard or they will no longer be in the fleet. I
don’t know what the number is today.

Q:

Nav Brar: I don’t know if it was part of the DTRRIP or the whole CCIP but at one point there was
a concept that I read over the years of trucks carrying two containers at once, similar to what
they do in Alberta.

Q:

Cliff Stewart: That’s called the turnpike doubles. That is a possibility. There are fairly significant
logistic challenges with that at both ends of the chain. The thing to understand about why the
majority of containers that go onto a truck at the port in Vancouver is that these same
containers are rehandled at an off-dock facility somewhere in the local region. And as soon as
you put two containers on a truck, there are two main problems with that. One is it is very
difficult to process those containers. The other is the public is not really happy driving alongside
what amounts to a container train.
So we are not saying that’s not a possibility, but we are not pursuing that. We are designing to
allow for it if that’s where the industry and the government chooses to move, but that’s not
something that we are depending upon.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: I’d just like to offer a consideration for mitigation of the road and rail noise,
and I feel that the port should build sound attenuation fences along that causeway and along
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where the rail yards are going to be developed near Ladner there and the agricultural lands in
there. I don’t think there’s any excuse not to have noise fencing along that causeway.
I don’t know how TFN puts up with it. I don’t know how people on the bluff put up with it, and
there’s no excuse for not having it at least on the southern side. The northern side for people on
Westham Island, if they find it difficult too. But I think it’s part of your social obligation to do
whatever you can to mitigate that being done. And it’s not a difficult achievement. And it’s a
strong recommendation I have.
I don’t know if anybody else agrees with me, but it’s a simple way of providing some mitigation
for the community.
Q:

Nav Brar: To add to Vicki’s comment there, along the causeway you’re proposing a widening.
On the north side it’s admitted, you’re saying there’s lots of sensitive marine habitat. Obviously
there are both sides. Why aren’t you widening to the south and then combine that with some
sort of a noise attenuation fencing along the causeway there. And you can widen to the south,
that’s side’s already -- you just disturbed it a little while ago.

A:

Ben Wheeler: I think it’s a good question, Nav. I think part of the answer lies in what came out
of DP3. So there were some commitments the Port undertook to offset or compensate for some
of the habitat that was affected along that south side. And that’s what we call the east causeway
habitat improvement area. It’s roughly four kilometres, and some very substantial habitat
improvement project was just built there. Fisheries and Oceans would probably not look
favourably to us touching that. And so that’s one of the reasons why we stay away from that
area.

Q:

Nav Brar: Is that not something that we should look at maybe rebuilding that again, further out
south, and leave the other side the way it is?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It’s a policy question. Fisheries & Oceans generally do not allow what’s called
“compensatory habitat” to be re-disturbed. If they were open to that it could be considered.

C:

David Ryall: Well, I think Vicki’s comment on the noise, is certainly something that’s on the
social side for this community. You know, tens of billions of dollars are being spent on this
project.

C:

Cliff Stewart: Billions, please. Not tens of billions.

C:

David Ryall: Well, no, you added it up going across Canada and the trains and infrastructure, all
of it, and you go to through our community and I don’t think you’re putting enough
infrastructure to keep this community where it was. And I would say, not only that, we’re
looking at decades, as a matter of fact, centuries, for this project. And I think all of Canada can
help support our social being here a lot better than they’re doing, by far.

C:

Susan Jones: You got that right.

Q:

David Ryall: What’s the stumbling block with these trucks leaving empty? Cliff, it’s good to hear
that you’re working on it. But as a layperson, it looks pretty silly, trucks going empty. So what’s
the biggest stumbling block at getting this approved? It’s not a priority, so therefore it doesn’t
get attended to. It’s only how it is perceived that it becomes something that should happen.

C:

Vicki Huntington: The Port doesn’t make any of these social issues a priority.
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C:

David Ryall: And the other one which was good to hear and that’s the trucks stopping on the
Deltaport Way. I think -- and I realize the Port recognizes to some degree that they have to
attend to this, but maybe it’s because I haven’t gone along that causeway as much. And I’m just
talking about from Highway 17 to the causeway. Those trucks are still parking along there far too
much, and, you know, when you’ve got to travel down that road, it’s not safe. So I would
suggest trying to improve on that specifically.

C:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah. And let me just comment on that, which we’re not looking to wait a decade
to address that. We’re assuming for the purposes of this conversation that that will have been
dealt with.

C:

David Ryall: Yeah, well, it needs to be. Because I tell you what, nobody else in our society coul d
pull that off. To have it go from 41B all the way to highway 17, no one else in this community
could do that on the basis that you do it.

C:

Cliff Stewart: The trucks know that if they can get on Deltaport Way today, there is nothing
anybody can do about it, because there is nowhere to turn them around. So one of the things
that’s being incorporated into the design of the DTRRIP project is a truck turnaround.
So, today, when the police come along and the truck is pulled over, what -- the only choice that
the police have is to tell the truck to go up and drive through either 41B or Arthur Drive up the
country roads of Ladner.

C:

David Ryall: But, listen, to be running a port this size, it’s not really good planning. It’s
unacceptable to leave the poor truck drivers in this situation. I mean, we had a farm there, they
were parking, knocking over our posts, and so it’s really unacceptable to have that happen.

C:

Cliff Stewart: I agree.

Q:

John Lindner: I was just confused to what you said before about the empty trucks, in regards to
a regulatory problem. Can you elaborate on that? I don’t quite understand.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, there are a number of players involved in moving containers around. In
other words, there are a number of customers and they have their own contractual
arrangements with who they choose to have haul their containers. So if, for example, the
container that needs to come off the terminal is an empty container that belongs to a particular
steamship line, they have a contract with a particular company to haul their containers. If there
is a loaded container coming into the terminal to be exported, then the person who owns the
contents of the container is paying for that truck to be hauled, and they have their particular
favoured service provider. So it may be that a container coming up to the terminal, I mean, it
looks really easy. Well, we should just be able to make this person, you know, use that truck and
that person use that truck. It’s somewhat akin to the problem of single-occupancy vehicles at
commuter rush hour. That problem could be easily solved if we could tell people they had to
drive to work with their neighbours. We kind of don’t have that ability either. And it’s like that
kind of a problem. It’s probably not quite as intractable as that, but it is of similar complexity.

Q:

Clint Morgan: Is there any staging for trucks planned on Terminal 2? Because effectively what
I’m hearing is that essentially the road that leads presently to Terminal 1 will eventually lead to
Terminal 2, which is Deltaport Way and the causeway. And that’s going to be re-enhanced in
terms of the ability to handle trucks. And we have seen trucks, like we said, lined up alongside
the Deltaport way waiting to get into Terminal 1. Granted, there is not much staging on Terminal
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1. So my question is, are you planning on having some kind of staging to handle X amount of
trucks on the terminal so they don’t spill onto the road?
A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, if this sort of thing is still required in 10 years, that is the intention.
Environmental Assessment Process
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding compensation for agricultural land (page 19 of the
Discussion Guide) as well as an overview of the environmental assessment process (page 20 of the
Discussion Guide).

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: Is there a list somewhere of which ones have you commenced, and who is
conducting them, and how is the process of awarding the actual environmental assessments to a
particular organization. How was this decision made that this particular organization is going to
be assessing.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, there isn’t. These are the guys that are doing it, right down here. Hemmera.

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: Are you planning to put it out?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Do you want to know who has actually been awarded the subcontract for
particular specialties?

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: Yes, and what the process was like. I would like to have access to
information, how are you actually conducting the process of awarding the contract to conduct
the assessment and studies.

C:

Judy Kirk: You’re asking for the Request for Proposal, I think, is what it’s sounding like?

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: No, I’m talking about the responses to the RFP and how you evaluated the
responses.

A:

Judy Kirk: The RFP is public. But the responses are not public.

A:

Susan Jones: It’s always the same one. It’s always Hemmera.

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: And why? I mean I work for the public organization, and that information
is public.

A:

Judy Kirk: Okay, we’ve noted that.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: Where do we find the RFPs that the Port has put out, whether it’s for terminal
operations?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Generally on our website, or on BC Bid. Now, they don’t stay there forever.

Q:

Susan Jones: You say you put out a bid for proposals and so forth, and I have sent in questions
for the Port for the terms of reference for the studies, and all we’re getting is a very, very broad
general description. So my question is two-fold. One, when you put out the Request for
Proposals, did you have a terms of reference so that you knew specifically what you were asking
the people bidding to do? And why aren’t there, by now, specific terms of reference so we know
exactly what those people are doing?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Okay. That’s a great question. Let me answer that by talking about the process. So
if you look on page 20, we are in what’s called the pre-environmental assessment phase. So in
other words, we haven’t actually commenced the formal environmental asse ssment process.
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That would take place starting probably in April or May of next year, in what’s called the pre panel review stage. And one of the key deliverables of that pre-panel review stage of the formal
environmental assessment process is the delivery of Environmental Impact Statement
Guidelines. So the documents that you’re talking about form part of the environmental impact
statement guidelines.
C:

Susan Jones: I’m talking about the terms of reference for the individual studies that you’re
paying to get done.

Q:

Judy Kirk: You mean the baseline studies?

A:

Susan Jones: There’s just general discussion, “we’re going to look at the lighting, and how it
affects the people”. Anybody that has any science background here knows what a terms of
reference is, and we don’t have these studies. And those should be out before these people
even begin their work in the field.

C:

Judy Kirk: So, Susan Jones, you’re request is that you’re looking for the terms of reference for
each of the baseline studies?

Q:

Susan Jones: And when they were put together, and were they part of the proposal. There’s just
a vague description here. I’m not talking about the terms of reference for the whole assessment.
That’s another ball game.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: But I think there should be no reason why we couldn’t have the specific terms
of reference for each study.

A:

Judy Kirk: Okay. So we’ve noted it as a request.

C:

Cliff Stewart: So, the formal environmental assessment process commences with the
submission of a document called the Project Description. And that is what kicks off the formal -and some people have heard that it’s a one-year process, some people have heard it’s a twoyear process. In reality it’s a two-year stop-clock process for environmental assessment.
And by that, I mean that the federal government, and we assume it will be a joint
federal/provincial panel, but that decision obviously isn’t ours to make. The panel and the
regulators have two years to do the things that they’re required to do. But every time they turn
back to us, they stop the clock and say, “Now, back to you, go and do this thing, study that thing,
develop this report,” and when we deliver it back, they deliver it back to us, the clock will start
again. So when people hear two years, it generally -- we think it will take about four to four-anda-half years to actually achieve the two-year time frame that is discussed there.

Q:

Susan Jones: Under this pre-panel review, “submission of Project Descriptions”. At what stage
here is this put up on the federal website? With the Deltaport Third Berth is, we didn’t know
anything about it. It was put up on the federal website, which usually has nothing on it. And we
had, I think, was it 30 or 60 days to respond? I think it was 30. But they did it in the summer.
Nobody knew anything about it.
And that determined the whole process, and yet people didn’t even know about it. And they had
no input, because by the time it came to the next stage, terms of reference, oh, that was already
decided. So there is a very short -- you’ve got this two-year process, but right at the beginning
they’ve cut this process federally, which I don’t understand, and it’s not written here. And it’s
probably the most important part.
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You say you’ve got a two-year process, but if you don’t get in in that first 30-day thing, you’re
hooped.
A:

Judy Kirk: But you know what, Susan, I would say that Cliff can’t answer specific questions about
the environmental assessment process.

C:

Susan Jones: Yes, he can, because it’s written in law.

A:

Judy Kirk: Well, actually, the determination of how long that public comment period is --

C:

Susan Jones: No, it’s fixed.

A:

Judy Kirk: It isn’t. You should ask CEAA and the BCEAO. It is not fixed. And if I were you, because
you're very interested, I would inquire of them now what they are thinking about with respect
to those timelines.

C:

Susan Jones: But surely that’s the Port’s job to let the public know. You’re letting us know about
all this.

C:

Judy Kirk: Susan, in all honesty, the Port cannot speak on behalf of the regulators. They cannot.

C:

Susan Jones: No, but they’re doing the process.

C:

Judy Kirk: No, they’re not. I want to be really clear here. The Port is coming out early now but is
not undertaking the beginning of the environmental review. They are out here talking to you
before that. So any questions you would have about -- of the regulators of those kinds of time
frames, you would need to ask them.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: But the baseline studies are underway and we don’t have the terms of
reference.

A:

Judy Kirk: I hear you loud and clear on that. And I think that’s a request that needs to be
considered.

C:

Susan Jones: But when you have that process, you have a proponent. But when you’re saying
the Port of Vancouver is not the proponent.

C:

Judy Kirk: Not yet, because they haven’t filed the Project Description.

C:

Susan Jones: And I’m just saying that if it’s not clear, people don’t know this.

C:

Cliff Stewart: The key to the door of the environmental assessment process is this document
called the Project Description. That document is currently under development, based on the
design that you see here. And it will be informed by the feedback we get from this process of
Project Definition Consultation. The submission of that is what kicks off the process, and then
what actually happens at each stage along there is the purview of the provincial and federal
environmental assessment agency offices.

C:

Susan Jones: So that could happen like it did before, in July, and people have to the end of
August to reply while we’re away on vacation.

C:

Ben Wheeler: Susan, I hear your comment and it’s a good one. The process that we’re expecting
to be led through by the regulators is one of the more intense environmental assessment
models there are. And there are several opportunities during that environmental assessment
where the public has an opportunity to participate. And this won’t be the first time in April or
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May when this is kicked off. It’s our anticipation, although the regulators will tell us exactly, but
it’s our anticipation that there will be several opportunities for people to comment.
C:

Susan Jones: But we had that before. But, that Project Description was the key. And anything
that wasn’t in there didn’t count.

Q:

John Lindner: You say that once the Project Description is submitted by the Port Authority,
that’s when the process kicks off, and the regulators will come and say “there is now going to be
a public consultation period for 30 days”. But you have no control over how long that is. But you
can then turn around and say to the public, that the regulators said this is now in the last 30
days. You could then turn around and inform the interested public that this is when the period
is, so that they don’t necessarily have to find out from the government’s website?

A:

Judy Kirk: Actually John, you would be surprised how the regulators control their purview of
publicizing the process. They do require proponents to advertise in the newspapers. They
require that. But otherwise, they do not allow proponents to publicize in a whole bunch of other
ways. So, I just wouldn’t want the impression left that somehow the Port has free rein to
publicize the process. It’s not their process. It’s the regulator’s process.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: This would be my request that the Port do everything it can to as quickly as
possible release the terms of reference on the studies. And as the studies become available, or I
would say before they define the project, and develop their project definition document to
submit, that maybe you come back, release those studies, so that people can look at them and
comment, prior to the final project definition. It’s those studies that form your project. And to
the extent you can release those to the public to review them would be incredibly helpful.

A:

Judy Kirk: I don’t think they’re complete yet for the project.

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. And I think it’s important to understand, some of the studies aren’t even
started. We will take that away and understand what we can or can’t do there.
But the other thing you asked for was, finish the studies and give them to you before we launch
the Project Description. We can’t even understand what the regulator’s desires for studies are,
let alone do them and complete them and share them with the public, before we start the
process. I can assure you that as part of the process, ultimately the studies will all be made
available to the public, because it is a public process.

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: I just would like to understand the process, that’s all.

A:

Cliff Stewart: The Project Description does not include the studies. It simply says, “Here’s what
we propose to do.” Then you spend about two years developing first a set of guidelines, in
conjunction with what’s called technical working groups. And then the Environmental Impact
Statement, which -- and that document does include the studies, but there is a public process
around that will occur between that and when the Project Description is submitted.

Q:

Izabella Wieckowski: So, I understand that. So the Environmental Impact Statement is being
done between September and April? Or is it going to be done after April 2013?

A:

Cliff Stewart: After April, 2013, between the submission of the Project Description and the joint
panel referral. So, until you have completed the Environmental Impact Statement and the draft
mitigation plans, you can’t launch into the actual panel process, and it’s in the panel process
that you actually get to see the study reports, because they aren’t completed until them.
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Because up until that point, the regulators are still deciding whether they agree that those are
the right studies and the right terms of reference and so on and so forth.
Q:

Vicki Huntington: So the baseline studies provide you with the opportunity to define the project
that you will then submit and go through the process?

A:

Judy Kirk: Not quite. I think that the regulator really needs to come out and talk to you, Vicki,
and to others, and I think tell you themselves. The difference is the baseline studies also have to
be agreed to by the regulator in that second step. In other words the Port can start those but it
can’t finish them until the regulator says to them, “You’ve met a terms of reference we think is
adequate.”

A:

Cliff Stewart: They don’t form a part of the Project Description. They all come after. We’re
gathering data because the more years of data we have the more likely we are to meet
whatever requirements there are.

C:

Judy Kirk: I just want to add something because, Vicki, you know I’ve been doing this kind of
work for a long time. The misunderstanding here about what happens when across the country
is also a serious problem. But quite aside from whether it’s above board here, I’m just making
an observation based on work that I’ve done over the years, there’s a lack of understanding of
how the regulators set that terms of reference and when.

Q:

Susan Jones: The last time we did the studies for the Deltaport Third Berth, we were surprised
to learn that they only used 2002 as a baseline for all the data. It was all measured from 2002,
which is not a good baseline for what’s happened since the coal port. So is this the same thing
here? Is 2002 the baseline for all these studies?

A:

Ben Wheeler: Well, I think actually that’s a good question. We’re in a good position because we
do have some data going back to 2002. So this is 2012 and actually the port has been conducting
studies ever since 2002.

Q:

Susan Jones: That there was a huge impact before that that’s not taken into account to
cumulative effects. So again there’s a credibility validity problem here. You only start at 2002.
You don’t include all the damage that’s already been done, which is huge.

C:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, and it’s almost a philosophical point and I understand, Susan, where you’re
coming from on that. Well, the answer is certainly not before 2002, and for some things it won’t
be 2002. It will probably be 2012. It could even -- if somebody comes along and says, “We want
you to study something that we don’t even know exists,” then the baseline will be whatever
year we hear about it and start studying it.

Q:

Susan Jones: Yeah, but you know, you’ve got to consider the big picture. This is the mouth of
the Fraser. This is the migratory bird flyway. This is a big issue. And so if you only go back to
2002 you’re saying, well, cumulatively we’re not doing any damage to be compensated or
litigated. You’re not giving a complete picture.

Q:

Marek Wieckowski: I don’t know whether it’s possible, but we talk about this regulator. Would
it be possible to coordinate a meeting with the regulator?

A:

Judy Kirk: Yes. We’ve done it before on other projects, and I’m going to make the suggestion
here. We can’t speak on behalf of them and I think it’s a good suggestion and we’ll see if we can
do that. Now, because the board isn’t in the process yet I don’t know what their answer will be,
but we will ask and come back to you and let you know.
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C:

Cliff Stewart: Okay. So again, I cannot emphasize enough, notwithstanding your view of what
has or hasn’t been done, if you see something that’s missing here please let us know.

C:

Vicki Huntington: Dollars to help people engage in the process.

C:

Judy Kirk: So which, by the way, Vicki and David, the process does in that box, that April 201315, when the EIS Guidelines are being discussed, they do seek for application for funding.

C:

Cliff Stewart: We have to be extremely careful not to tread on the prerogatives of the regulator.
So that is the regulator that manages that.

C:

Judy Kirk: But Vicki, you know, you’re in a very good position to ask those questions of the
regulator.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: I’m asking, yes, I understand that of the regulator. I asked if the Port could
possibly assist in that regard before the process starts?

C:

Judy Kirk: That has been noted.
Environmental Assessment Process
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding community legacy benefits (page 22 of the Discussion
Guide).

C:

Vicki Huntington: Does that include the increased taxes?

C:

Cliff Stewart: No, because that flows naturally from the construction.

C:

Izabella Wieckowski: It’s not enough though, because they are capped.

C:

Vicki Huntington: The noise attenuation, the way you fellows will probably work is rather than
consider it for instance to be a social mitigation factor, you’ll work on the levels of decibels that
are hitting somebody’s front window rather than looking at it as a compensation or a legacy. So I
don’t know why you would say it isn’t noise because I would think that some decibels don’t
count and the fence will still go. And I’m sorry, I don’t mean to be putting words in your mouth.

C:

Judy Kirk: So Vicki, in your view, what you would like to see considered, if the noise attenuation
that you’ve suggested in this meeting was not considered a requirement by the environmental
regulators, then you are saying, “Look, Port, why don’t you consider that as a benefit, as a legacy
benefit?”

C:

Cliff Stewart: Certainly we would happily do that if that was what the community felt was
required. In other words, if the regulator came back and said, “No, there isn’t a noise problem,
you don’t need to do anything about it,” and you said, “Well, we still want something done
about noise,” then that would become a community legacy benefit.

Q:

Vicki Huntington: What does it take to convince the Port that the community is interested?
Does it take a statement from the mayor? Does it take a referendum? What does it take?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That’s a really interesting question and to a certain extent the discussions
regarding community benefits will help to clarify that. Articulating what it is you want and the
priority you put on things is part of the process.

Q:

Marek Wieckowski: No, no, I just resent what you said the regulator might say that noise is not a
problem.
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C:

Judy Kirk: No, all I was trying to do was to make sure that there was clarity around the fact that
noise attenuation could be considered, could be considered as mitigation and/or as of
community benefit.

C:

Vicki Huntington: And I’m saying it should be a social responsibility rather than a legacy benefit.
Cliff Stewart wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form
and encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 8:18pm.
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PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 3
October 24, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October 24,
6:00pm – 8:00pm, at Newlands Golf & Country Club, Langley, B.C.

Stakeholders:

Brad Nichol, Britco
Nathan Pachal, South Fraser OnTrax

Port Metro Vancouver:

Chris Chok, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
Ben Wheeler, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Stefan Krepiakevich, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder
Katie Baker, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd.

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 6:05pm

KEY THEMES:


Participants were interested in mitigation for the loss of habitat that could result from the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including potential locations for habitat banking
projects.



Participants noted that they wanted to ensure that Port Metro Vancouver balanced
environmental and community needs when developing the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project.



With respect to the location of the intermodal yard, one participant noted that security of an
upland intermodal yard should be a major consideration, and that given that much of the
project would already be built in the marine environment, it would make sense to build the
intermodal yard there as well.
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(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Chris Chok
Chris Chok welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, as well as introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Chris informed participants
that the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: What do you define as a stakeholder?

A:

Rhona Hunter: A stakeholder would be a person who has shown a particular interest in the
project in the past. We’ve been out in the community before, so we consider our stakeholders
people who have had some ongoing interest in the Port, the Port business over the course of
both this project and the previous projects. It’s a fairly loose definition. It’s certainly an
opportunity for us to have a more intimate dialogue with people who have an active and
ongoing interest in port operations and development.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: And the open house would be more like a one-off kind of thing?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The open houses are not formal than this. It’s a room with story boards. People
freely mingle around, stop where they want to, ask questions. There’s no minute taking or
record taking at an open house.

A:

Chris Chok: I would also point out, Nathan, that the stakeholder meeting schedule, you see it
published here in the inside cover. Those are open to anybody. Anybody can come to those. We
do ask for RSVPs, so we know how many people are coming out.

2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Rhona Hunter reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in
the consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics.
Why Do We Need More Capacity For Containerized Trade?
Rhona Hunter provided an overview on the need for container capacity, including the forecast
demand and planned capacity increases on the West Coast of Canada (page 4 of the Discussion
Guide).

Q:

Nathan Pachal: With the Tsawwassen plans, there was a plan for industrialization in the north
part of that, what’s that for?

A:

Rhona Hunter: That’s the Tsawwassen First Nations, and it’s not part of our program.
Tsawwassen First Nation is doing development works on their own l and.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So the Port’s not doing anything with those former agricultural lands?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, the Port doesn’t have any use or is not using those lands in any way. Those
lands are being developed by the Tsawwassen First Nations independently of the Port.

C:

Brad Nichol: Is Gateway part of that as well? The original Delta project?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The Deltaport Third Berth is already considered complete. That’s not part of
DTRRIP. That was a previous project to increase capacity with a new berth. DTRRIP is really
dealing with deficiencies at the existing container terminal at Deltaport, the road systems and
rail systems that support it, both on the causeway, on the terminal and on the uplands.
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Containerized Trade On The Canadian West Coast
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding existing containerized trade on the West Coast of
Canada (page 5 of the Discussion Guide), as well as an overview of opportunities for creating
additional container capacity (page 6 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Brad Nichol: Have you considered the Ioco area for a container port? It’s owned by Esso or
Imperial Oil. I think they are looking into residential developments as opposed to industrial.

A:

Rhona Hunter: The Port would only be looking at land that it has under its own control in terms
of either non-developed or leased.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So just for a stat thing then, for your maximum expansion in 15 years you would
say there’s going to be the ability to move more than 4 million TEUs of stuff, where in the same
period you would have 2 million TEUs coming out of Prince Rupert?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We currently have just about 4 million TEUs of capacity now. So with the
addition of Prince Rupert and the DTRRIP program in 2015 we would have just over 6 million
TEUs of capacity in BC.

C:

Nathan Pachal: That’s a pretty substantial improvement in Prince Rupert then.

C:

Rhona Hunter: Right, they’re adding another berth in Prince Rupert. And then they would
actually be adding additional capacity to their existing berths in 2020.

Q:

Brad Nichol: So by 2020, they’d be looking at going to about 2 million TEUs total?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah, that would be about 2 million TEUs of capacity.
Why Roberts Bank?
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding other related transportation infrastructure to support
growth at Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Brad Nichol: When you talk about containers leaving the port, is rail or truck transport
preferred?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The majority of the containers leaving the terminal leave by rail. It’s about 70%.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Right now we’re seeing a certain number of trains. In the next 20 years is that
expected to double?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s not supposed to double. It would be another 8 to 10 trains per day. So that
would be 4 to 5 in and 4 to 5 out, in addition to what you have now. This infrastructure work is
being done long before the expansion at Roberts Bank and it is designed with that in mind

C:

Nathan Pachal: Just a comment. Brad, you’ve raised this point about the Gateway program. My
understanding is that the Gateway infrastructure program has been around for a long time, and
that South Fraser Perimeter Road and the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor Program are elements of
that.

C:

Brad Nichol: It’s like your neighborhood expands and then you build the schools and everything
else to match the increase in population. You’re kind of putting the horse before the cart now,
so as taxpayers, especially the taxpayers of Langley of Delta aren’t hit with that later.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: And a more recent announcement was the Premier’s commitment to look at
replacing the George Massey Tunnel.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: How does that help the Port?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Well, it’s not so much that it helps the Port, but it will certainly deal with some of
the traffic concerns that are out there for the residents in Richmond, Delta and the Surrey area
who were commuting and probably from this area. I am not sure whether people commute
from here through George Massey. But from South Surrey into Vancouver would benefit from
the replacement of the George Massey Tunnel.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: There was a document way back for expansion, but their plan was to go with
transit in that corridor because it was said that they would have to do capacity improvements
along the whole corridor, and that wasn’t going to happen. So it’s not going to expand through
Vancouver and over the Oak Street Bridge. For trucks and for actual goods movement that is.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t think the tunnel replacement is going to deal with trucks going into
Vancouver. But it will certainly alleviate the congestion that the tunnel experiences. This has just
been announced that, we thought was pertinent to provide context that these are all related
improvements to improve transportation.

C:

Nathan Pachal: This is an additional improvement but it really doesn’t affect the plan.

C:

Chris Chok: We did a round of consultation last June on this project, and also for the Deltaport
Terminal Road and Rail Improvement Project last fall, and one of the things that we heard very
clearly at that point is, they said no more until something is done about that tunnel, and mostly
from commuters, who see trucks using the tunnel and so that’s been raised as a concern. And so
the reason why we wanted to include this in here is to acknowledge the fact that yes, the
Premier has made this commitment to study it and that it will alleviate some of those concerns.
And, we could also point out as well; they’ve set a 10-year timeframe, which would likely be
before this project could be on-line.

A:

Rhona Hunter: As in all of these construction projects, it takes a long time to actually get
something built. You have to do a lot of work at the front end before you can evens tart
construction.
In this case on page 8 is a diagram that shows the infrastructure for the South Fraser Perimeter
Road as well as the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor Program, and includes 9 overpasses, which
removes traffic conflicts at those at-grade crossings.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: There was something a while ago about the truckers being very unhappy
because you changed how they did their scheduling. So I think that might have been mainly in
Vancouver, where you had to show up within some window of two minutes or something or you
lost your spot?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Right. I don’t think it was two minutes, but yeah, we’ve put a reservation system
in place. In this consultation process and previous project consultation processes, as well as the
Port’s general engagement and outreach to the community, the issues of trucks and trucks
moving around and truck congestion has led to a number of initiatives and certainly one of
those is the reservation system, whereby there’s a half hour window that they can show up to. If
they don’t have that reservation, then they have to call truck staging facilities and will go in
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order of truck staging facilities, so that we don’t have trucks on the road at times when they
shouldn’t be on the road.
Q:

Nathan Pachal: Has that been successful then?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s been successful in that it’s in place and I think that what happens is that over
time people will realize the ramifications of not meeting their time. It’s not like you can turn a
switch and all of a sudden everybody is in compliance. We have a pilot program where we have
GPS in many trucks and we’ll soon have GPS in most of the trucks so we’ll actually know where
the trucks are on the road system, since our operations centre can monitor that.
So there are a number of initiatives that are being undertaken by the Port to try and deal with
trucks on the road and making them more efficient and less of an impact on the regular traffic
on the road.

Q:

Brad Nichol: Is there any focus on the green portion of traffic? Certainly there are new trucks
out that have a better emission system. But we talk about idling and having customers, you
know the TSIs of the world. Whose responsibility is this?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We have actually the Truck Licensing System, which is designed specifically to
address that, in that right now in 2015 all trucks that access the Port will be required to obtain a
2007 engine emissions standard. In order to get into our Ports you have to have at least a 2007
engine platform. So we are phasing that over time to remove the less efficient trucks from the
road and require them to be at a certain standard.

Q:

Brad Nichol: So will there be spot checks on that?

A:

Rhona Hunter: They actually have to be individually licensed. So it doesn’t get a license until it
passes the standard. So it’s much like the Air Care standard in that way.

Q:

Brad Nichol: Even if it’s a U.S. bound truck?

A:

Rhona Hunter: To access the port they will have be. And that’s really to address the air quality.
The reservation system is also designed to improve the air quality by eliminating truck idling. If
they’re not within their half-hour window or they’re early, then they will have a staging area
where they will sit with their engines turned off until their window is available.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide), and terminal orientation and location
(page 12 of the Discussion Guide).

C:

Brad Nichol: I think from my experience on reading some of the dissertations from Gulf Canada,
was that caissons were fairly proven and that was almost 25 years ago. And I know that Holland
is using similar technology for building some airports. I think this is the better way. Obviously
Fraser River Pile and Dredge or a couple of other pile driving companies, would love to drive
1,500 piles for you, but the noise considerations and specially stability factors, I personally
would say caisson. And I think probably would open up future chances for expansion, because
there’s still a lot of room to expand here. That’s beyond our live times for sure. But personally,
that would be my recommendation.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: One of the considerations with the piles was that there was a concern of the
impact on the mammals from the noise of the pile driving for that many piles for that length of
time and the impact on the marine wildlife.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Is it not on the Pacific Flyway down there?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It is, yes.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So that would disrupt birds, probably.

A:

Rhona Hunter: More likely the impact to the Killer Whales and those sorts of things. Although I
would imagine that certainly the wildlife, the flying wildlife would be not happy with the noise
from pile driving. They’d likely stay away from those pile driving noises too.
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the terminal layout (page 14 of the Discussion Guide),
as well as the tradeoffs between potential locations of the terminal intermodal yard (page 15 of the
Discussion Guide).

Q:

Nathan Pachal: That’s a multi-kind evaluation. Did you do one of those? Where you list it all
out?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, we haven’t done a tradeoff analysis of on the causeway, off the causeway,
or upland or on the causeway. We’re very early in the process here, and through the
consultation process, if there is a preference that says “really we’d rather that you not increase
your footprint on the marine environment” or ”you should consider what the impacts will be if
you, went into the upland”, then we would go forward with that evaluation. We’d have to do a
lot more work around what exactly the upland or the causeway would look like.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: But at this point, like just for someone like myself, it would be very hard to
make a decision on 1A or 2B or anything because I have no idea what is better or worse.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I recognize that. And so we’re looking for a preference or a direction. As I said,
we’re quite early on in the process here.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So you could study both and figure out which one is better and put it on a sheet
of paper so you have something that you can compare.

A:

Rhona Hunter: So if you would like to see a tradeoff analysis of the upland versus the marine, I
recommend that you put that in a feedback form. That kind of feedback helps us.
We’re not taking any more agricultural land then we need to. That’s really one of the primary
drivers because we are going to be creating land and we’re going to be impacting the marine
environment. We knew that if we were going to go into the upland environment we probably
needed to have a really good reason to do that. And so we thought if we went to the public in a
consultative process and there was a clear directive from the public saying, “You know what, we
can’t just make that choice, we need to consider both of them” then that would be, an impetus
for us to go forward and do that analysis. But we wanted to sort of have that that litmus test
before we went there.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: I remember some people talking a while ago about things like in-land
intermodal facilities. So why not go to Kamloops?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Right. No, that hasn’t been part of this analysis.
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Q:

Nathan Pachal: And is that something that would be seriously considered or is that sort of a pie in-the-sky thing?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Not for this project. Things would have to be very, very different.

Q:

Chris Chok: Are you referring to Ashcroft?

C:

Nathan Pachal: Yeah, I think it must have been Ashcroft.

C:

Rhona Hunter: So, I’ve heard that as well, but we don’t have any plans to consider that within
the context of this program. So unless a partner came forward with a very quick and expeditious
manner to sort of say, “we’ve got it all lined up”, seeing as we don’t own that land.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Is it outside of the Port’s jurisdiction?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes.

C:

Brad Nichol: I think they’re going to be disturbing the marine environment and as far as I’m
concerned, it is really not a question. Because you’re already going to be disturbing the marine
environment already taking the caissons and sinking them. I don’t think you’re looking at
significant costs either.
One of the things that isn’t in the pros and cons here is security, when you look at the fact that
you want to maintain control of these containers. You also have competitive landscape that you
are talking about, Los Angeles, Prince Rupert and every other port on the west coast that is
vying for that one container to come to this port. You want to make sure that you can move that
as quickly -- as quickly as possible into Canada or to the other markets.
So if you want to talk about trying to create the operational efficiencies, 1A just seems to be,
you know, the best alternative, and having been on the docks and see w hat really goes on on
the docks with security, especially since 9/11, is of the utmost concern. And for a port to have
control of that container until it gets to the rail is of upmost importance to, not only you, but
also to Canada as far as national security.
Having been, and then to see all the container ports, it is sometimes when those big container
ships come in, it is mayhem and to have control of that and not have to double handle
something --

A:

Rhona Hunter: And post 9/11, that certainly impacted the security issues on all of our port
faculties, which weren’t there 15 years ago.
In addition to the terminal, there is causeway widening, and the causeway widening supports
additional rail tracks, as well as a new repair yard for Terminal 2. So there are repair
requirements for the trains that visit the existing Deltaport terminal as well as Terminal 2. So we
would have to realign the existing tracks as well.
In terms of road improvements and this of course relates to a 1A option with the intermodal
yard being on the terminal. If it were to change, then this configuration of the rail would also
change.
Road improvements on the causeway include an additional overpass on the causeway adjacent
to Terminal 2. There would be a Terminal 2 access road, there would be a vehicle access and
control system, security environment, as well as we’re looking at the possibility of an emergency
access road being put on the terminal, which would be a two-lane gravel road which will
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facilitate the ability to get emergency vehicles out onto the terminal in case there was some
blockage on the existing road.
Q:

Brad Nichol: You mentioned earthquakes. We know the big one is coming, and when it comes
it’s going to be devastating. Let’s look at the design of this terminal. Is there any qualification or
in the back of your minds thinking that if it does happen this is going to be liquefied and there
won’t be anything left?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s an interesting question, and one that we haven’t firmed up our design
criteria on. We know we’re not rebuilding the existing causeway, which had a design which was
done back in the sixties. So it’s probably not to today’s standards in terms of seismic stability. So
if the big one came along, the causeway itself would probably be the limiting factor in that the
existing causeway would not be able to withstand the big one. And so whatever we do on the
causeway, we may build additional parts of the causeway to current designs, but we’re not
going to replace the existing causeway.
The terminal itself will be designed to current seismic standards for marine terminals. Because
the causeway is that limiting factor, we haven’t quite made up our minds exactly where that
threshold is. It will certainly meet current standards, but how far beyond we go hasn’t been
determined.
But it’s not being designed right now to withstand the big one because the related
infrastructure is not at that stage. So unfortunately, like most of our systems and infrastructure,
we’d probably be in a situation where we would have less than ideal services for a period of
time.
The upland road and rail, under a 1A scenario would include some new rail sidings and new rail
tracks at the two existing yards, Gulf and Fisher. On page 14 there is all future yards, which are
quite a bit upland from the causeway and there’d be a new turning wye off Arthur Drive.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So that’s the 10 hectares of land that would come out of the ALR?

A:

Rhona Hunter: That’s right. These upland requirements are within the existing options lands,
and it would take approximately 10 hectares of the existing option lands to meet the upland
requirements of the new terminal as it is currently designed.
There would be road improvements including four-laning Deltaport Way intersection,
improvements and redesign on 41B and Arthur Drive, and those would all take place in the
existing B.C. Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure right-of-way.
Habitat Replacement
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding environmental impacts and habitat replacement
(page 17 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Nathan Pachal: With the new federal requirements, do you have to do more or less
compensation work?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We don’t know yet, actually, because they’re only now drafting the regulations.
We don’t actually anticipate seeing the outcome of those regulations probably until early next
year. We know that it’s changing and that there’s potential that we’re going to go from strictly
habitat compensation to mitigating for fish habitat specifically. So we understand that there are
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some changes, but the actual specifics of what that looks like to us, we won’t know until
probably early next year.
Q:

Nathan Pachal: So if before you were going to conserve 100 hectares, and now you don’t really
have to do anything and you say “law says we only have to do 50 now and only in this spot so
that’s what we’re going to do”.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I think we’d wait to see what the regulations say. I think the Port has a really
good track record of mitigating for environmental impacts.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Has it been above and beyond?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Typically, it’s been what’s been required through the environmental review
process. But what we’re doing here, and that relates to that question, is that what we’re doing
here is that we’re embarking on a program that’s going to develop and restore habitat. So we
actually have started already to do the habitat redevelopment, habitat mitigation, we’re looking
at building habitat. And we’re putting it into a bank, and so we’re building the new habitat
before any project is even approved. And we’re anticipating that regardless of what happens in
those projects, whether it goes ahead or it doesn’t go ahead, the Port is embarking on a
preemptive program to create habitat, bank it, so that any proponent of the port can come
forward and they can withdraw as compensation when their project is approved from the bank.
So we’re actually coming in ahead of the game. We’re trying to actually re-establish and
redevelop and build habitats before projects impact the habitat.
And one of the things that’s really beneficial about that is that typically the regulations have had
some high ratio compensations, so they say to the proponent, “You need to build a two-to-one
offset” because they know that if you build two hectares of habitat, in five years’ time there
really may only be a hectare and half of functioning habitat, or maybe even less, maybe only one
hectare of functioning habitat.
So the requirement at the beginning is that you build more because you might have less that’s
actually functioning. By banking habitat you actually put it in the bank. It’s functioning habitat
and it has to be viable functioning habitat and stable habitat before you can withdraw from the
bank. So when you’re withdrawing a hectare of habitat from the bank, it’s established habitat.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So are you in the business of conservation then and have people working for
the Port that are conservationists, much like Metro Vancouver parks people, the stuff with
Burns Bog, or do you work in collaboration? Or how are you doing that?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re actually going to be working more in collaboration with existing
organizations. We anticipate it being a lot of partnerships with First Nation communities, both
their businesses as well as their members, because we see that as being a tremendous linkage
with their interests and their goals, as well as the Port’s goals. We see that as being probably the
biggest component.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Would you compensate mostly in the Lower Mainland, or would it be like the
ALR, where “Oh yeah, I did a project in the Peace River”?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Our focus is in the Lower Mainland. Certainly if we got to the point where we
exhausted all options in the Lower Mainland we would start to expand that outside of the Lower
Mainland, but our initial look is at the Lower Mainland. And we also see this not only First
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Nations, but in communities or Ducks Unlimited or other conservation groups have projects or
want to partner with us on projects, and we see that as being a catalyst for developing habitat.
Q:

Nathan Pachal: So you could do restorative work in the Nicomekl floodplain and river then? And
perhaps the City of Langley could, for example, ask you for a lot of cash to restore stuff?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Right now we are working with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans on this,
and so we have some requirements as to what we can bank. It has to meet their requirements.
So it’s not just any kind of habitat. We can’t go and build wildlife habitat and make it into this
bank. This is a fish-oriented banking system.
So certainly there are opportunities to work with communities and on rivers and marine
environments.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: And I guess municipalities must be aware of this? I’m on the parks committee
for the City of Langley.

A:

Rhona Hunter: We are only just embarking on our sort of community engagement on this
component. But if you’d like to have some more information, we could provide that.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: That would be really good if you talked about that on our committee me etings.
We have a lot of fish-bearing waterways and areas that were classified by DFO as being
important.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Excellent, and we would love to take an opportunity to get engaged and
communicate what our program is and see whether there’s opportunities, and that’s exactly
what we are looking for. We prefer to work with existing proponents and existing organizations
who have already the ideas and perhaps even the infrastructure to do this sort of stuff and we
can help fund it.

C:

Chris Chok: We’ll note it as a follow-up.

C:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah, absolutely. There is an interesting picture here in the guide further on
habitat is that for DP3. This is one of our projects that we did and it’s a salt marsh restoration.
So, you’ll see here this is an area on the left-hand side, 2007, that on the foreshore of this TFN
you can just see the causeway in the background there, with the trains on it, and it was basically
smothered by logs over hundreds of years and we simply went in and we removed the logs. The
simple activity of removing these logs then three years later there is a fully functioning salt
marsh that exists, and that’s the type of things that we would do in terms of marsh restoration
and habitat work.
Compensation for Agricultural Productivity
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding Port Metro Vancouver’s potential mitigation and
compensation options for the loss of agricultural productivity (page 19 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Nathan Pachal: With the ALR exclusion, I remember something from a while ago that was
already excluded from the ALR. Have you already gotten that land removed or hasn’t been
removed but allowed for non-farm use and transportation?

A:

Rhona Hunter: That’s right. That’s why it’s called the Option Lands.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Because I did a report on the ALR just south of the Fraser and I seem to recall
it’s already happened.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: That’s right. So that happened in 2009 and it was designated for rail use. It
wasn’t removed until the land is required, and so in DTRRIP we are using a portion of that option
lands for the rail works.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: But you don’t see a request for this project to exclude further land from the
agricultural land reserve?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Final design would dictate exactly how much. We’re currently looking at around
10 hectares, which would be within the existing option lands.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: But I guess if you were to do the upland intermodal that would take a lot more
agricultural land.

A:

Rhona Hunter: We would have to take lands in excess of what we have within the options, yes.

A:

Chris Chok: There’s a footnote on page 19 explaining. It’s owned by the Province of B.C. through
B.C. Rail.

C:

Rhona Hunter: And so if anything more than the option lands was needed it would have to go
through a process far more rigorous than using the option lands, which is still an application, but
we would have to go through a larger application to use more of those lands.
Environmental Assessment Process
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the environmental assessment process for the project,
including identification of anticipated consultation opportunities and categories for environmental
study (page 20 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Nathan Pachal: For the community legacy benefits, could you do something similar to
mitigating traffic with investments and public transit and funding that, or would that be not
something you could actually do?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I would say if that’s an idea that you have, absolutely put it down. We’ll get to
community legacy benefits in a little bit, but none of that really has been defined yet. It’s
something that we’re really looking and we look towards communities to provide us with what it
is that they want.
We anticipate the environmental assessment process taking up to five years, certainly four
years, up to five years, depending on how much additional work the regulators may require of
us in terms of studies or assessments. And as I say, the environmental assessment process has
its own regulator and consultation process. We will be overlaying that with our own
consultation process along that period as well.
We do envision being through regulatory process by 2016, which woul d allow us to begin preconstruction activities in 2017. It is anticipated to be a six-year construction process. So that
would have us coming on-line around 2024.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Is this fully funded?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The funding mechanism is something that’s going on in parallel with our design
and market review process, and if I were to sort of extrapolate upon that, the Port is a nonshareholder, financially self-sufficient corporation. So we actually have one shareholder only,
that’s the federal government, and we pay the federal government.
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So the Port doesn’t get funded by the federal government, the Port funds the federal
government. However, in a project of this size and magnitude we would be going to the
marketplace for funding, and the shape and form of that ask and configuration of what that
looks like has yet to be determined. But that’s a process that’s being run in parallel to this.
Q:

Nathan Pachal: So there are no funds for this right now and you’re going to see funds from the
marketplace. Is that like government and people that use the Port facilities kind of thing?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It would more than likely be private funding. It wouldn’t be government. Not to
say that there wouldn’t be funding opportunities that we could take advantage of, much like any
other entity that could take advantage of funding opportunities, but we don’t foresee it as being
government-funded. Those would be separate or distinct programs that are available through
regular channels to other developers of property. We primarily see funded outside of the
federal government.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So an operator would come and build this facility and take care of it.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Or a funding partner with an operator. We could potentially partner with a
number of operators. We might partner with a private financial institute, maybe a combination
of those. So that mechanism is something that’s being determined as we go along, and probably
won’t be finalized until we’ve actually got the permit in our hands, because there’s obviously a
close tie between the ability to build the project and a funding partner being willing to sign a
cheque.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: Is there a dollar amount attached to this yet?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah, we’re looking over $2 billion.

C:

Brad Nichol: Is this the last opportunity to expand for the Port? There’s no other area within the
Burrard Inlet area?

A:

Rhona Hunter: If we were to look at our existing terminals as they exist now, we do see some
optimization within the inner harbour that might take place in the late 2020s. That would be
based upon existing leases and infrastructure that would have to be put in place in the inner
harbour in advance of an increase of capacity there.

Q:

Brad Nichol: So in the Port Moody area there’s nothing that the Port owns right now that could
be used?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, there’s no additional capacity increases contemplated outside of those
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 and then potentially in the inner harbour.
Categories for Environmental Study & Community Legacy Benefits
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the categories for environmental studies as part of the
environmental assessment (page 20 of the Discussion Guide), as well as potential legacy benefits for
the community as part of the proposed project (page 22 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Nathan Pachal: So education could be a legacy thing?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Education? As long as it’s a capital funding scenario. We couldn’t get into an
operating-type of scenario.
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Q:

Nathan Pachal: Are there examples of where the Port can come and build the new facility and
make the economy go better and provide jobs and also making the environment better at the
same time? Because sometimes it feels a bit one or the other.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I would say yes, and it would depend on what it was.

Q:

Nathan Pachal: I was just wondering if the Port, once you’re done this project, will the economy
and the environment be better off?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I think the Port’s vision is that it does actually provide both stimulation in a
sustainable manner, and that we look at what we do from an infrastructure standpoint, from a
sustainable standpoint and we’re looking at putting in shore power, which is something which
today is not widely used simply because the vessels that are currently in the fleet are not fit for
shore power. But we allowed for it it on DP3, as well planning on putting it in Terminal 2, getting
ready for ships to plug in as opposed to idle offshore to provide their services.
I would have to say that that whole question of did we come out even or did one come above
the other is more the perception from communities and what the person brings to the table in
terms of what they value.
I think that’s where the legacy benefits really comes in, is that the Port says, we’re part of this
community and this is things that we have to do because that’s what we’re regulated to do, but
we recognize that being part of the community means that we give back to the community, and
so that investment is an initiative that the Port has to say, we want to give back to the
communities because we want to do more than what we have to for regulatory requirement,
and it’s not just the environment that needs to be supported, it’s the community.

C:

Chris Chok: I don’t work for the Port, and I know that the Port has a dedicated environmental
programs department and they were the first port in Canada to have that. And so they deal
basically with the Port’s operations and act as a regulator on the development of their tenant
land projects. And they do have a very good track record. The Deltaport Third Berth Project, for
example, included improvements to Highway 17 that separated the truck lanes and so on, as
well as the $25 million worth of investment that was done for the habitat compensation.

Q:

Brad Nichol: Well, it could even be something as simple as the marine mammal rehabilitation
fund, which is supported by the Vancouver Aquarium. To perhaps become involved with that,
because there is an environmental impact on the sea and then if you are saying, “Okay, we
recognize that. But in retrospect we’re giving back in this way.” And you know, that’s
appropriate to have in place for a number of years. But we even have, again not becoming
involved in operating capital, but a bursary to that, or a bursary to set up a facility or possibly
have something in the Delta area that may be able to benefit.

C:

Chris Chok: That’s a great suggestion and something that we’d love to see in your comments.

C:

Brad Nichol: Sounds like a great project.

C:

Nathan Pachal: I guess I liked seeing that there’s a balance that’s going on. There are some
projects that seemed to happen overnight in the province, where someone wakes up and “Oh,
we’re getting a tunnel and a Port Mann bridge,” and that didn’t come from any document I saw .
I’ve seen some of the decisions and how they’re made, and a 15-page document decides it. The
Evergreen Line was decided on a 15-page document and it’s a $2 million dollar project, and this
is a $2 billion project and you’re spending a decade on it, so that’s really good.
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C:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah, and you know, to that point, Nathan, we are really at the early stages and
although we hope to be in a regulatory process sometime next year, that’s not definitive either.
So, we have an opportunity to provide input and feedback into the process and then again, once
we’re in that regulatory process there’s a lot of opportunity for public input in the process then
too. So, and as I say, we’re running a separate process in addition, so we really do feel strongly
that continual consultation, engagement, information is going to ensure that we have a better
project.
We have, as I said, a feedback form here, which covers the questions that were raised in the
discussion guide. There is the type of berth structure; the second one is the location of the
intermodal yard; the third one is agriculture; fourth one are some questions around the
environment and categories for environmental studies; and the fifth one is around those links
and benefits.
So, if -- and then we have the last page here, and it’s all online too, so it’s available there, are
additional comments. And so anything that doesn’t fit into any of those categories that you’ve
heard about or that you would like to provide specific, more information about, or you lo oking
to get some more specific information from us, feel free to add that there.
I do want to let you know that we do take this information seriously, and that we are committed
to providing a mechanism for participants to see what comes out of this process and then to see
also how we consider it. And so what will come out of this process will be a consideration
document, where data has been assimilated by Kirk & Co., and that we would then identify how
we’ve taken that information and considered it in our project.
Rhona Hunter wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form
and encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 7:35pm.
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PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 4
October 25, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October 25,
1:30pm – 3:30pm, at the Delta Town & Country Inn, Delta, BC.

Stakeholders:

Bernadette Kudzin, Vicki Huntington’s Office, MLA Delta South
Craig Jones, Richmond Chamber of Commerce
Dean Pronyk
Fred McCague
Garry Horwood
George Folz
Gordon Hole
John McDonald
Laurie Kravski, West Fraser Timber
Leon LeBrun, Trails BC
Mary Taitt
Matt Pitcairn, Richmond Chamber of Commerce
Mike Peters, URS Corp.
Muriel Clayton
Susan Jones
Sylvia Bishop, Corporation of Delta Council

Port Metro Vancouver:

Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
John Parker-Jervis, Communications Advisor
Malcolm Smith, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Matt Skinner, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 1:30pm
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KEY THEMES:


Participants expressed concern about current air quality and the associated impacts from port
operations.



Some participants felt that too many empty trucks come and go from the existing terminal at
Roberts Bank.



Participants suggested that Port Metro Vancouver review options for more efficiently moving
container trucks to reduce unnecessary truck trips throughout Metro Vancouver.



Participants expressed the opinion that the Fraser Delta and Fraser River Estuary are the most
important bird areas in North America, particularly for shorebirds and waterfowl.



Participants suggested that Port Metro Vancouver consider a significant contribution to the trail
system on the foreshore to connect Tsawwassen First Nation land with the rest of Delta and to
promote active living.

(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Judy Kirk
Judy Kirk welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, and introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Judy informed participants that
the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

C:

John McDonald: I’ve been to several open house meetings and brought up the point of the
empty trucks on Highway 17. Just the other day I was sitting at Highway 10 and Highway 17.
Four empties were going to the port. Five empties were coming from the port. Ladies and
gentlemen, this makes no sense whatsoever. If a truck goes into that port dumping a box, he
should be taking a box out, and I don’t give a damn where. If he’s going to Surrey or Vancouver
or Sexsmith, Alberta, that guy gets that box and he’s gone. If the trucking companies do not
want to go along with it, they don’t come in.
Just the same as those that are driving rigs that are falling apart aren’t being allowed in. We
brought that up two years ago, and I think you’ve done something about that. But these
empties, I remember the days of when we paid our toll to get through the tunnel. I remember
the tolls on the Lions Gate Bridge, too. We paid for these units. This was our transportation to
open the Delta. Now we find it’s full of bloody trucks. It’s not made for all these trucks. So
something has to be done. You mentioned that we’re in hearings and you wanted to hear from
people. The people I’ve been talking to, this was a fait accompli. It’s done, and they’re not
interested in coming out to these meetings. I felt like I was talking to deaf ears about these
trucks going empty back and forth, and I’ve mentioned that several times and still nothing
seems to have been done.
Number 2. I have been fishing between the ports for crab for multi years. I travel through Canoe
Pass. A lot of people don’t. Fortunately enough, I know my way out there. I have a small
recreational boat. This is recreational fishing, not commercial. I know the river very, very well
and I know its tides and the way the currents run. I remember when there was no big bar below
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Westham Island Bridge. And you think that river can’t move material. It sure can. I’ve been
under the wrong impression since discussions first started a few years ago re garding the
positioning of the port. When I travel out to where I want to crab, I come from Canoe Pass up
here, this direction off the corner of the coal port around and over between and set my pots. I
know what the currents are like through this corner presently. I’ve been under the impression
that this new addition to the port was over here.
And this over here makes sense with the way the river runs. This proposal here creates a dam.
The water pressure on this corner of the port is going to be phenomenal, and right now, when
we get the current rain on a freshet right in here, and at the outside of the coal boat, it can be
some pretty rough waters simply by the depth of the coal boat and the motion created
underneath and coming up the outside, but the pressure here is phenomenal. You put a dam
here, you’re asking for trouble. There’s no way that that river is not going to undermine this
corner of the port no matter what your engineers want to put in there. It will not hold. Water
will overcome anything that man can put in.
2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Rhona Hunter reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in
the consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics.
Why Do We Need More Capacity For Containerized Trade?
Rhona Hunter provided an overview on the need for container capacity, including the forecast
demand and planned capacity increases on the West Coast of Canada (page 4 of the Discussion
Guide).

Q:

Mary Taitt: What are these forecasts based on? Because I was looking on the internet today at
some very interesting data about what’s going to happen.
“West coast ports will see increased competition from the Panama Canal, which is undergoing a
bigger than expected expansion due to be completed in 2014.” That expansion will not only
allow bigger ships to go through the canal but it’s really going to make a huge impact on west
coast ports in general. Even if global trade returns to its former robust pace.
And this is a company in Britain. Drury said,
“Any new train will probably pass the west coast line. Volumes are unlikely to decline, but the
days of strong growth on the Pacific coast are behind us.’”
And I was thinking no mention of 2014, the impact here of the Panama Canal. I mean where do
these numbers come from?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Well, we’ve actually had over the last two years, two independent forecasts
done by two separate and independent corporations.

C:

Mary Taitt: And how about their names please?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Ocean Shipping and Seaport Consultants. And they took into consideration the
Panama Canal, much like I’m sure the forecast in the study that you’re talking about there
probably was done by a shipping consultantancy.

Q:

Mary Taitt: London-based Drury Supply Chain Consultants.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: So, the interesting thing was although these were commissioned at different
times by two separate consultants, the output that they had was consistent. And so we are
confident that our current forecasts are accurate as of today, the information regarding the
Panama Canal has been incorporated in that, and that we certainly plan on updating them on a
yearly basis and that economic situations globally will be incorporated into those forecasts.

Q:

Judy Kirk: So what you’re saying is the Panama opening would not change what you’re looking
at here.

A:

Rhona Hunter. No. The Panama opening has been considered and is part of that analysis.

Q:

Susan Jones: Part of the environmental assessment process requires project justification, and
when the Deltaport Third Berth was built there was a justification section in the application for
the environmental assessment approval. The lowest case scenario projection forecast is still not
being met. So basically those figures were wrong. So this could happen again and we could be
building a great big massive structure out there for zero need. Even if you look at your graph, it’s
really not needed.
So in order to give some comfort to the public, I would like to be able to look at these reports
from Ocean Shipping and Seaport Consultants, so can these be put up on the Port Metro
Vancouver website for the public to look at to have our independent people look at where are
people getting these figures.

A:

Matt Skinner: Susan, the executive summary of the first forecast that was done in 2011 by
Seaport Consultants is on the website.

C:

Susan Jones: I don’t want executive summary, I want to see the map.

C:

Matt Pitcairn: It does include the numbers.

C:

Susan Jones: Because the numbers are wrong.

C:

Judy Kirk: So, Susan, I just want to get at the point about whether it’s available online, but what
I hear is some disagreement whether it is. So we’re going to take that back.

C:

Susan Jones: It’s all about credibility here.
Containerized Trade on The Canadian West Coast
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding existing containerized trade on the West Coast of
Canada (page 5 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Susan Jones: When you say Surrey Docks, are they doing any container shipping or a little bit?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Currently they’re doing some container shipping.

Q:

Susan Jones: So, but ships went up there before, but you’re saying now they can’t go up because
they’re bigger ships?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Ships are getting bigger, yes.

Q:

Susan Jones: But they’re not using bigger ships. They’re still using the smaller ships. So there’s
no real reason why we can’t be using Surrey Dock for smaller ships.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: Fraser Surrey Docks will operate as long as they are in the market for them and
the smaller ships. However, the anticipation is that as those smaller ships become less efficient,
both in terms of economic and environmental efficiency, they will be phased out.

Q:

Susan Jones: That’s what we’ve been told, but actually what happened was the contractors
moved I think from Surrey Docks to Deltaport or somewhere else, that the capability is still there
but not necessarily being utilized. Because they’ve still got lots of smaller ships coming in.

A:

Rhona Hunter: That would that be something that would be captured in the annual forecasts.

C:

Susan Jones: It’s just that the business that was going on is no longer going on and it could be
going on, so let’s not be fuzzy in the information here is all I’m saying. There’s potential there for
making use of smaller ships to go through and it’s not happening.

A:

Mary Taitt: Yes, they are getting larger, but unfortunately they’re not coming to Deltaport
because there isn’t enough business. For example, Evergreen is sending dirty little ships. They
don’t have all the environmental wonderful new controls on board. They’re coming into
Deltaport, right now. So it isn’t actually happening. It’s a nice dream. It’s like these numbers.
Opportunities for Creating Container Capacity
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of opportunities for creating additional container capacity
(page 6 of the Discussion Guide), as well as related infrastructure improvements being made to
support Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).

C:

Judy Kirk: To John’s point about empties, is the Port doing anything about that?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There is actually a fairly significant effort within the Port to look at the issue of
all trucking including the empties issue. It’s a little bit of a challenge from the Port perspective
because we can incentivize and we can disincentivize in terms of the efficiencies once you come
in and once you come out. But I think that one of my colleagues explained it quite nicely the
other day when he said that it’s much like single occupancy vehicles. We can do all sorts of
things to try and reduce the amount of single occupancy vehicles on the road, but the Port isn’t
in a position where they can actually regulate single vehicle occupancy.

Q:

Sylvia Bishop: So my question is around truck emissions. Is Port Metro relying on air quality
monitoring that I believe Metro Vancouver is responsible for, or is there a commitment to
actually do some of its own monitoring? I’m here to tell you that the residents in Delta are really
concerned about the air quality from all of the activity around the port. They repeatedly were
told that the black dust, dirt that we can wipe off our patio tables and see the residue on our
fingers is not coal dust.
If it isn’t, we’d like to know what it is and we’d like somebody to take the responsibility of
figuring out what our air quality is. And I will give credit to MLA Vicki Huntington who raised that
question in the local paper recently, but as you know, Robin Silvester came before council a
week and a half ago and I raised that question at that time. He said “We’ll look into it.” If this is
all going to happen, we need something better to monitor our air quality. We live here.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have anything more other than they are part of our baseline studies. Air
quality is part of our baseline studies.

Q:

Judy Kirk: But I think the question Sylvia asked is more than that. Is the Port thinking of having
its own air monitoring station?
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C:

Sylvia Bishop: Yeah, the suggestion was there could be roadside emission monitor gizmo
gadgets.

C:

Judy Kirk: And then what about the analysis of this dust that you were talking about?

A:

Malcolm Smith: Well, I mean, the Port installed and paid for the air quality monitoring station in
Tsawwassen, so they have that.
None of the stations, either Metro Vancouver or the one that the Port is supporting right now
have the capacity though to figure out whether a residue is coal or from a diesel truck or what
have you, and I think we’ve heard that before. So in terms of addressing this, I think it’s
something we would look at and as we do our baseline studies and try to figure out what the
impacts of the project are. And keep in mind, you know, monitoring programs are often put in
place around environmental assessments, so perhaps a longer-term monitoring looks at trying
to figure out what the makeup of the material is. But right now nobody’s station actually can
sort that out.

C:

Judy Kirk: Before I come back to you I need to put a finer point on it, which is could the Port do
an analysis of some of the residue that Sylvia is talking about? I mean obviously they couldn’t go
to her house, but are there some samplings that the Port could do to figure out what that is, or
that you have done?

A:

Malcolm Smith: It is technically feasible. The port hasn’t done it in the past.

C:

Judy Kirk: Okay, but we’ll take that as a consideration.

Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: I would just like to clarify what we’re talking about as a baseline study? And
the impact of the expansion? I think what people here are saying is that’s fine to do a baseline
and then say, “Okay, it won’t get any worse.’ We’re saying it’s bad right now. So taking a
baseline and saying it won’t get worse isn’t really helping us. We have the issue now and we all
know it’s because of Port activity. I mean you may want to dismiss that, but that’s what we
believe.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I think I’d just like to address baseline because I think that there’s a
misunderstanding about what we’re doing right now. A baseline simply says “what is the
condition now?” So there is no exercise going on at the moment to determine what the impact
will be. It’s simply establishing what they find.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Back in the seventies there used to be an air quality monitor on the ferry terminal
entrance. When they redid the entrance, it was taken away and the Port re fused to put another
one out. Nobody put one up. So there was no monitoring at a time which would have been
invaluable background data, before DP3 even. I thought in DP3 the Port had to put one of these
in. I thought it was part of the whole process.

Q

Mary Tait: Where is that data? Is it available?

C:

Judy Kirk: I think what I heard Malcolm say earlier is that there is one air quality monitoring
station that the Port put up, but not the one that you’re talking about.

C:

Malcolm Smith: That’s right.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Is the data even from this one available to the public?
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A:

Malcolm Smith: Yeah, it’s Metro Vancouver data that I believe, my understanding is the Port has
funded it getting set up, but Metro Vancouver runs the system. So yes, the information is
available.

C:

Mary Taitt: You see, the reason I ask is Mayor Beth Johnson way back when was told by the
Truckers’ Association that the transfer of trucks from going to Vancouver Island via Lions Bay
would produce so much more pollutants here in Delta, and then listed the tonnage of material
that would come from the trucks, simply diverting those trucks that travel on the ferries. Well,
they do now, and Delta got dumped with it. So the amount of pollution, air pollution in Delta
now I would say is absolutely serious. And as you probably know, PM 2.5s particularly are
inhaled by people and there is no safe level. Ports all over North America suffer with this. There
are all kinds of ailments associated with it. So it’s an extremely serious issue.

C:

Judy Kirk: So, Mary, I’m also going to ask Matt to follow-up here, and check whether Metro
Vancouver makes its air quality data available on line.

Q:

Susan Jones: The baseline. You say we’re establishing the baseline for conditions now. I would
say that’s highly unsatisfactory. We want the baseline to go back further to things that
historically are there. It wouldn’t give the public much comfort to start a baseline as of today. I
make that clarification.

A:

Malcolm Smith: Yeah, I mean, Susan, you and Mary both know that air quality in Delta has been
studied a lot for the past ten years.

Q:

Susan Jones: But it hasn’t, you know.

Q:

Mary Taitt: It hasn’t.

A:

Malcolm Smith: So, you know, the baseline is not just what we will study today going forward.
The baseline will look at air quality conditions in the past. As we’ve discussed, Metro Vancouver
is the kind of keeper of a lot of that information. So the baseline is what we collect plus what’s
on the record.
I think what I’m hearing is that people are concerned that the existing network of air quality
monitoring data, which is partly what we collect but partly what Metro Vancouver has, is not
telling the full story of what’s going on in Delta. So, you know, as we set up a baseline program
trying to assess the air quality that, as well as potential impacts from the project, that will be
one of the things that we have to look at and make sure that the data that is being collected is
telling a representative story.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Mary Taitt: I thought it was an automatic terminal.

A:

Rhona Hunter: The concept as it is currently designed includes automation, but it is not 100
percent automated. That’s something that would have to be determined in conjunction with an
eventual operator, whether that’s the choice that’s made. So its size and its sort of operational
considerations at this level of conceptual design is what we call semi-automated.

Q:

Fred McCaig: Just one question on employment, you’ve got the overall of them, but how much
additional terminal employment would be anticipated?
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C:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have that number off the top of my head. We can certainly get it if we
have a breakdown between terminal and non-terminal.

Q:

Susan Jones: At the last meeting we were told right now currently out in Deltaport there’s about
800 to 900 jobs at the terminal, and that would be expected to increase, maybe double or
maybe partially double or half because of the automation, we don’t know, they didn ’t know.
However my question is: 800 or 900 jobs that don’t record right now how many of those are full
time, how many are part time?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I’m sorry I don’t have that level of detailed information.

Q:

Susan Jones: Well, you know what? This information about jobs here, it’s way too broad. I mean
it goes right across Canada, those figures. They’re meaningless to people who live here in Delta.
So could we have some more specifics?

C:

Judy Kirk: Sure, I’ll take that back.

Q:

Susan Jones: I think we were talking about a few hundred jobs.

C:

Judy Kirk: Well, but just to stay on your point, Susan, I think you’re raising a point that would be
of broader interest to people.

Q:

Susan Jones: And the nature of the job because they include truck drivers, warehouses,
tugboats, even the casino, I mean.
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the proposed marine terminal design and orientation
(page 12 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

John McDonald: The fill for the centre of the unit, where is going to come from?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It will predominantly come from the dredging of the Fraser River as part of the
maintenance dredging program. It will be barged from wherever the dredging is taking place on
the Lower Fraser River.
Berth Structure
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the berth structure and construction method (page
13 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Mary Taitt: How close is this location to the drop-off into the Georgia Strait?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There will be some dredging that’ll be required in the berth, in the berthing base
in order to accommodate the ships, but it’s not -- I think it’s around 8 metres that would be
required to be dredged right at the berth front. But it drops off fairly quickly after that initial sort
of dredging right at the berth face.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Because the thing is you totally change the ecology on Roberts Bank. I mean Roberts
Bank is no longer an accreting foreshore. It’s eroding thanks to the causeway itself. And so I just
am very concerned that you’re going to be producing even more erosion by this process. If this
is a huge hole, this is a ship turning basin, and what’s happening is that everything’s falling into
the hole with the tide. And what you’re doing is coastal squeezing. We’re losing the foreshore
progressively between the two causeways because of the ship turning basins.
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C:

Judy Kirk: You will see that there isn’t a question in the feedback form about the orientation or
position of the terminal. So what I would suggest and to accommodate your comment, is that
you put it under Additional Comments on page 31.

Q:

George Folz: Lifespan of the two construction methods?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The lifespan is comparable, but I believe that there is more maintenance
required on the piles.

Q:

George Folz: So corrosion protection and things like that on the piles to get the sort of same life
spans as a concrete caisson?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I would have to say that I’m not an expert on piles so I can’t speak to the
corrosion coating on the piles. But I do know that they are comparable in terms of longevity. It
was really the maintenance that was a factor, not necessarily the ability. And that maintenance
may include having to go back and re-drive piles over a period of time.

Q:

George Folz: And the existing Deltaport is caisson.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes, it is.

Q:

Susan Jones: This question about dredging, you say there will be some dredging for this
particular structure. Is there ongoing dredging right now at Deltaport on an annual or biennial
basis? Does it need continual dredging?

A:

Judy Kirk: Susan, since none of the staff are aware of the answer, this is noted for a follow-up.

Q:

Garry Horwood: There’s been a number of inquiries as to what is being done like air quality
being done, and there seems to be a preponderance -- I’m not trying to be critical, I’m trying to
be very careful with my words, but it’s almost cultural, not within the culture of your company
but culturally for all of us, that there’s a soft way of saying, “That’s not our responsibility.”
And I would just suggest that possibly the Port should be listening to the concerns, and I’m not
trying to be sarcastic here, but there are concerns here in this neck of the woods, and it
behooves me that the Port should be listening, acutely listening to these little things.
Like this gentleman here, John, asked about where the dredging is. Well, dredging has been a
huge issue here. So if you could be acting on our behalf to say, “You know, it isn’t our
responsibility what they do on the river but we could make it, you know, like not our
responsibility but we could take the responsibility of making that an issue for you,” because we
can’t or we have very little influence as individuals in that area. But the Port has huge influence.

A:

Judy Kirk: You know, Garry, I can’t speak for the Port, but I will tell you that I have spoken with
Duncan Wilson who’s the Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility for the Port about
dredging, and you know what? I’m going to make a note here to talk to him again because my
understanding is that indeed the port is doing just that.

Q:

Garry Horwood: I would think, with all due respect, that the port would want to know like -- we
don’t give a hoot what you guys think you’re doing or what you might be doing. We want to
know. And we’d like to be the first out of the chute to say this is what it is or isn’t and then what
we’re going to do about it, because you don’t want that hanging around your neck.

C:

Judy Kirk: Okay, so something thing like Metro Vancouver saying, “Look, citizens of Delta still
have very serious concerns about air quality. What are we together going to do about this?”
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Q:

Garry Horwood: I like the word “together”, and I appreciate that, I really do. I just think strongly
that people in positions of power and leadership have those abilities to do those things.
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the terminal layout (page 14 of the Discussion Guide),
as well as the trade-offs between potential locations of the terminal intermodal yard (page 15 of the
Discussion Guide).

Q:

Mary Taitt: If I may, these projects on page 14, how much agricultural land in the ALR is
required for these plans?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The concept that we have here and that we’re consulting on has approximately
10 hectares, all within the existing Option Lands.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Which is ALR land?

A:

Rhona: Yes, it’s Option Lands in the ALR that’s already been designated for rail use.

Q:

Susan Jones: I have three questions. One is the size of the intermodal yard, ballpark figure?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Well, we only have the size of the intermodal yard as it’s on the marine terminal,
and it currently is -- I think it’s approximately 90 hectares.

Q:

Susan Jones: And the other options would be similar?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It would depend on optimization. My understanding from the rail experts is that
you can be more efficient if you’ve got fewer constraints, which you do on the terminal, and so
it’s not a straight trade-off in terms of land, but close enough.

Q:

Susan Jones: Okay, the other question is page 14, these Fisher Yard rail improvements and the
Gulf Yard rail improvements; can you tell us specifically what they are? I think they’re a widening
of the rail tracks?

A:

Rhona Hunter: If you let me turn the page, on page 17 there’s more specifics around those. So,
that would be a good opportunity to segue onto the next page. But briefly I’ll just speak about
some of the causeway widening, which also will have some improvements. On the causeway
under the current design, we’ve got an additional two lead tracks, as well as a new overpass.
There’s an additional seventh support and switching rail track, as well as an additional access
road to Terminal 2. There will be some vehicle access gate controls and an emergency road is
being contemplated as well. There is a new repair yard, and there’s a realignment of some of the
coal tracks that are there, which would be done on the causeway. On Deltaport Way, there will
be widening to four lanes.

Q:

Susan Jones: So cars on the causeway. Is that in addition to the rail/road improvement project?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes. So if you go to again page 11, which has the picture, you can see just as
you’re coming off the causeway around the corner towards the new terminal, there’s an
overpass on the rendering. So if you look on the causeway, closer towards the mainland, you’ll
see there’s another overpass. That’s the DTRRIP’s overpass. So there are three overpasses in
total.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Right. You’re trying to claim DTRRIP wasn’t setting you up for Terminal 2. You know,
it should have been part of this whole environmental assessment.
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C:

Judy Kirk: You asked about Fisher and Gulf Yards.

Q:

Susan Jones: Yes, what is the end result of the width and the number of tracks at Fisher and
Gulf?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So in Fisher yard there’s going to be one new rail siding. Through the DTRRIP
program it will be adding a second one, and one more for Terminal 2 for a total of three.
And the Gulf yard, there currently are three. There will be an addition of four from DTRRIP and
an addition of six from Terminal 2, for a total of 13. There will also be a turning wye as well.
Now, that all takes place within the existing option lands.

Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: I think that just as a point of clarification. We’re talking about the
consultation with regard to the location of the intermodal yard. So this isn’t the intermodal yard
you’re talking about?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No.

Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: So if the intermodal yard was put on the uplands, that would be on top of
the 13 tracks?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes, it would be.

C:

Bernadette Kudzin: Right, which we’re all really keen about in this area of the woods on the ALR
land. I find the question kind of -- I won’t use the word “disingenuous”, but I find it kind of
disturbing because I think that the Port’s already decided it’s going with Alternative 1A and
they’re just saying look, we could do so much worse. This is just my opinion, okay?
It could have been so much worse, look what we’re not doing to you, and then we turn the page
and we see that, but what we are doing to you, you still have thirteen, you know, tracks on
existing, as you say, Option Lands. And that’s the section that BC Rail already has its option on it.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah.

Q:

Garry Horwood: Thank you. So did I hear you correctly on this, that it’s more efficient to have
the rail intermodal yard on the uplands?

A:

Rhona Hunter: You can be more efficient if you’re in the uplands because you’re not
constrained by the geometry of the terminal.

Q:

Garry Horwood: Okay. With the work being done on the uplands property, does the total
efficiency of moving a can from the ship to the rail, has that been taken into consideration?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It would require more trucking. What I meant by efficient is that it uses less total
land.

Q:

Fred McCaig: Where precisely is the Fisher yard?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The Fisher yard is over by 72nd Street, just west of Boundary Airport.

Q:

Sylvia Bishop: The bottom of page 16 talks about hydro transmission line on the causeway, and
so my question would be the statement about anticipated increased need, and I realized you’re
in consultation with BC Hydro to determine the extent of the upgrades, but are we talking about
putting those transmission lines underground?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No.
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Q:

Sylvia Bishop: We’re not talking about it or not going to do it?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re not talking about it. This does not contemplate putting those power lines
underground. It would just be an extension of it to Terminal 2.

Q:

George Horwood: In deciding this intermodal layout, what’s the operation of the intermodal
yard? Is it not getting things off of the ship and onto either rail cars and vice versa? So when it
happens upland, what’s the transport to and from the dock?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, it would be by shuttle. It would be by truck to take it from the storage yard
to an intermodal yard that would be somewhere other than on the terminal, and then there
would be transfer onto the rail from those trucks.

Q:

George Folz: So the farther you get away from the shore the more truck traffic you have to do
the shuttling back and forth?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Yes, one quickie about the Fisher yard. Why does it need to be there at all?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s an existing yard. I don’t have the exact answer as to why there was an
increase in the design there.

Q:

Mary Taitt: Because a very expensive bridge was built over the railway line to Boundary Bay
Airport, at great cost to Delta, $3 million, plus the farm land and the federal government and
some, I guess the Province. Very expensive, and it’s always been a little bit strange why this
incredible great bridge to the Boundary Bay Airport.

A:

Craig Jones: That’s for fire and safety, pure and simple. You cannot have an airport without
having direct access.

C:

Sylvia Bishop: If I were a cynic connecting the dots, I should say that the Fisher yard, plus the
Boundary Bay Airport and further east where a huge million square foot warehouse distribution
centre is going to be built have a relationship. But only if I were a cynic. It’s not a question, and
it’s no reflection on you Rhona. It’s just an observation.
Road and Rail Traffic Considerations
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding Port Metro Vancouver’s initiatives to address
increased road and rail traffic at Roberts Bank (page 18 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Mary Taitt: In Germany, no trucks travel on the weekends, so the public can move freely. I was
wondering if there’s any way the Port can time it so that they’re not sending trucks at the time
of peak rush hour. Is there any way for the Port to influence when those trucks operate?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I think a number of these programs that are listed here, Mary, are working
towards addressing the scheduling and timing. For instance, there’s truck notification and
tracking.

A:

Malcolm Smith: I think that’s the kind of studies you would do that would eventually allow the
Port to find ways to incentivize people to use roads at less busy times.

C:

Mary Taitt: Because you’re talking about basically doubling what we have today, which is
gridlock.
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C:

Sylvia Bishop: About the South Fraser Perimeter Road, it’s already been stated for several years
now that not all truck traffic will be on the South Fraser Perimeter Road. That truck traffic still
does want to travel to south Vancouver area and we will still have trucks lining up at the Massey
Tunnel, which goes to Mary’s point of gridlock. So I appreciate Rhona’s suggestion that, you
know, the South Fraser Perimeter Road is there to alleviate, and it may, but it’s not the magic
wand we think it’s going to be.

Q:

Susan Jones: Yeah, on this page 18 and the discussion of trucks, there was earlier discussions
about truck shuttles, regarding intermodal and the need for an intermodal and earlier discussion
about sustainable programs, empty trucks. I don’t see anything here about the option of
sustainable program by having an intermodal inland and a partnership inland by Ashcroft.
You’ve probably heard of that option.
They have produced a slide that shows a truck goes to the Port, one trip picks up the container.
Second trip delivers the container somewhere in the Lower Mainland. Third trip it goes home,
and then it goes another day and picks up an empty container and it takes it to a site and picks
up something and then it takes it out to the terminal. Anywhere from five to seven truck trips
per container, whatever. It’s like a spider web, and they actually have a diagram showing all
these trucks going everywhere in the Lower Mainland.
Whereas a good percentage of goods are moved outside the Lower Mainland anyway. There’s
an option of bringing in containers, shipping them up to Ashcroft with two rail lines. They’ve got
land there for an intermodal. You can unload a container, put it on a train, whether it comes
back here or goes back east, goes wherever, and this gets rid of a lot of that truck traffic. It’s a
very sustainable option that we should be looking at, in which case we wouldn’t even need an
intermodal yard. It would get rid of a lot of those empty trucks that Rhona was talking about
earlier. There are options here that could be looked at and would be ve ry efficient.
And it would also take business where there is land available much cheaper and where people
are setting up business already doing this. So I would like to see that considered.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I just wanted to clarify one thing, Susan. Even with that consideration you would
still need an intermodal yard. You still need to get the containers from the storage yard onto a
rail car.

Q:

Susan Jones: But they can go directly from ship onto a train, can they not?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No they can’t. So you’d still need that intermodal yard.
Compensation for Agricultural Productivity
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding Port Metro Vancouver’s potential mitigation and
compensation options for the loss of agricultural productivity (page 19 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Sylvia Bishop: Does that require all that BC Rail land along there? BC Rail has bought up a lot of
land.

A:

Rhona Hunter: DTRRIP requires some and T2 will require the remaining.

C:

Sylvia Bishop: That’s a lot of land.

Q:

Mary Taitt: I’m surprised there isn’t a point in here or, you know, additional place to put any
compensation. The Delta Farmland and Wildlife Trust has been operating in Delta for the last 20
years or it’s just coming up to its twentieth year, and that has become a vehicle for some
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compensation in the sense that everything you do here, not only reducing farming in Delta, it
reduces habitat and it makes it much tougher for the remaining farmers because those geese,
whoever, the birds have to go onto the other land. So it makes it even tougher for those farmers
to exist farming.
What the trust does, through a stewardship program, is attempt to pay farmers so that they can
provide some habitat, you know, thereby reducing some of that pressure on other agricultural
land. Go to the website, beautiful website, Delta Farmland, www.deltafarmland.com.
Environmental Assessment Process
Rhona Hunter and Malcom Smith provided an overview of the environmental assessment process
for the project, including identification of anticipated consultation opportunities and categories for
environmental study (page 20 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Mary Taitt: The independent panel, is this going to be an independent panel, not something
appointed by the Port?

A:

Judy Kirk: Correct.

Q:

Mary Taitt: And what guarantee do we have that the recommendations of that panel will be
followed? And I’d like to read you the recommendation from the previous panel, a panel on
Roberts Bank, 1979.
"An expert panel concluded the potential impacts on the Fraser River estuary are too great to
recommend that Port expansion be approved as proposed. The extent of ecological significance
to the Fraser River estuary, particularly as used by fish and wildlife, make i t unique in North
America.”
With the completion of DP3 the Port got all that it had applied for in ’79. So the independent
panel couldn’t do it, so what comforts do we have? And I would like to read the statement as
you said I could later, Judy.

C:

Judy Kirk: Sure.

C:

Mary Taitt: Environmental values of Roberts Bank, 2012: Just a month ago, there was an
announcement of the designation for the Fraser River estuary as a wetlands have international
significance. There’s 20,682 hectares in the Fraser River delta estuary gives full international
recognition for this priceless world class ecosystem.
In 2004 its value to shore birds was amplified in a hemispheric designation by the Western
Hemisphere Shore Bird Research Group. In 2001, Bird Life International declared the Fraser
River estuary, Boundary Bay, Roberts Bank, Sturgeon Bank an important bird area. The Fraser
River estuary is a number one important bird area in Canada out of 597 sites. It’s a major Pacific
flyway stopover and wintering area for millions of shore birds and thousands of water fowl.
In 2000 a wildlife management area plan was drawn up for Roberts Bank, and it was to join the
others that have already been declared in the Fraser River estuary, 1991 Southland marshes,
1995 Boundary Bay, 1998 Sturgeon Bay and then finally, it took a decade before it was declared
in 2011.
However, the WLA declaration for Roberts Bank was delayed 10 years by the Port, who
managed to get a large area excluded for their port development, in the middle of a protected
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tidal marine habitat, which ecologically is total nonsense, of course, to have a hole in the middle
with port activities.
The WMA status was finally given last year. So that’s scandalous that was allowed to take place,
over the years.
The Port was more successful with the designation this year. They managed to get Roberts Bank,
the front and centre of this wetland of international significance, excluded. Outrageous is the
word to describe it, especially given this process the Port is going through right now, the landuse work shop, which I attended in this building yesterday, where they had the nerve to suggest
as a goal the port is a global leader among ports in environmental stewardship of lands and
waters it manages. How disingenuous to bring this project forward now on Roberts Bank.
Twice what the panel said they could have before, and now quadrupled. Shocking.
Community Legacy Benefits
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of potential legacy benefits for the community as part of the
proposed project (page 22 of the Discussion Guide).
C:

Judy Kirk: So Leon, not to pick on you, of course, but earlier in the week there was a
representative who came, who was very interested in asking the Port whether they would
consider a contribution to the Great Blue Heron Trail. So I just thought I’d let you know that, so
that if that’s something you think is of interest or others think of interest – as an example, there
may be other things, such as a pedestrian overpass or something else.

Q:

Leon LeBrun: Well, as a legacy and also as for community wellbeing, we’re really promoting
active living and that kind of thing, and trying to get away from cars and traffic and all the rest of
it. There’s a tremendous opportunity, of course, along the foreshore there to connect the
Tsawwassen lands with the rest of the Roberts Bank dykes and so on. Right now it’s kind of
interrupted by a railway that’s there and we need to get past that in order to make that a
continuous path, which would be well used by the community, no doubt about that, and it
connects us with Tsawwassen and so on.
So, we would dearly love to find a solution to getting past the railway, and the only way we can
see right now is that it would be some sort of overpass and somehow along with that there
would be some education about the port, what’s going on in the port, that that would, of
course, be in addition. Because we feel that people who are slower moving are more apt to take
in what’s around them, and this is definitely an opportunity. And we know that the Tsawwassen
First Nations are onboard with this, and love to see a path.

Q:

Mary Taitt: I wondered if the terms of reference for these studies is available to the public?

A:

Malcolm Smith: Currently they’re not. Mary, what we’ve been anticipating to date is certainly
the EIS guidelines, when they’re drafted they would include all the information including the
scope of our studies and also some information on kind of the methodologies. I haven’t had a
chance to attend some of the earlier stakeholder meetings, but my understanding is that the
question has come up about seeing the kind of methodologies sooner, and so that’s something
we’re going to take back and consider within the Port.

Q:

Susan Jones: Just as a footnote to that, it’s not the methodologies and all that general stuff we
get in the EIS, it’s the specific terms of reference for any scientists.
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Q:

Bernadette Kudzin: Just one quick question. Where will we access all the answers to the
questions and the questions that have been made in the last three weeks?

C:

Judy Kirk: What we’ll do is send them to the participants that were here, because they’re the
ones that understand the context.

Q:

John McDonald: Malcolm, you mentioned baselines as of today. The baseline should be as of
when the port first started, and then into say, well this is what we’ve got today compared to
what we know of before the port was even built.

C:

Judy Kirk: We’ve heard that comment quite a bit, and I would encourage you to put it down.

Q:

Judy Kirk: Now, can I ask this question on your behalf. Is that looked at under cumulative
effects?

A:

Malcolm Smith: It is not, not in terms of going of going backwards. Typically with environmental
assessments and cumulative effects assessments, the starting place is the existing conditions.
Judy Kirk wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form and
encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 3:35pm.
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PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 5
October 30, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October
30, 1:30pm – 3:30pm, at Northview Golf & Country Club, Surrey, BC.

Stakeholders:

Al Schulze, White Rock and Surrey Naturalists
Chris Clutchey
Darrell Hawk, Pile Drivers, Divers, Bridge, Dock and Wharf Builders
Local 2404
Hardy Wolfram
Judy Williams, Fraser River Coalition, Pacific Spirit Park Society,
VAPOR, Wreck Beach Preservation Society
Larry East
Lisa Baratta, WESTAC
Liz Walker, White Rock and Surrey Naturalists
Mirjana Petrovic, City of Surrey
Nan Ames, Burns Bog Conservation Committee, White Rock and
Surrey Naturalists
Pat Pollock, RWU Local 577
Peter Maarsman, Greet Timer Heritage Society
Steve Robinson, Surrey Fire

Port Metro Vancouver:

Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
Neil Turner, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Cindy McCarthy, Communications Advisor, Port Metro Vancouver
Stefan Krepiakevich, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 1:32pm

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project – Project Definition Consultation
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 5 – October 30, 2012, 1:30pm-3:30pm
Page 1 of 17

KEY THEMES:


Some participants were interested in Port Metro Vancouver’s container forecast and asked
questions about the assumptions that determined these projections.



Participants were interested in the environmental assessment process for the proposed Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project, which included questions about any geographic locations outside of
Roberts Bank that might be included as part of the assessment.



Some participants were interested in increased road and rail traffic that could result from the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, asking questions about mitigation, emissions and truck
routes. Participants urged the use of rail to transport containers instead of using trucks.



Some participants were interested in the field studies Port Metro Vancouver has been undertaking.



Participants asked about the project construction and design, including questions about
construction material sources, layout and configuration.

 Some participants were concerned about the loss of agricultural land and Port Metro Vancouver’s
plan for mitigation.

(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Judy Kirk
Judy Kirk welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, as well as introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Judy Kirk informed
participants that the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Rhona Hunter reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in
the consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics.

Q:

Judy Williams: I’m not familiar with the term “sweet spot”. Does that mean exactly where you
want to be?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s efficiency. 85 percent represents that place where all of the systems work
most efficiently. So, you can go up to 100 percent at times, and we certainly do go up to 100
percent in terms of using all of the capacity within the facilities, but it’s not a place you want
to be operating on a regular basis because it’s not very efficient. So when we talk about 85
percent, it’s really where all of the systems work most efficiently and we don’t have backlogs,
we don’t have breakdowns in the system. So, you’re right, sweet spot’s not a particularly
scientific term. It’s efficiency, and so the term that we use here, we say: "Container ports
begin to lose efficiency when they attempt to operate above the 85 percent of their maximum
capacity”.

Q:

Judy Williams: The sweet spot is 85 percent then.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes.
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Q:

Liz Walker: I’m wondering what parameters you base low cases and high case on?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have all of the details around exactly which assumptions go in there –
but it’s factors like economic growth, what kinds of ships are going to be available, projected
import/exports.

Q:

Liz Walker: It would be interesting to be able to have a look at that. You know, especially the
way things are going these days, the validity of those kinds of material.

A:

Rhona Hunter: We do have a document library on our Port website now. The first page you’ll
come up to you can hit past improvement plans, Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. There’ll be
current documents and historical documents will be another icon. This forecast was done last
year and we updated it again this year. We did take into consideration 2008, where we had
some substantial drops in the economy, and both of those forecasts still showed the same
information.

Q:

Judy Williams: Rhona, what I’m concerned about there is it sounds like what you’re doing is
you’re using these former studies to get your forecasts. And my concern mirrors Liz’s, because
I am very concerned about what you’re using as your underlying assumptions to make your
forecasts. And so much of what Port Metro Vancouver, and for that matter Prince Rupert can
handle, doesn’t stay. There’s a certain percentage that does not stay on the west coast. It’s
headed for other areas. And my concern is, as I mentioned in a former stakeholder workshop
last spring is consumerism gone mad. Why should we be potentially threatening our
environment and our own local economy by making our role as a pass-through facility, for
which our environment is going south and the people on the east coast and other points
across Canada and for that matter in the United States, are benefitting at the expense of our
environment? Coming back to Liz’s question, the underlying assumptions, is it based on
extrapolation?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The assumptions are based upon both historic and future projections. So
certainly we look at the history to validate our current assumptions, and we look to
projections going forward. They are done on a yearly basis, and they will continue to be done
on a yearly basis, if not more, as we develop this project. We’re in very early stages on the
project. We’re in a pre-environmental stage, and we haven’t even fully defined the project to
go into the environmental assessment stage. Certainly as those forecasts are done and
updated we will be checking to see that our previous numbers and assumptions were correct,
to inform our future projections. So we wouldn’t be looking at going ahead with the project if
the projections and the forecasts are not telling us that information.

Q:

Hardy Wolfram: Well, it’s actually a projection. Now, under the current transportation system
you cannot make any projection whatsoever because you haven’t got it. We need railroad
tracks to begin with. We have to twin the lines, which we have right now, and then this little
highway, which is being built is absolutely nothing. I have just been around in the world, and I
would say that this few streets and this one track we have going from A to B, we cannot
project anything. We have to build the infrastructure first and then you can say, okay, now we
deliver.

C:

Judy Kirk: Okay, and when you said highway, did you mean South Fraser Perimeter Road or
Highway 1?
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C:

Hardy Wolfram: Well, it takes some traffic away, but it doesn’t. You know, everyone is against
it and of course the current attitude people have, well you get nowhere. You have to build it.
Just like I said, I been around in the world and we are so far behind here in North America it is
just awful.

Q:

Judy Williams: You’re referring to Roberts Bank, but I saw a study somewhere, put out by
PMV, that that also includes Sturgeon Bank. When you’re looking at the Roberts Bank area are
you also including Sturgeon Bank in that?

C:

Judy Kirk: Do you mean in environmental studies, Judy?

Q:

Judy Williams: No, I mean in any way. When you’re speaking of that expansion, are you also
including Sturgeon Bank?

A:

Neil Turner: Sturgeon Bank is included in the environmental assessment because it’s
regionally affected, but as far as I’m aware, in terms of development proposal, it’s nothing.

Q:

Judy Williams: Then why is it being included in the environmental assessment unless there is
no future plans for it?

A:

Neil Turner: Because of the regional impacts. Environmental study is not just concentrated on
the footprint of the actual development, it goes beyond that. It depends on the scope of the
study and what environmental component you’re looking at. If you’re looking at, for example,
migratory birds, it’s an extensive area. So that’s probably what you’re making reference to - in
the field study publications that went out. There were references to studies in Sturgeon Bank
and Roberts Bank for a number of the studies. So that’s what that’s in reference to, the
environmental studies are wider than the project.
Opportunities for Creating Container Capacity
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of opportunities for creating additional container capacity
(page 6 of the Discussion Guide), as well as related infrastructure improvements being made to
support Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Pat Pollock: When you said replace the grade-level crossings, what does that mean?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There will be either an underpass or an overpass constructed, depending on
the local configuration. The at-grade crossing will be replaced so that the trains won’t have to
stop and traffic won’t have to stop. So the whistling will be removed, as well as the interface
between cars and trains.

C:

Judy Kirk: Patrick, page 8 shows the location of those crossings.

A:

Rhona Hunter: The black line with the red dots. They will be online in 2014.

Q:

Pat Pollock: What’s the percentage of the containers coming in by truck and by rail?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s around 70 percent by rail, 30 percent by truck.

C:

Mirjana Petrovic: I am from Europe, so my point of view is kind of different than North
Americans. We actually didn’t have big trucks coming through residential areas. We have very
few routes for trucks that big and they were all licensed and with a permit to do that. I really
don’t understand how we can allow every single arterial road to transport them with the
dangerous goods and things like that. I live in Vancouver, and I see it everywhere. Main,
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Cambie, Granville, every single road. Could we do something in that respect and kind of divert
traffic from truck routes? I did a study where I spent a whole week with one truck driver, in his
car and in the yard to understand everything involved.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Al Schulze: What I marvel at is, 4,500 jobs are paid by $1 billion, and then 18,000 jobs only
make 620 million, which is roughly half. Yet the number of jobs is four times. Are they that
much more expensive to operate -- to construct? Do they make four times as much money?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The projections there would take into consideration much of what you’re
saying - the type of jobs during construction as opposed to more jobs but less wage. The 1.1
billion in wages is for the six year period. So, it’s a six-year construction period, so it’s 4,500
jobs and 1.1 billion.

Q:

Judy Williams: What’s the capacity of these vessels?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have that off the top of my head, but we certainly can get that to you,
Judy.

Q:

Judy Williams: How many of these do you anticipate being for hazardous goods? Two?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I do not have a breakdown of that, and I can see whether we have a
breakdown. We probably don’t. We would only be able to look at our existing inventory to
determine a projection of the future inventory.

A:

Neil Turner: No, I don’t think we’ve got that level of detail.

C:

Judy Kirk: We’ll make a note of that, Judy.

Q:

Judy Williams: Okay. We’re sitting here in a stakeholder meeting. You’ve got a number that
you’ve already concluded and a number more to go. We’re about mid-way through the
process. If you get public feedback that this is not wanted and not needed, is there any chance
that this might not go forward?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re very early in the process, so a decision as to whether it’s a go or no-go
is still up to the board of Port Metro Vancouver. But we are very early and we certainly are
looking to see what the communities’ opinions are about the project.

C:

Judy Kirk: But you know what, Judy, I would add, because Kirk & Co. has been asked to help
with the consultation, what Rhona said is absolutely true. That said, the Port is a proponent,
and once they file the Project Description, which they haven’t yet, but in a couple of pages
you’ll see where the Port is in terms of the environmental assessment process. When they do
file that Project Description, as you know that triggers the beginning of an environmental
assessment. They are then officially a proponent and they are saying essentially to the
regulators, we intend to proceed with this project if it is environmentally certified to proceed.

Q:

Judy Williams: But one of the problems, particularly with the fuel tanks on the south arm and
the transportation of jet fuel up the south arm of the Fraser is that the Port is like the fox in
the hen house. The port is the one who is also very strongly involved in the environmental
assessment.
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C:

Judy Kirk: In that case -- what Judy is referring to is a jet fuel pipeline proposed, where the Port
has regulatory authority because there’s land that the port is responsible for. They have
delegated federal authority to be an agency permitter. But in this the federal and provincial
regulators, both CEAA and BCEAO, will be the permitting authorities, not the Port.
It is anticipated, Judy, that there would be a joint review panel. So, it would be the most
comprehensive kind of environmental review that is done in Canada. And you can see, as
Rhona has explained, that we are in advance of right now the very left-hand column of 2012
through April 2013. In other words, the pre-environmental assessment phase is ongoing right
now in terms of some studies, and Rhona and Neil will talk to that in a moment. But the
consultation that we’re doing is even prior to that.
So we are very early in a multi-year, multi-phase process.

Q:

Judy Williams: Okay, just one other question for clarification. Your company has been
retained and there’s a lot of studies that have gone on and been looked at for forecasting.
How much money has the Port already invested in this project?
Too often, and this is no criticism against you at all, but maybe of the Port. I mean, how much
have they already invested in this? So is it a done deal because they can’t just throw away that
money that they’ve already invested?

C:

Judy Kirk: So you know what, I’ll start the answer and then I’ll ask Rhona to chime in.
First of all, it’s not a done deal. Why? Because the Port Metro Vancouver Board has several
places along the way where they have to approve additional funding or approve proceeding or
not. So in addition to the environmental review certification required for this to proceed, the
Port Board at several places needs to also approve it to proceed to next levels of spending.
With respect to the spending to date, I don’t know, Rhona, do you have that number? It’s in
the tens of millions.

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s a substantial investment in the tens of millions range.

Q:

Judy Williams: So they would never go back on it then.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t think that’s true. I mean, we only have approval to proceed to a certain
stage by our Board, and the Board has been very clear about not providing approvals to go
through the entire process. So it’s absolutely not a done deal. The investment that we’ve put
in to date is expected.
We’ve actually questioned that and we’ve come to the determination, both through our
internal resources and external resources, have looked at that question of how much we’ve
done before we actually have moved forward with the project, and it is, in this day and age,
with the size of this project, the expectations in terms of pre -investment before you go
forward, we are not out of line, but it is substantial.

Q:

Al Schulze: The coal facility won’t be expanded?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No.

Q:

Al Schulze: Now, as far as I can tell, you have a three-berth arrangement right now at
Deltaport?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes.

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project – Project Definition Consultation
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 5 – October 30, 2012, 1:30pm-3:30pm
Page 6 of 17

Q:

Al Schulze: Okay, so this in a sense will double. However, you’ve got some ships that will be
bigger, probably they’re moving more containers that can be handled right now.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I believe that these berths were designed for the same sized ships.

Q:

Al Schulze: You see, one of the problems that some of the people in Surrey face is the coal
dust, and that will not increase because of the expansion, because I know that one of the
committee members lives in Panorama Ridge which is just off the railroad track.

A:

Rhona Hunter: That’s right, there won’t be an expansion to the coal facility.

Q:

Liz Walker: When I looked at this picture it talks about options of the orientation. So I’m
wondering, especially if we go to an open house - could you not have an overlay that shows us
which way the water currents and that flow without this?

C:

Judy Williams: That’s a very good suggestion.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Speaking to your point, Liz, we did look at a number of trade -offs in terms of
the orientation and the positioning of the terminal, and interestingly enough, often in these
sort of trade-offs the environment and the engineering sort of are at oppositions. But in this
case the environmental consideration and the engineering considerations clearly led us to the
current design, which is to have it as far off from the foreshore as possible. And so although
we did look at the W2 as its presented in the diagram on page 12, it was not as favorable, both
from an engineering and an environmental perspective to the one that we have proposed to
go forward with.

C:

Liz Walker: Okay, I just think that a lot of us here are already aware of those sorts of issues,
right? So much of the public just sort of assume that everything is being taken care of. They
don’t know that that’s a change that could occur. So in the interests of public education, I’m
always trying to push the limits of it, saying let’s provide the information - it gives us
something to ask questions about too, because if they’re not aware that those changes could
occur, then it’s never going to occur to them to ask those questions now or in the future.

Q:

Steve Robinson: Just a question back on the rail traffic. Does that correspond to the doubling
of road and rail traffic?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We will be increasing both the rail and road traffic. It’ll approximately be
double.

Q:

Al Schulze: Does the existing facility as it stands now silt up and do you have to dredge it?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There would be some maintenance of the berth structure, in terms of
maintaining the berth face.

Q:

Al Schulze: Because it will fill in and the ships can’t dock there?

A:

Rhona Hunter: That’s right.

Q:

Al Schulze: Well, the same thing would happen with the new terminal. Have studies been
done to see whether or not the requirement will be higher?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes. Consideration of the dredging requirements were certainly taken into
that trade-off. In fact, there’s less dredging requirements in its current configuration because
we were able to push the berth as far into the deep water as possible.
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Q:

Al Schulze: And where would the material to build the port come from?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The material to build the port will be coming from the dredging activities
within the Fraser River.

Q:

Al Schulze: Okay. So in other words, it won’t be shipped, say, by rail from far away.

A:

Rhona Hunter: The majority, with minor exceptions, will be coming in by barge.

C:

Mirjana Petrovic: I just wanted to suggest something. Usually when we go to public meetings
for the residents, and that’s the trickiest part of everything, we will have all the things that are
bad. I would suggest that you have a list of good things that people will get from this kind of a
big project, because everybody wants progress but not in their yard.
It’s extremely important to put it on the understandable level, to have somebody that can
directly answer their questions, have a list of benefits, for the society or that particular area.

C:

Judy Kirk: It’s really important that we are as clear as we can be about how early in the
process we are here. None of the effects assessment studies have been done yet. The port is
only at the baseline studies.
And so part of what you’re saying, explaining to people clearly, what are the potential effects,
those studies haven’t yet been done. But they will be done. But with respect to the benefits,
Rhona did summarize the jobs and some of those things, but again, not all the studies around
socioeconomic costs and benefits have yet been done.

A:

Neil Turner: I think the issue is the studies. These are the areas that are commonly part of an
environmental assessment process. So the Port has said, “go off and look at these particular
areas” and to your point, it may be positive, it may be negative in some of these areas. Once
we actually conduct the baseline studies and actually have that information submitted as part
of the process, it will then be talked about as part of the environmental assessment process
and brought out.
And today part of that, Judy, also is that to get some feedback in terms of everyone’s
impressions of the study areas that we’re currently undertaking, and also to see i f there are
any here that perhaps we should put more emphasis on, less emphasis on or is an area of
study or area of investigation that somehow we’ve missed.

Q:

Liz Walker: Well, if I could comment. Earlier when we were looking at that page of economic
benefits and the prominent title at the top, and I said, okay, are there going to be any
environmental benefits, because that’s something I question.

C:

Judy Kirk: And it’s too soon to say because those studies haven’t yet been done .

Q:

Liz Walker: Because we’ve heard about the federal government changes and that with
environmental assessments and is there a time limitation here?

A:

Neil Turner: Well, basically, the clock doesn’t really start in terms of the federal CEAA process
until we submit the Project Description, which is not going to be at the earliest until next year.
The actual scope of this study or these studies will actually be dictated by the federal and
provincial governments. So we’re proposing these areas, we’re undertaking the baseline, but
it will be validated and confirmed by the federal and provincial governments that we study all
the right study areas and to the right extent.
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C:

Judy Kirk: And Liz, you know, often organizations do not start this early. They start in fact once
they file the Project Description. And what often residents will say is, “Why didn’t you start
earlier than that?”
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the proposed marine terminal design and
orientation (page 12 of the Discussion Guide) as well as the berth structure and construction
method (page 13 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Judy Williams: How toxic is the concrete that you’re going to use for the caissons?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Concrete isn’t typically toxic. It does, certainly, wear well. Probably better than
the piles, which would have to be maintained and replaced, and that was one of the
considerations for using the caissons as opposed to pile driving because of the long-term
maintenance of piles.

Q:

Judy Williams: What are they coating it with?

A:

Neil Turner: I don’t think there’s any coating on the concrete itself. There’s no other
additional coating that goes on other than pouring concrete in form.

Q:

Hardy Wolfram: In regards to concrete, we are living in the mountains. Wouldn’t it be better
to take natural rock and kind of fill it in?

Q:

Hardy Wolfram: It’s supposed to be cheaper.

A:

Neil Turner: I don’t know if it would be cheaper, with the extraction of the rock and the
transportation of the rock and you have a lot more issues with getting rock through the city.

A:

Rhona Hunter: There is a tremendous amount of land for the terminal that will be rock and
sand based. Only the caissons will be concrete, because you need a vertical berth face. The fill
will be coming from the Fraser. It will be built primarily from the Fraser River dredging
programs. And there will be rocks. The whole mechanism for building land is a combination of
rock and sand.

Q:

Liz Walker: Where is the container storage yard on this?

A:

Rhona Hunter: The container storage yard is on the terminal.
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the terminal layout (page 14 of the Discussion
Guide), as well as the trade-offs between potential locations of the terminal intermodal yard
(page 15 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Al Schulze: Since ships can’t dock at Alternative 2 and 1B, how do you get the containers from
there to the ship? It has to be on rail.

A:

Rhona Hunter: So there is equipment that is used to transport from the storage yard to the
rail yard, and that equipment would then have to be transporting longer distances. It would
likely be some form of truck. So what it would mean is that there would be no rail on the
terminal at all. The rail would either be on the causeway if the intermodal yard was on the
causeway, or it would stop for the new terminal.
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C:

Judy Kirk: So that is one of the questions that Rhona talked about, which I think people should
clearly understand, is a trade-off between going in the water or marine works versus utilizing
agricultural land within the Option Lands.

Q:

Judy Williams: Don’t forget wetlands, because it’s not just agricultural lands, there’s wetlands
between them.

C:

Judy Kirk: In the Option Lands? I don’t think in the Option Lands, though, Judy. I don’t think in
the Option Lands, which is the lands that they’re talking about here.

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, it’s agriculture.

Q:

Judy Williams: Even right beside the water?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It wouldn’t be right beside the water.

Q:

Judy Williams: Doesn’t that come to about 500 acres? I’m asking how many acres would be
involved in that option.

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, we don’t have a number for that. Our current design has around 10
hectares being utilized in the upland improvements.

C:

Judy Kirk: So you don’t know the exact use in the uplands, but what you’re saying is it could
be more efficient in the upland environment.

A:

Rhona Hunter: It could be more efficient in the upland environment. Obviously in a terminal
we have much more constraints in terms of operation.

Q:

Judy Williams: You looked at terminal options – yes? Did you look at the option of putting in
that third terminal versus going to Prince Rupert and expanding Prince Rupert? Now tell me
why those other two options were not viable for the Port Metro Vancouver.

A:

Rhona Hunter: So Port Metro Vancouver doesn’t control Prince Rupert. We require both the
Prince Rupert operations as well as what we anticipate expanding for in Port Metro
Vancouver. They’re both needed in order to meet the future west coast of Canada throughput
of containers. So they’re both required. In terms of whether we would look at other
opportunities within Port Metro Vancouver, we have looked at other opportunities within Port
Metro Vancouver. We’re currently optimizing the existing facilities at Deltaport through the
Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project. We’ve done efficiency and
expansions within Centerm and Vanterm. Fraser Surrey Docks has limited potential for longterm growth, primarily because of the river, the size of the river and the depth of the river and
the size of ships that will be servicing the west coast. So that’s why we got to the point where
really our last opportunity for expansion is going to be at Roberts Bank.

Q:

Judy Williams: Why couldn’t Prince Rupert expand? It doesn’t have a migratory flyway, Pacific
migratory flyway running over it, and it does not have the bread basket of the Lower Mainland
there. I don’t understand why you couldn’t be working in concert. You’re all doing the same
thing. You’re all moving goods and services elsewhere. So why not pick an area that isn’t going
to impact so dreadfully?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Prince Rupert is expanding.

C:

Judy Kirk: No, but I think that Judy’s point is, and tell me if I’m wrong, Judy. You’re saying that
why not have Prince Rupert expand even more than is talked about here?
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Q:

Judy Williams: I just think that it is dreadful that you’re going into agricultural land as a
possibility, and that you’re putting in a third terminal at all.

Q:

Peter Maarsman: What you’re talking about is moving somewhere else? But you’re already
building the South Fraser Perimeter Road. You can’t stop the road being built. It’s almost
complete.

Q:

Mirjana Petrovic: Its connection between Highway 1 and Highway 99 and Highway 91, and it’s
the kind of road that can handle lots of traffic.

Q:

Hardy Wolfram: I say that Alternative 2 is absolute nonsense. You have to bring everything
out into the ocean, and we should even eliminate the Fraser dock in the river. There’s too
much pollution being brought up. So we have it right in the Georgia Strait, farther out we have
nothing but soil. You can dig it up. Rocks, you can do everything. I mean, we have to plan
ahead.

Q:

Al Schulze: Just to come back to the capacity, what will stay here in the Lower Mainland or in
the vicinity and what goes out east?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So, 70 percent of the containers leave the terminal on rail, 30 percent on
truck.

Q:

Al Schulze: Okay, so the rail would actually be long distance, more so than the truck.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes.

Q:

Al Schulze: No, no, that’s if Prince Rupert expanded, it’s a more efficient way of shipping the
stuff east, because here you have the bottlenecks. The elevation and so on over the Rockies,
what have you. Whereas Prince Rupert is more level and it’s a shorter distance to go east.

Q:

Chris Clutchey: You were saying that it’s shorter to ship it back east, and that’s not true. It’s
shorter -- it’s closer to Asia, but it’s not shorter to ship back east from Prince Rupert.

Q:

Al Schulze: I would think it is.
Road and Rail Infrastructure
Rhona Hunter provided and overview of planned road and rail infrastructure on the Roberts Bank
causeway and upland area (page 16 and 17 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Judy Williams: What’s a turning wye?

A:

Rhona Hunter: A turning wye is a rail configuration that allows a locomotive to change
direction and go back again.

Q:

Hardy Wolfram: We should be utilizing more rail. Look at Europe, look at other countries. It’s
way more efficient and less polluting.

C:

Chris Clutchey: You have to move bulk traffic in terms of pollution or use of fuel. There’s
nothing that beats the railway in terms of moving volumes.

Q:

Judy Williams: It says that you could replace those 210 hectares, which is about 500 acres,
with the creation of new habitat such as inter-tidal marshes and submerged reefs? We’re
losing the wetlands so fast with the Fraser River now, that I just don’t see where you’ re going
to be able to create more.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re looking both in the Roberts Bank and Boundary Bay area. There are
additional sites, for example the salt marsh restoration, we’ve got some on the TFN lands that
we’re looking at. We’ve got some land on Boundary Bay that we’re looking at. Other programs
which aren’t marsh restoration, they’re marsh creation are taking place within the Fraser River
Estuary.

Q:

Judy Williams: Where?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There are some sites on Westham Island that we’re looking at. We’re looking
at some sites out towards the airport. We’re identifying sites as we go along. So we will look,
as much as possible, from a banking perspective, around the area and in the region. So as was
done with Deltaport Third Berth we will also be creating habitat opportunities directly in and
around the existing new terminal.

Q:

Judy Williams: Are you aware of what’s coming down the pipe from the federal government
about the airport about the new runways that they’re going to create? So they’re going to
have to go out over the water, which is over Sturgeon Bank, which is where salmonid
populations rest before they head for the open sea. It’s precious land, precious habitat, and to
say that you’re going to create marshes around the airport, when they’re trying to get rid of
the marshes to discourage the birds, so there’s no bird strikes, that’s not productive. I sit on
the Airport Environmental Review Committee. They have a bird kill program in place. So you
create marshes, you’re going to create more birds.

Q:

Al Schulze: Could I just ask a question about the 210 hectares - does that include the widening
of the causeway?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes.

Q:

Chris Clutchey: Given that the bulk of the rail traffic goes east and south would it be safe to
assume that those trucks just service the Lower Mainland?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Much of the trucks will service the Lower Mainland. There are some that will
continue on. My understanding logistically is that many of the trucks that continue on are
packed and re-packed locally, stuffed and re-stuffed locally in the Lower Mainland.

Q:

Chris Clutchey: So there’s no real way to lower that number if it’s servicing Metro Vancouve r?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Right, and even if it’s not servicing Metro Vancouver, as I say, typically they
would go to a stuff and de-stuff facility.

Q:

Pat Pollock: I work at Rogers Sugar. And since they increased their capacity at Vanterm we’ve
had nothing but problems. I don’t know how many times I’m late for work because I’m si tting
there behind a kilometre worth of trucks and I’m just wondering when this will be fixed?
When are they going to get their act together to get the trucks scheduled properly.

A:

Rhona Hunter: There’s the trucking coordination issue and then there is the infrastructure, I
think, and they really work in tandem. We actually have a sister division that is working on
optimization looking at how we can provide truck staging, how we can reduce the road/rail
interface, how we can make the road and rail systems on the south and north shore more
efficient, so that there’s less congestion. So there’s a number of programs in that area of the
Port’s infrastructure program dealing with that exact issue.
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Q:

Judy Kirk: Rhona, are you saying that it’s underway or that it’s being looked at?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No, actually it’s underway. Those programs will be complete by 2014. Once
we’ve got some of the infrastructure, then enforcement of some of the truck strategy, and the
Port does have a truck strategy group that’s working on dealing with the congestion of trucks,
both within the inner harbour as well as at Deltaport.

Q:

Pat Pollock: Certainly it would be a relief to see congestion reduced. Also I’d like to raise a
concern with the tolling of the Port Mann. Trucks are going to be able skip off the South
Perimeter Road and head over the Pattullo Bridge creating congestion.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I would have to say I don’t know the interchange on the South Fraser
Perimeter Road to answer that directly.

C:

Pat Pollock: I’d like to see some instructions to trucks. Because that just becomes a
nightmare.

Q:

Mirjana Petrovic: How many hours daily is the Port open? Twenty-four hours?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah. I think it depends on the terminal and it depends on the operation, the
hours.

Q:

Judy Kirk: What about Roberts Bank?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Roberts Bank I believe operates for twenty-four hours.

Q:

Mirjana Petrovic: I think this kind of added capacity is extremely important. I personally see
an opportunity at night to reduce congestion. I know that’s a big deal with union, but we
cannot build so many roads to accommodate every single type of vehicle who not experience
congestion. Because there is no way that we can widen, widen more and more. We have to
utilize what we have, and there is a mechanism to do it in the process of manage ment of
working out.

C:

Judy Kirk: And certainly, Mira, I know that Port Metro Vancouver, the City of Vancouver,
Metro Vancouver, the regional district, and other agencies have all heard that from people,
that people would like 24-hour operation and therefore to move trucks from peak to off-peak
hours. I would encourage you to add that into the additional comment section at the back.

C:

Mirjana Petrovic: One thing that Port of Vancouver controls is actually how many hours
they’re open. So truck drivers should have opportunity to make their trips in off-peak hours.

Q:

Hardy Wolfram: The only thing is, if we rely on truck transportation and the increasing
population, we are always behind. We have to look at different ways. We only have few
bridges. We only have one tunnel. How do we bring the traffic through those - it’s impossible.
We have to definitely work on trains.

Q:

Judy Williams: I had the privilege of going down to Port Metro Vancouver’s headquarters and
looking in on their command centre, and I believe that the command centre anyway, I don’t
know about the trucks, the command centre has these screens of every area covered by Port
Metro Vancouver, right up Burrard Inlet and they are monitored 24/7.
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Compensation for Agricultural Productivity and Environmental Assessment Process
Rhona Hunter and Neil Turner provided information regarding Port Metro Vancouver’s potential
mitigation and compensation options for the loss of agricultural productivity (pag e 19 of the
Discussion Guide), as well as an overview of the environmental assessment process for the project
(page 20 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Judy Williams: I’d like to know where this proposal falls? When they came in with the changes
to the Fisheries Act and the Navigable Waters Protection Act, which is just more recent than
the Fisheries Act changes, it is pulling any authority that Fisheries might have had, and that the
Waterways Protection Act might have had. So, would this project, the third terminal, fall
under the old EAO process, or is it going to fall under the two new Acts or is it some hybrid in
between? What I’m hearing is it sounds like it’s a hybrid in between.

C:

Judy Kirk: No, I don’t think that’s right. It would be the new regulations and correct me if I’m
wrong, because 2013 is the submission of the Project Description, and that Judy, is the trigger
for the regulators to review and determine what the scope of the environmental review will
be, and under what legislation and regulation. So it’s not until that application is made via the
submission of the Project Description that they determine the scope.

Q:

Chris Clutchey: Will they also be the ones to determine what efforts are made to mitigate the
impacts?

C:

Judy Kirk: Yes, that’s right.

Q:

Chris Clutchey: That’s too bad.

C:

Judy Williams: It’s sort of like the fox and the hen house, and again it comes back to -- it
sounds very good on paper to say that you’re going to do some mitigation work and
compensation, but like the airport, I can’t stress enough how hard they are working to
discourage birds from landing. They’re filling in ditches, they’re doing all kinds of things, and
they would never allow you to build a marsh there.
Categories for Environmental Study
Rhona Hunter and Neil Turner provided an overview of the planned categories for environmental
study as part of the baseline field studies (page 20 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Judy Williams: Well, I’d say every one of these topics is important, but one of the questions I
have is you’ve got biofilm listed here, and I know that on October 9 th Adrian Pollard of the
Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation (VAFFC) wrote a letter to the EAO office about
the biofilm study. Would you be utilizing their biofilm study or doing your own?

A:

Neil Turner: The biofilm studies that were conducted as part of that will be taken into
consideration. Whether it’s the same in terms of Deltaport or to the same extent is yet to be
determined. I mean, the issue of biofilm is quite a new study area of importance. It obviously
is important in terms of the environment, but it’s come to light i n terms of a study area onto
its own because of the importance for migratory birds and Western Sandpipers.

C:

Judy Kirk: So just for clarification, would the port be undertaking its own biofilm study?

A:

Neil Turner: Correct. It would. But it will also take into consideration the past studies.

Q:

Liz Walker: When you look at marine fish are we just looking at commercial fish or are we
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looking at the whole gamut?
A:

Neil Turner: The whole gamut.

Q:

Al Schulze: Has a study ever been done in the past that considered the impact of the ori ginal
port that is at Roberts Bank, but also the terminal for the ferry?

A:

Neil Turner: As part of the environmental assessment there’s a section called “Cumulative
Effects” and cumulative effects is not only the effect of what you’re developing but also
what’s happening in the region and how that impacts all these areas of study. There’s a
section on the website that shows all the historical documents and goes right back to
development. You’ll see some historical documentation from other environmental
assessments that look at cumulative effects.
Community Legacy Benefits
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of potential legacy benefits for the community as part of the
proposed project (page 22 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Pat Pollock: Does that mean the operating costs are taken on by the city and the capital
expenditure is done by Port Metro Vancouver?

C:

Rhona Hunter: Could be a partnership.

Q:

Pat Pollock: Or it could be a non-profit.

Q:

Al Schulze: Just a final comment - is it possible to get some sort of tour for stakeholders who
are really interested in the existing terminal?

C:

Judy Kirk: So let me ask Cindy that. Cindy, are there public tours available in the port facilities?

A:

Cindy McCarthy: No, I don’t believe they have public tours available, but I’m sure if you were
to perhaps email the facility operator, they might be able to.

Q:

Al Schulze: I’m thinking in terms of this group. I'm a bird watcher, you know. I can sit there and
see what’s going on.

Q:

Judy Williams: What about if it came from this panel?

Q:

Al Schulze: Or a larger stakeholder group?

C:

Judy Kirk: We’ll take that back and see if that is something that is feasible. I think you all know
there are security concerns and so we need to look at that.

Q:

Judy Williams: You said that it wouldn’t be transporting coal, but look at what’s happening in
Bellingham and Whatcom County about wanting to increase their coal capacity. How is that
going to dovetail and overlap with a huge terminus like ours? Coal dust is really deadly. Look
at the crabs at Roberts Bank and what it has done to the crabs, for example.

C:

Judy Kirk: So I think behind your question is will there be an expansion to coal at Roberts
Bank, but also given some of the U.S. expansions you just mentioned, what’s the relationship?

Q:

Judy Williams: It’s huge if it goes through in Whatcom County.

A:

Rhona Hunter: There’s no expansion of coal planned at Roberts Bank.

C:

Hardy Wolfram: We have to come to a conclusion otherwise Seattle will be taking over. We’ve
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lost a lot of passenger traffic to Seattle and Seattle is always asking “What can I do better?” So
we have to keep the money here.
C:

Mirjana Petrovic: I would say that’s true. I am in the working group in the International
Mobility Trade Corridor between U.S. and Canada, and they are really watching us, and they
are so into development. My suggestion really for this group to look into the future and think
about future generations, protecting the environment but still supporting the economic
development of this region.

Q:

Pat Pollock: Quickly, on the community legacy benefit, have they earmarked any dollar figure
for that?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There’s no dollar figure but it will be substantial.

Q:

Judy Williams: And who will determine where it goes?

C:

Rhona Hunter: The Port, but in consultation with the communities. That’s why we are out
early at this point to try and solicit some feedback.

C:

Rhona Hunter: And talking to local government too.

Q:

Liz Walker: I can talk to Neil later perhaps, but I will have questions on how broad the field
studies will be, because you did mention that, you know, it’s not just the footprint of this
project, but you have to look more realistically at the Fraser River Estuary.

A:

Neil Turner: Depends on the study area - the scope of those studies vary considerably.

Q:

Liz Walker: Yeah and there’s things I would like to know more about. Like road edge effects because you talk about habitat banking - is that really looking at only the footprint that’s taken
up, or will that mitigate for road edge effects?

A:

Neil Turner: There are the direct impacts and the indirect impacts. The bank is for the marine
environment.

Q:

Liz Walker: So nothing for upland?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There will be mitigation but one is a marine and it’s going to be banked. The
other one would be in consultation with the Agricultural Land Commission.

Q:

Liz Walker: I’ve been out bird watching for the last couple of months, something that’s
bothered me a great deal as I walk around Boundary Bay is looking at more and more little
pink flags. I'm not sure if you guys have been looking at the encroachment of the Angelica
Spartina that’s growing in our bay, but you know, that’s an invasive species that’s come into
our areas and if there’s no money to help get rid of that, that is going to severely impact our
coastal region here.

C:

Judy Kirk: And are they marked by pink flags?

Q:

Liz Walker: Well, the volunteers, as I understand are going to be doing that, and those flags
have been increasing and when you look at a flag, what was a small area is now very large. I
have been on a field trip where we spent a day removing that stuff and it almost killed me as a
volunteer. So you know, as that encroaches and destroys more of our area, the amount of
suitable habitat is being reduced. So unless that’s taken care of as well, the increasing impacts
are huge, as we look at more development in the area.
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A:

Neil Turner: We have been considering this. Invasive species are part of the compensation
package. It’s not just creating new habitat, it’s enhancing what you’ve got or basically
preventing what you’ve got.

Q:

Liz Walker: Yeah, I'm involved in too many things, so I’m not able to keep up with everything,
but I'm not sure what’s being done right now regarding invasive species that come in with
container traffic and what’s being done right now to avoid that.

A:

Neil Turner: We look at what’s actually there and establishing itself as an invasive species.
Spartina is one that basically we spend quite a bit of effort to look at the opportunities for
removal and to enhance that environment. To protect what we’ve got, restore what we’ve
got.

Q:

Judy Williams: Neil we’re talking about the roadside -- the effects on the roadside ditches and
swales and whatnot. I wrote to the federal department of transportation and told them about
Professor Royann Petrell at UBC who has done state of the art research on how to collect
aeromatic hydrocarbons off the roads. They basically wrote back and told me that wasn’t their
purview. So I would give you Dr. Royann Petrel’s name if you want some help.

A:

Neil Turner: That would be great actually.

Q:

Judy Williams: So, you have a separate process ongoing with First Nations - how much does
the process parallel the one we’ve just gone through and are going through, and how much
weight will the First Nations be given over ours? Particularly how much attention is going to
be paid to the Agricultural Land Reserve?

A:

Judy Kirk: Judy, there’s two things. I want to make sure people know that some other
questions have come up with respect to the First Nations consultation regarding
confidentiality and the things you’ve just raised. And as I know you know, there is legislation in
Canada that puts an onus on organizations like the Port to consult. There are what’s called
consultation agreements that are negotiated with First Nations and there are some
confidentiality requirements within that. The point about weighting, the environmental
agencies themselves, CEAA and BCEAO, would need to answer that question, but certainly
there is no preconceived weighting of input. But you need actually to ask them that, Judy.
Rhona Hunter wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form
and encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 3:20pm
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PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 6
October 30, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October 30,
6:00pm – 8:00pm, at the Hilton Vancouver Airport, Richmond, BC.

Stakeholders:

Bob Miller
Cara Kerins
Chrystal Yanoshewski
Ian Cheng, Sino Can Am Society of Business and Technology
Jennifer Wilson
Mike Isinger, ILWU Local 514
Otto Langer
Ray Kan, Metro Vancouver
Vic Rivers
Victor Wei, City of Richmond

Port Metro Vancouver:

Chris Chok, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
Crystal Lloyd, Environmental Coordinator
Neil Turner, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Stefan Krepiakevich, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 6:02
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KEY THEMES:


Some participants who live on Tsawwassen Beach noted concerns with current port operations
at Roberts Bank, particularly with respect to nighttime noise, light spillage and impacts to air
quality from ship and truck emissions.



Participants noted that they were not opposed to increased trade, but wanted to ensure that
Port Metro Vancouver is responsive to the concerns of those living in close proximity to port
facilities.



Some participants, who work at the Deltaport Terminal, stated that they were opposed to the
development of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project as an automated terminal
because they felt there would be fewer jobs available as a result.



Some participants, who work at the Deltaport Terminal, commented on safety issues related to
truck staging on Deltaport Way, and concrete barriers that have been installed on the Roberts
Bank causeway.



Participants asked whether the Roberts Bank and BC Ferries cause ways could be breached to
allow water to flow underneath. They were particularly concerned about infilling of the
shoreline at Tsatsu Shores.



Some participants, representing Metro Vancouver and the City of Richmond, requested that
Port Metro Vancouver expand the boundaries of its transportation study to include areas north
of the George Massey Tunnel, such as Richmond and Vancouver.

(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Chris Chok
Chris Chok welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, as well as introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Chris informed participants
that the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Rhona Hunter reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in
the consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics.
Why Do We Need More Capacity For Containerized Trade?
Rhona Hunter provided an overview on the need for container capacity, including the forecast
demand and planned capacity increases on the West Coast of Canada (page 4 of the Discussion
Guide).

Q:

Bob Miller: Is there any plan that calls to reduce the amount of container capacity in the inner
harbour?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No.

Q:

Bob Miller: Is there any plan to expand Fraser Surrey Docks?
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A:

Rhona Hunter: No. Fraser Surrey Docks has a limited ability to service containers in the future
due to its location in the inner river, the size of the boats, as well as the depth and width of the
river.

Q:

Otto Langer: And nothing to be developed at Richmond Fraser?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There are no plans for container expansion in the Fraser River.

Q:

Otto Langer: Does that make sense with the VAFFC plan to bring Panamax tankers up that part
of the river? Why would they do it?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I can’t speak to tankers going up the river.

Q:

Victor Wei: Fraser Surrey Docks, is that under your control?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s a facility within Port Metro Vancouver, yes.

Q

Victor Wei: Is someone coordinating among all of these four ports?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Absolutely.

Q:

Victor Wei: My second question is: what kind of economic conditions will be considered as low
case, base case, and high case?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So, when we do forecasts, that there is any number of factors that go in to it current trade, projected future trade, economic stimulus, and all those factors have a range. So
when the forecast is done, the upper range would be the high case and the lower range would
be the low case. We do have our 2011 forecast online, and so if you are interested in the
specifics of what those criteria were, and how they led to a low base and a high case you can
look on our website.

Q:

Victor Wei: Looking 30 years down the road, because right now global trade is increasing, is the
current trend still sustainable? Also 20 years from now, there is this conversation about
international trade versus local products – what kind of effects would that have on the future?

A:

Rhona Hunter: When we do a forecast – it’s looking into the future and it’s saying, “based upon
what we know today, how do we project something that happens in the future?” That’s why it’s
called a forecast. The rationale for doing forecasts more than once is that what we know today
is different than what we knew last year, so theoretically we can fore cast more accurately things
on the current knowledge base and situation. So the forecasting allows us to ascertain whether
we do need something based on our current situation. Knowing that we are very early in the
project, we’re probably looking at a five-year environmental review process, at which point we
would then be in a situation to decide whether we would go or no-go. So at that point we would
have another forecast that would say “okay, are we still looking a situation where our forecasts
said we would be five years ago, three years ago, two years ago?” We also will be going to the
marketplace for capital to build this and there are certainly limitations on what an investor
would invest in. It won’t get any investment if there isn’t any return on it.

Q:

Otto Langer: Is Squamish at all getting into the diagram on page four?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Squamish is not here. Squamish is not a container terminal.

Q:

Otto Langer: So there are no plans there for containers there?

A:

Rhona Hunter: There are no current plans for container shipping through Squamish.
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Opportunities for Creating Container Capacity
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of opportunities for creating additional container capacity
(page 6 of the Discussion Guide), as well as related infrastructure improvements being made to
support Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Bob Miller: What is the purpose of Port Metro Vancouver? Is it a profit centre for the federal
government? Is it a profit centre for B.C.? Is it a privately-owned operation? Could you just tell
us a bit about who or what is Port Metro Vancouver?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Port Metro Vancouver is federal Crown. It’s got one shareholder, that’s the
federal government. Unlike most Crowns, though, Port Metro Vancouver actually pays the
federal government. So we pay the federal government a percentage of our revenue that we
bring in. The remaining revenue that the Port brings in is reinvested in the port. So the Port does
not take federal money to provide the services. It is a self-sustaining Crown corporation, and
when it needs more money, as I mentioned to Victor, on a project like this, it will have to go to
the marketplace.

Q:

Bob Miller: So what is the determination of profit? Or when is it revenue? How do you account
for revenue and expenses in a form that a normal financial statement would present? Do you do
that sort of thing? Can you help us understand the costs of moving of one TEU through the port
and what the revenue is generated from that? I’m trying to get my mind around the size of the
dollar volume that Port Metro Vancouver is generating in Roberts Bank.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have the business numbers for the Port in terms of the revenue generated
by the Port, but I can give you some information about how the Port is structured. So, the Port is
like a landlord. It doesn’t operate containers or terminals itself. It has long-term lessees who are
the operators of the terminals. So the Port is the landlord.

Q:

Bob Miller: So who operates Roberts Bank?

A:

Rhona Hunter: TSI and Westshore. Westshore is a coal terminal, and TSI is the container
terminal operator.

Q:

Bob Miller: Okay. Can you tell me what TSI stands for?

A:

Chris Chok: Terminal Systems Incorporated. Terminal Systems Incorporated is the operator of
Deltaport, and I believe the parent company is Global Container Terminals.

Q:

Bob Miller: Thank you. Is there someone available from Global Terminal Systems?

A:

Chris Chok: No, but we can get you this information. The Port produces an annual report, which
is available on the website.

Q:

Bob Miller: I’d appreciate that. Because it’s three profit centres – one for the federal
government, one for Westshore and one for TSI. Is that a fair comment? And by profit centre I
mean a place where you monitor the revenues coming in and the costs going out to determine
whether or not the amount of revenue coming in is in excess of the cost of running the terminal.

A:

Rhona Hunter: So each terminal has a business agreement and a lease with the port. I wouldn’t
necessarily say that they’re all structured the same way.

Q:

Bob Miller: Is it possible for us, as individuals, to determine the amount of profit that is coming
out of those terminals? Or is that private?
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A:

Rhona Hunter: The annual report is probably the best place to get that information.

Q:

Bob Miller: Is it your understanding that there is a breakout of this?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t believe that there will be a breakout in every case per termi nal, as you are
asking. But I would suggest that if you take a look at the annual report, and then if you have any
more specific questions, then we can put those directly to the appropriate person at the Port.
Some of the information is business information, and I’m not sure exactly what gets released
publicly.

Q:

Bob Miller: But from a person who is impacted by the operations of the Port – it would be very
useful to know whether the costs that I believe that I might be carrying, as an example, because
of the actions of the port, I need to paint my house every four years, not every 14 years. So
that’s the impact that I have to absorb because of that activity. So, it would be useful for me to
know whether or not I can make a determination as to whether I’m being treated in an
equitable fashion. And without access to the numbers, you can understand that it’s quite
difficult to come to any conclusion on that.

A:

Chris Chok: We’ll get you a copy of the annual report.

C:

Bob Miller: Thank you.

Q:

Victor Wei: I suspect it runs much like the Vancouver Airport Authority which operates the
airport, pays rent to the federal government for the use of the airport lands and the facility and
then invests the remaining revenues it collects into additional facilities within the boundaries of
the airport. It sounds to me like that’s more or less what you guys do.

A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s a similar model.

Q:

Bob Miller: When a freighter comes in to the terminal, they turn on the generators and we see
plumes of black smoke which is enjoyed by everybody in the Lower Mainland basin. Because the
prevailing winds move that stuff off towards Hope. So one of the questions running through my
mind is, why don’t they plug in? Why don’t they plug in to electricity, because it seems that one
of the things that B.C. has to offer the world is cheap power? I’m all in favour of people making
money. I’m not in favour of people making money if they’re peeing in the stream uphill and I’ve
got to drink the water downstream. If it’s all clean water, then I’m all in favour of them making
money. If I had to pay a price for what they’re doing, then I question it. Is this making any sense
to you?

A:

Chris Chok: Yeah, I understand. You’re feeling that someone who lives in the vicinity of the port
facility is impacted by the operations.

Q:

Bob Miller: Yeah, and I have no problem with that, okay? So as long as that impact is not fouling
up the environment that I’m living in. If it’s possible to do it and then if it’s too expensive to
provide the power, then one answer might be, well, then, I guess the Port is not economically
viable. So, I have some questions to ask later about standards at the Port.

A:

Chris Chok: So perhaps what I’ll do is ask Rhona to speak to the ship-to-shore power, and then if
we could move through the project.

Q:

Bob Miller: Sure, okay. One other comment before we go. It would have been so helpful to have
the discussion guide mailed it to us so I could be prepared, I think you would be better served
and all of us would be better served, because people who are prepared do a better job.
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A:

Chris Chok: We certainly did post it online and we emailed notification of that. But I can take
note of that.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I think what I’ll do is just quickly talk to shore power and then we will move on
through because there is certainly a lot of information and perhaps some of those questions
may come up. Shore power was incorporated into the design for the Deltaport Third Berth
Project and it will be included in the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project as well. There
are a number of issues. We can provide the facility, but the ships also have to be able to plug in.
So that is something that we’re working with our shipping partners to encourage that
conversion. There is also this standard plug – the standard for that plug has yet to be
established, and so we are working towards establishing that standard. I would anticipate that
by the time that we are looking at the proposed Terminal 2 project, we will have most of that
reconciled and we’ll see a greater number of ships being able to plug-in than we do today.

Q:

Vic Rivers: For the three years that I sat on that community liaison committee we were talking
about shore power. The whole time they were there, they were sort of waiting for the ISO to
come up with some decision about the type of connection that was going to be used to connect
to the ship, and standardize it. It’s my understanding that Long Beach has already got shore
power connected to ships so it makes me wonder why it’s taking so long. If it’s already being
done in California, why it can’t be done in Vancouver? The problem seems to be is they’re
standing behind the IMO, but I don’t really get the feeling that the Port really wants to go ahead
with this, or wants to do it very quickly, because if they did, they could put a spec together and
in six months go to General Electric and they’ll be quite happy to prepare a cable system and a
connecting system to connect to the ships. I guarantee that within six months they’ll come back
with whatever you need to meet whatever spec you want to draw up. And if General Electric
won’t do it, Siemens will do it, and if Siemens won’t do it, Philips will do it. So somebody will do
it if you just put your head down and say, “This is what we are going to do, we’re going to do it
by a certain date and we’re going to be leading in this thing, and we’re not going to be sitting
back and waiting for Mongolia or Panama or some other country to get onside with whatever
kind of connector they want to put on board their ships.”
What we have now out there in the summertime, especially, is these three ships parked
alongside Deltaport. They’re all running their generators that are on board in order to keep the
refrigerated containers cold, keep the lights on and are pumping away, hour after hour, day
after day, night after night. In the summertime, when you have inversions over the water and
there is nothing between you and the container ship, for two and a half miles, just open water,
that sound reflects off the inversion and comes right back down on our house and you’ve got to
put up with it. In the summertime, when you have the windows open, you have this thumpthump-thump-thump-thump all night long from these ships sitting there with their generator
humming. So something really needs to be done to solve that problem, and I think it needs to be
solved before you go ahead and build any more terminals out there. You deal with the issue that
you already have, with respect to shore power, and a ship sitting there idling and blowing smoke
into the air. There is sometimes in the summer and August when there’s virtually no wind, you
can see a layer right over the top of Deltaport, and it’s surely just the exhaust from the ships
going out, hitting the inversion and just sitting there, over the top of the Port. I’ve got all kinds
of photographs. I’ve got a camera that I sit there and take photographs every time I see it going
out there, and I could plaster this whole wall here with photographs of that. And you see it more
when you’re at a distance than you do when you’re actually sitting in the Port. If you’re not
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aware of it, you don’t see it. But when you get away two or three miles and you look at this
black line sitting over the top of the Port, you know what’s going in the air. So I think that’s
something that you guys really got to put your mind to – don’t sit around and use the excuse
that you’re waiting for China to do something. It’s already being done in Long Beach, no reason
why it can’t be done here.
Why Roberts Bank?
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of related infrastructure improvements being made to support
Roberts Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).
C:

Bob Miller: The current Premier did not make a commitment to replace the tunnel. She said
something vaguely like sometime in the next generation we’ve got to get around to it.

A:

Chris Chok: You are right. She made a commitment to study it.

C:

Bob Miller: Just to study it, yes, but not necessarily replace.

A:

Chris Chok: Yes, you are right.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Bob Miller: What are the existing Option Lands?

A:

Rhona Hunter: They are lands adjacent to the current rail corridor that were acquired by BC Rail.

Q:

Bob Miller: Is that options in the real estate sense that somebody has paid somebody for an
option? Or does it means that they’re optional, that the federal government can come and
expropriate because the rail use is considered more appropriate than agriculture?

A:

Neil Turner: What happened was BC Rail acquired the land and then they leased it back to the
farmers and said you could use it so long as required, until we need to pull it back.

C:

Bob Miller: When you go back long enough, all that land out there, including the land that
became part of the TFN by treaty, was land that was expropriated by the provincial government.

C:

Neil Turner: Okay. I understand that there were expropriated lands, but I don’t believe the BC
Rail lands were expropriated. I believe it was purchased from the farmers. I could be wrong but
my recollection is it wasn’t expropriated. At any rate, the Option Lands that we are referring to
now are provincially-owned and are currently leased back to the farmers.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: How many jobs will be created for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So for construction, it’s 4,500 jobs. Once it’s fully operational at full capacity it
will be 18,000 jobs.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: So without Terminal 2, what is the number right now on the current terminal?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I would have to get back to you on that. I don’t have the number for what the
current jobs on the terminal are.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: What’s the difference between what’s currently on the existing terminal and
what would be in terms of jobs on the new automated terminal?
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A:

Rhona Hunter: Our planning is for a semi-automated facility, which certainly would probably
have fewer jobs than the current facility, because it’s not as automated. The final configuration
will depend on the actual operator who’s on that facility, and what they choose to have.

Q:

Otto Langer: You have numbers for the actual jobs employed at the Terminal 2, without all of
the multiplier spin-off jobs?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have it at the top of my head, but I think that we certainly can get it.

C:

Otto Langer: Yeah, that’s easier to relate to really, because a lot of us disagree with these
multiplier factors.

Q:

Bob Miller: What’s the cost of the project?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Over $2 billion dollars.

Q:

Bob Miller: Okay and how much of that is to mitigate the environmental damages?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Well, that will depend on the regulator. The current project cost projections are
based upon what we anticipate. It’s a round budget – when I say the project cost is over 2 billion
dollars, it’s very, very round numbers. So, we don’t have costs associated specifically on what it
will be, because it will be the regulator that will dictate exactly how much is in there. It’s
certainly in the hundreds of millions of dollars for habitat compensation.

Q:

Vic Rivers: You mentioned this was going to take six years?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Six years to construct.

Q:

Vic Rivers: Six years. Is that going to be like it was for DP3 which is 24 hours a day, seven days a
week type of construction? Or is it going to be nine to five, Monday to Friday?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We don’t have a construction plan at this point.

Q:

Vic Rivers: When they built DP3 it was a 24-hour operation, seven days a week. Delta, in order
for us to have the quiet enjoyment of our homes and properties, has bylaws that restrict
construction between 7 in the morning and 7 at night weekdays, 9 in the morning to 5 in the
afternoon Saturdays, and no construction noise on Sundays. However, when you guys are
building these great ports, you work 24 hours a day, seven days a week. And for months on end,
and for almost years on end, 200 homes that face the Gulf of Georgia either on the top of the
bluff and one block back, and those that are down on the bottom are subjected to all kinds of
unacceptable noise in the middle of the night, like the Columbia dredge. If you don’t know what
a Columbia dredge looks like, it looks like a big shoebox with a bunch of steel sticking out of the
front. It dredges the bottom of the ocean, and dumps it up on a barge or something else. The
problem with the Columbia dredge is it’s probably one of the noisiest pieces of equipment in the
whole Lower Mainland and they run that months on end, at night. It’s only two and a half miles
between my place and that Columbia dredge. When it’s the summertime and you have an
inversion over the water, you might as well be sitting next to it, because the noise just comes
screaming across the water and into the bedroom. A scientist friend of mine at UBC and I went
out with some noise measuring equipment when the dredge was operating and we were within
200 metres of it. It had the side doors open, and it was doing its thing out there. We were
measuring about 95 decibels, 200 metres away. Back in my bedroom, sitting on my bed, with a
noise meter equipment, it was reading anywhere from 75 to 78 decibels. This is at night, and it
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goes all night long, month in, month out. There is nothing we seem to be able to do about it. I
think that that’s something that has to be taken care of, if they’re going to do it.
Noise is an issue. There is no compensation made to the people that are living there, that have
to put up with it. My beef is that you have environmental compensation out there putting eel
grass beds in on Sunday morning at 7 o’clock, 200 feet from my bedroom window, and that’s
being compensated, but this guy here, me, and all the people that live along the bluff, we don’t
get any kind of compensation. We just say, “Tough, we’ve got to put up with it.” You’re telling
me six years, that’s just too damn long to have to put up with that kind of constructi on noise. In
here, you’re talking about driving piles?
C:

Chris Chok: What the port is saying is that they are not looking to drive piles. And we’ll get to
that in a second.

Q:

Bob Miller: But before you get to that, can I ask a broader question? How does the Port
determine the environmental effects from one of its projects? I read your statement about the
environment on your site, it said nothing. So I’m interested in if you could describe how you
determine the environmental impacts of your projects? And I’ve talked to people about the
effects of your project on the disbursement of sediment from the Fraser River and the response
I’ve heard is “We are not responsible for anything that’s south of the ferry terminal.” Also, when
do you decide whether what you’re doing requires mitigation. Are you in a position to answer
that?

A:

Neil Turner: The environmental assessment begins with the submission of the Project
Description. Through the environmental assessment process, we’ll actually sit down and study
by study determine where the bounds of those studies are.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: Who makes that determination?

A:

Neil Turner: The regulator. In this case they will likely be the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency and the B.C. Environmental Assessment Offices.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: Just wondering if those two organizations are the same people who are
assessing the environmental factors for Enbridge?

A:

Otto Langer: It’s the National Energy Board and CEAA. It’s joint with two federal agencies
whereas here it’s a joint federal/provincial.

A:

Neil Turner: But that’s under a slightly different regime as well.

Q:

Bob Miller: So in an observational way, one would say that Port Metro Vancouver has been very
successful in persuading the regulators that anything that they’re doing has no impact beyond
the ferry terminal.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I think you might be talking about the Fraser River discharge? I’d have to go back
to my colleagues on the dredging program to determine the bounds of the scope of their work,
and it may be absolutely correct that for some reason, they don’t have to go south. I can’t speak
to that because I’m not clear. But I think if we come back to this project, as Neil said, the
physical bounds of our study area and our impact will be verified by the environmental
regulators who are reviewing the project, and whether it’s a panel process and a
federal/provincial panel process, that would be the federal and provincial government that
would make that assessment. But we’re not drawing those boundaries.
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C:

Bob Miller: It’s up to people like us to raise hell with the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Office. They don’t have a wide enough terms of reference, and it’s an iterative process, but
those processes are all highly questionable at this stage of the game.

Q:

Vic RIvers: Environmental Assessment Agency – wasn’t that the lead agency in the last go-round,
when they did their last construction work?

A:

Otto Langer: Oh, I don’t think so. But the BCEAO is generally not taking a lead where there is a
big federal mandate, but the feds seem to be backing out, retreating as quickly as they can.

Q:

Bob Miller: And that goes back to my first question – that there is always a balance between
revenue and expense. So you’re saying that if the damage is such that we would have to step in
and do something – do you have a policy on that? Or do you wait for the regulators to tell you?
Because Rhona has mentioned that you make a proposal, which presumably you defend? Then
the regulator and us ‘Joes’ don’t have that much of an opportunity to review.

A:

Neil Turner: No, the process establishes the timing and you will have an opportunity to be
consulted, an opportunity basically to look at the terms of reference for the scope of the
studies, and the extent of the studies. There is a consultation period after the project
description is submitted.

C:

Bob Miller: Good. Because I have talked to one of your planners and wrote a letter to him, about
the fact that Tsawwassen Beach Bay is filling in. He had no interest or care because it’s out of his
terms of reference - it was just cut and clear. There is no small fish out there to speak of now, as
compared to 1915 – my family has been involved in this area for a long time. So we have some
history as to how the environment has been damaged.

C:

Mike Isinger: I think everyone is aware of this Against Port Expansion community group. They
have a flyer out here. Apparently there has already been an assessment done. It says:
“Location now identified by Port Metro for the new T2 was turned down previously by an
independent panel that concluded significant environmental damage and risk would result from
the proposal. The panel recommends that the expansion as proposed not be permitted to
proceed. And the Department of Fisheries and Oceans has told Port Metro Vancouver there is
no possible amount of mitigation projects DFO could envisage that would compensate for the
environmental damage that T2 would cause. Environment Canada has gone on record as saying
they are concerned that the chain of the Pacific flyway could be broken for shore birds at some
point, given the ongoing Port development in Delta.”
I’ll just enter the entire document in for the record. You know, we’re going at it again. A lot of
us that work on the waterfront, we’re very concerned that it’s unnecessary. For the people in
the room that don’t know, there is a travelling road-show that’s going around globally,
comprised of the automation companies and the container steamship lines. What they’re trying
to do is entice individual port authorities into building over capacity and preferably automated
docks that are not good for the workers. There are hardly any workers there. That’s where our
concern comes in. So we believe that T2 is not necessary. We believe that they should expand in
Prince Rupert and the Inner Harbour, and go along with the fourth berth that was supposed to
happen prior to T2 but we don’t see any of that in the table. This is not good for us. Our people
are working in fear now because our companies told us “Oh, yeah, T2 is going ahead and there is
nothing you could do. And two-thirds of you are going to lose your jobs.” A lot of people think
longshoremen, they’re all this and all that, but we waived our automation protection provision
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of the Canada Labour Code some years ago. Where are the good-paying jobs for Canadians? A
lot of those people live in the community. I live in Richmond. A lot of them live in Tsawwassen,
Delta -- there’s a lot of money generated by those good-paying Canadian jobs, and those won’t
exist if T2 goes ahead. So a lot of us not in favour of T2. Number one: because of the
environmental damage. Number two: we don’t believe it’s necessary.
C:

Jennifer Wilson: Just to add on to what he said - these semi-automated ports, we pay taxes,
income tax, which we’ve put back into the community. We spent a lot of money in Tsawwassen
and Ladner. I plan on moving there. But you know, these semi-automated machines, they don’t
pay taxes. So, all around, it’s not good for anything.

Q:

Vic Rivers: I’m not going to argue about whether this thing should go ahead or not – but I have
issues with certain things if it goes ahead. I was reading up recently about the Big Dig in Boston,
where they tore down some overhead roads and built a big tunnel through the city, and they
put in 24-hour, 7-day-a-week operations. One or two interesting things here that I’d just like to
read to you:
“The work must be done without violating stringent noise limits brokered by environmental and
community groups, who validly try to halt the demolition but the limits are routinely broken. On
the noise front, project officials have spent four years mapping out a plan to quiet the roar. They
now say they have created the most comprehensive aggressive noise abatement plan for any
construction project ever in the United States. ‘We are really writing the book here. This project
is fully committed to dealing with noise. More than $4 million was spent to treat 200 windows
along the corridor, to hang noise curtains, to erect barriers, and a staff of workshops with noise
patrol officers. The officers, armed with decibel detectors, are theoretically empowered to shut
down the work if the noise gets too loud.”
That’s the kind of thing they did in Boston, the Big Dig. I’m hoping that you guys, when you get
your planning going, focus in the back of your mind and say, “We have to deal with noise,
because we do have people that live nearby.” There is no barrier between the container port
and those homes. The noise comes flying across the water, and if you’re doing it 24/7, it’s a real
pain to do that for six years.
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the proposed marine terminal design and orientation
(page 12 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Bob Miller: What studies have you done on the impact of that growing being further out on the
distribution of sediments from the Fraser River?

A:

Rhona Hunter: What we’re doing right now are baseline studies. It’s important to remember
we’re very early on in the process. So what we’re establishing now are current conditions. Once
the baselines are established then modeling begins to evaluate what the potential impacts are.

Q:

Bob Miller: You just said that your studies are showing that this is the best place. So, if this is the
best place but you haven’t got baseline studies for all the sediment out of the Fraser River and
how that’s going to impact that compared to before how can you come to the conclusion it’s the
best place?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re early. We don’t have a project that’s being put forward yet. So part of that
process is that once we propose a project, federal and provincial regulators determine whether
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our assessment is indeed valid, or whether we do need to do additional studies, or whether
what we have currently is sufficient.
C:

Otto Langer: If you have a public hearing process, you probably should look at three or four
configurations and let the environmental panels look at the best one, and not let any superficial
studies like Port Metro Vancouver determine it. They went out and bought the land, and came
up with ten sites, and then wrote off nine of them quickly, superficially, and said, “This is the
only one that’s good.” And that was such a bullshit approach. People are going to fight this
project more so than anything you’ve ever seen in British Columbia, other than Enbridge. If you
want another Enbridge on your hands, you’ve got it.
Berth Structure
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the berth structure and construction method (page
13 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Bob Miller: Can you describe whether or not the one you have chosen is the most economical to
build?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It is, and it comes down to long-term operation and maintenance of the piles, as
opposed to the caissons.

Q:

Bob Miller: One of the problems you read from people in Point Roberts is that they believe part
of Point Roberts is being eroded, and flushed back into the Tsawwassen Bay, because of the
actions of the water due to what you folks are building, which you claim do not have any impact
south of the ferry terminal. It’s really scary to think about how we are going to affect the
sediment distribution out of the Fraser River.

Q:

Vic Rivers: What’s the thinking of making it like a hockey stick rather than just continuing on
going northwest in terms of the existing area?

A:

Rhona Hunter: If you look back on page 12, there were a number of configurations, and it was
the design and the environmental considerations around those two configurations that led to
the preferred one which would be, as you say looks like a hockey stick. Bob, just speaking
further to your question, no, there is no consideration in the proposed design for breaching the
causeway.

Q:

Bob Miller: And why would that be?

A:

Rhona Hunter: My understanding of the foreshore area is that any disturbance of the foreshore
area has geomorphic implications – the coastline gets further eroded by impacting the coastline.
So by simply providing a bridge over there, and providing water flow through that caus eway,
would have greater impact to leaving the causeway as it is.

A:

Neil Turner: There has been concern in the past from DP3 with both channel formation and
erosion. We’re actually looking at the movement of sediment and the speed at which water is
moving in and out of these various areas. So we’re going to find out the baseline data on how
sediment is moving, and how is it accumulated, and where is it going to accumulate, and where
it’s eroding.

Q:

Bob Miller: My relative wrote to the government when the ferry terminal was first put in. He
spent his life on the ocean, saying we need a breach in the ferry terminal.

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’ve noted that comment.
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Q:

Bob Miller: When I first moved down there forty years ago – between then and now, at the far
end of the Tsawwassen Bay, there is a build-up of sand – that was never there before. So to
conclude that your activities are having no impact when you haven’t studied it, and now you’re
going to do baseline studies that are at least 40 years late, and you’ll say, “Well, that was there
when we started.” Like, it just doesn’t make any sense. I don’t say people are trying to be
untruthful, but they are very close to that line.

Q:

Vic Rivers: I’ve been there 44 years, and that corner has been filled in dramatically in that 44
years.

A:

Otto Langer: As a fisheries biologist, and then working in Roberts Bank even before the port was
there, they just filled in the site when I came to this coast. I support some of the comments
made, and I don’t know these gentlemen. One of them said he met me years ago, but I didn’t
conspire with him to raise his comment. But I think if there’s going to be any review, you’ve got
to do an overall ecosystem review of this whole part of the world, and that’s in the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act, looking at cumulative impacts, and that’s what we’re not doing.
Probably the most destructive thing that affects mudflats and marshes are the linear facilities,
causeways. There’s nothing more destructive. Same with this jetty that they’re talking about. It’s
blocking movement of material that’s being eroded, and it’s trapping it, including the stinky
rotting eel grass. Then between the causeways, you’re getting no sediment now, and as soon as
the super port and ferry terminal was built, the marshes started collapsing in front of the Indian
reserve. This is a tremendous erosion problem and a causeway was unwisely built across there,
was part of that overall problem – they interfere with fish and they interfere with sediment
transport. Before the port was built I said there ought to be a breach put in it. But I wasn’t in
charge of the project in Department of Fisheries and Oceans, and the sand was dumped there,
and nothing was developed. So these two gentlemen are really dead-on, and I think that should
be recorded.

C:

Vic Rivers: The Surveyor General added 25 feet to the front of my property because of the land
moving in.
Marine Terminal
Rhona Hunter provided information regarding the terminal layout (page 14 of the Discussion Guide),
as well as the tradeoffs between potential locations of the terminal intermodal yard (page 15 of the
Discussion Guide).

C:

Bob Miller: Given what Victor has said about the noise at night, and having had the opportunity
to be around shunting yards at other times in my life, what you’re proposing is to further
aggravate the noise problem by either 1A or 1B. In the summertime all the problems that Victor
was talking about will be exacerbated if you’re going to have trains shunting out there – and
probably trains burning diesel, okay? But the shunting, that noise we hear it now in the
summertime when they’re unloading the coal trains – and you’re proposing that they
exacerbate that problem as if to say, “You folks that live there, we don’t care about how what
we do impacts your life.”

A:

Rhona Hunter: Well, actually, we are asking that question, and so I would draw your attention to
page 23, where we’re asking specifically for your feedback on that question on page 24.

Q:

Vic Rivers: This intermodal yard, is that where they assemble the trains?
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A:

Rhona Hunter: It’s where the trains are loaded and unloaded.

Q:

Vic Rivers: Well, you already loading and unloading them down here already with those moving
things that run along and put the container in the train.

A:

Rhona Hunter: No. So the intermodal yard is that specific component of the terminal operation
that takes it from the storage racks and puts them onto the trains. So under the current
configuration, it can be done on the terminal. For example, on the Deltaport terminal it is done
on terminal.
But we’re building a new terminal, so we have an opportunity to put it either on the terminal,
like it is on Deltaport, which is what we proposed, or somewhere else.

Q:

Vic Rivers: How do you get the containers from the storage yard to wherever you’re putting
them on the train?

A:

Rhona Hunter: It would have to be by truck.

C:

Cara Kerins: If you’re doing it off-site and you’re trucking it out on a semi-trucks and you’d have
noise from all that too. So I don’t know.

C:

Bob Miller: Doesn’t make much sense to me. I don’t think that part of it is particularly noisy. I’m
pretty conscious of what kind of noise we hear, and you drop the hatches from three feet under
the ground, it makes a hell of a bang as it comes across the water. But when you put the
containers on to the train that way, that’s nothing. When you went to bells, it made a big
difference.

Q:

Otto Langer: But when you look at a highly stressed estuary and more and more pressure being
put on, the airport’s talking about new runways, jet fuel up the Fraser River, we start sacrificing
more of it for a parking lot, whether you’re BC Ferries or Port Metro Vancouver, and to be quite
honest, I think that’s stupid to even consider it.
And the other question I have is, are you doing any consultation south of this line on the map in
Point Roberts? Because the reason I mention that, and I didn’t come here to raise the issue, I’m
not representing Americans, but I camped down there twice this summer, Point Roberts at the
far end, and you won’t believe how noisy it is way at the far tip of Point Roberts 24 hours a day
from the port. They shut down, for some reason, on one Sunday. You wouldn’t believe how
quiet and nice it was. And I think you owe it to Americans to do some consultation south of the
border. They are really affected and they live a lot further south than these two gentlemen. And
I was actually quite shocked. It’s the first time I’ve ever camped down there in the summer.

C:

Vic Rivers: When you have a snowstorm, that’s when you really realize how much noise is
coming out of there. If you hear nothing, then it’s snowing. And all of a sudden it clears and then
you hear the background noise going all the time.
Road and Rail Infrastructure on the Roberts Bank Causeway
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the planned road and rail improvements on the Roberts Bank
(page 16 of the Discussion Guide).

C:

Mike Isinger: It behooves me, on behalf of the people that I work with, we have a very
dangerous situation on Deltaport causeway. There’s been over a dozen people killed on that
causeway, and lately, even since Evergreen’s left, and I don’t know if you’re aware, Evergreen
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was one of the largest customers. It’s temporarily in the inner harbour. In December, it’s coming
back out your way.
They have a major problem with their reservation system. The trucks are backing up all the way
down Deltaport Way and for our workers to get to work at Deltaport, and at Westshore Coal
Terminal, they have to come into opposing traffic, and some of these trucks parked end -to-end.
It’s over a mile long. And something has to be done. The truck drivers are not happy with the
level of service they’re getting out there. They’ve had numerous strikes. They come out of their
truck in an aggressive fashion and our female checkers are very concerned about violence at the
terminal. So we have a number of current issues that are not being handled appropriately.
We don’t see anything being done. I know there are a number of meetings that have been
happening. So we’d like that in the record. This is occupational health and safety problem, and
an immediate problem for our members. And we phone the police every day, and every day we
come and there is another mile or two-mile line-up of trucks off on the shoulder, and you have
to drive into the other lane for a mile or two miles, and you don’t know what’s coming, because
you can’t see that far. Just to get to work.
C:

Crystal Lloyd: Yeah, I just wanted to elaborate on that. I mean, I definitely understand what you
guys are saying about safety and people with the trucks and everything. But I have been out
there before when there hasn’t been back-ups of traffic, and when people get off duty it’s just
insane how fast they drive, and how crazy they are, passing you on that road. And regardless of
what, you know, say there’s workers on the side doing work, it doesn’t matter. I think it can be
attributed also to people’s driving safety.
I mean, I understand what you were saying about the truck traffic, and people having to go into
other lanes. But you go when there aren’t line-ups, I have seen people going into the other lanes
to pass myself, and I’m not a truck, and I’m driving at a normal speed.

C:

Mike Isinger: The last part, where the security guard ships on the causeway, that lamp post
that’s there that now has concrete barricades, because there is a safety issue for the security
guard that has to coordinate the trucks coming in, so what the Port has done is put highway
concrete barricades in the middle of a highway, in this case the Deltaport causeway. We’ve had
three workers that have gone through -- prior to the barricades being there, have gone right
through that light because it gets very foggy out at Deltaport, and we’ve brought it up a couple
of times and nothing’s been done. What we have been told is that there’s going to be a proper
security shack placed in there and that what we have is four or five concrete highway dividers in
the middle of Deltaport Way, and we’re quite concerned that one of our workers going to work
is going to get killed.
If anything, there should be some mitigating barriers, some water barrels or sand barrels and
not pieces of concrete that are two feet high and four feet long in the middle of a highway. It’s a
big problem for us, right? That was a cheap fix. It should have been done properly. That’s not
appropriate in the middle of a highway. Three people have hit that spot where you have the
concrete dividers in the middle of the road. Three people have gone through there in the last
couple of years when that light was there.

C:

Jennifer Wilson: I was just going to say the speed limit is 80 kilometres an hour, and I realize you
just added on to the flip side of the traffic concerns on that road, but again, with the truck
lineups someone is going to die on that road one day.
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C:

Mike Isinger: They have. There have been a dozen people being killed on that road. There have
been no improvements, and it’s our members that are getting killed going to work.

A:

Rhona Hunter: To speak to your question about Deltaport Way, there are some upland road and
rail improvements as well. There will be the upland rail improvements to the Gulf and Fisher
yards. There is a new rail siding in Fisher yard, there’s six new rail track at Gulf, and there will be
a new turning wye along Arthur Drive.
Deltaport Way will be four-laned, and there will be intersection improvements at Arthur Drive
and 41B. The road improvements will all take place within the existing B.C. Ministry of
Transportation right-of-way.

C:

Vic RIvers: I think we’re talking about infrastructure improvements and I raise something that’s
near and dear to my heart, and that is the light standards on the existing container port. Since
the DP3 project, the light spill from the port on the shoreline between Tsatsu Shores and the
border has increased about 50%, and is really noticeable to us.
When I was on that committee we raised the issue of lighting to try to do something with
spillage that’s coming off there. Maybe look at luminaries, put shielding on it, do something
about it, so that in that small sector we don’t look at the source of those high intensity sodium
lights. Now, the lighting consultant came back and he said, “Put the same things in you’ve got
for DP1 and 2.” So that’s what they put in. As a result they have 50 percent more light coming
off of the thing.
Now, these lights are supposed to cut off at 57 degrees. They don’t. You want to look at English
Bluff and look across, you’ll see that even at 90 degrees they don’t cut off. And so we get every
little high pressure sodium light shining across at us, you get this dazzle from all these lights and
if you look at the ferry terminal you don’t see that, because they’ve got the proper lighting.
I gave them all kinds of pictures of the ones that they use at Vancouver Airport, because I used
to work there for 35 years, to prevent the dazzle from getting into the eyes of the pilots and so
on. They ignored all that and put the same fixtures in. It’s the same fixtures they got at
Lansdowne, down here at the shopping centre, which caused all kinds of grief to local re sidents
around here because it spilled light into their backyard.
All I’m saying is that in that little 15 degree or 12 degree sector, do something about the light
fixture that’s on that standard. There’s about 10 of them that go around in a big circle, and fix
that one so it doesn’t spill the light off. You can leave the rest of them shining up to Poirier Pass
and Active Pass, nobody cares, but that one that comes across, you can read a newspaper sitting
on my front porch at 11 o’clock at night because there’s so much light. And you don’t have that
problem at the ferry terminal because they’ve got proper lights in there and it shines down.
They got down lights instead.
And the reason they didn’t do any changes was because it was cheaper to put in fewer
standards and make the light go this way, rather than put in more standards and make the li ght
go that way. If you’re going to do infrastructure upgrades, look at that one little sector and say
“what can we do in there to make it a little bit nicer for the community?”
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Habitat Replacement
Rhona Hunter provided information Port Metro Vancouver’s Habitat Banking Program (page 17 of
the Discussion Guide).
Q:

Otto Langer: Are you saying marsh cleanup is a credit for compensation?

A:

Rhona Hunter: That was done for DP3.

Q:

Otto Langer: No, because when I developed the system in 1986 that was a no-no rule. It was
your responsibility to cleanup harbours. You don’t get credit for it, but if you destroyed
something you built new habitat, you get credit. This isn’t new habitat; you’re cleaning up old
habitat.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Well, this is not our land.

Q:

Otto Langer: Oh, I know, but it doesn’t matter whose land it is. So their system slipped a lot,
environmental protection, in the last few years.

Q:

Bob Miller: That comment you just made, it just astounds me beyond any words that you would
actually go and say, down by the Nicomekl River, that where you’ve cleaned up the foreshore,
that that mitigates the destruction that you’re doing at Roberts Bank.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I’m not saying that. I’m saying that we are banking habitat.

Q:

Bob Miller: No, hang on. Down by the Nicomekl River, that’s the area you’re talking about,
Boundary Bay. It’s quite a ways away from your property. You can’t see it, can you?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So the example that I put here was the project that was approved through DP3,
and yes, this particular site, in addition to a number of other habitat development sites
elsewhere in the Fraser River estuary were part of the mitigation requirement for DP3.
What I’m saying is that this is simply just a pictorial example of what potential habitat
restoration through the logs removal in a foreshore marsh looks like. Now, habitat banking
program is a program whereby habitat, throughout Metro Vancouver, Port Metro Vancouver,
and the Fraser River estuary will be developed, mitigated, improved and banked. It’s
applicability to a project, whether it is Terminal 2 or any other project, will be determined by the
regulatory agencies. It is not being deposited against Terminal 2. It is being deposited as a
means of ensuring that you are proactively rehabilitating and developing habitat before habitat
is being destroyed and will be through the regulatory agencies, and primarily DFO, that habitat
within the bank could then be used to mitigate a project, whether that be Terminal 2 or another
one of our leases.

C:

Bob Miller: The helpful part of that little comment was the acknowledgement that you are
destroying habitat, and I thank you for that. It’s very helpful, the acknowledgement that you’re
destroying habitat. I’ve never heard that acknowledgement before.
Now, and this has to do with shore birds, and I think that’s great. You don’t seem to want to get
close to the fisheries habitat.

A:

Rhona Hunter: But that’s actually fisheries habitat. It’s done to mitigate marine impacts through
DFO and its fisheries habitat mitigation.

C:

Otto Langer: When I directed in 1986 study on the no-net loss in the Fraser estuary, the old port
was identified as the biggest loss. I think it was 78 hectares of sub-tidal loss which was never
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replaced. No one’s going to compensate for the loss of this additional Terminal 2, no one’s going
to create sub-tidal habitats
What you’re doing is you’re trading off deeper water habitat for fish for marshes, and that’s a
trade of like from like off at another site. So that’s supposed to be way down the list of
preferences in the national habitat policy. But of course Harper is butchering that right now so it
might not matter in a few years.
But yeah, I think habitat compensation has gone off a little bit in the wrong direction here, and
people are trading apples for dogs.
C:

Bob Miller: A gentleman made a comment about your disinterest in the health and safety of
your employees is one thing. That’s an unfortunate thing to hear, but how you are reacting to
the concerns of the folks that live in the light when the solution is clearly at hand, and the fact
that Port Metro Vancouver willfully disregards how they impact the life of people who have to
drink the water downstream, and how it could be mitigated with a few dollars and you refuse to
do it is very unfortunate. And it will come back to bite you, because the cost of your willful
choice of not mitigating simple things says more than you can i magine. It says that your behavior
is no different than the robber barons of the early 20th Century.

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re taking notes of the concerns on DP3, in terms of light mitigation and I
would say that on Terminal 2 we’ve had a number of discussions regarding lighting and no
decision has been made, but certainly the use of pass lightening and directional lighting have
been first and foremost in a number of conversations.
Of course I can’t speak to the conversations that would have taking place during DP3, but I can
speak towards what we’re doing on the proposed Terminal 2, and lighting has been a
consideration and acknowledgement of reducing light pollution.

Q:

Bob Miller: It would be simple to fix DP3 and the rest of the things.
Compensation for Agricultural Productivity & the Environmental Assessment Process
Rhona Hunter and Neil Turner provided information regarding Port Metro Vancouver’s potential
mitigation and compensation options for the loss of agricultural productivity (page 19 of the
Discussion Guide)as well as an overview of the environmental assessment process for the project,
including identification of anticipated consultation opportunities and categories for environmental
study(page 20 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Raymond Kan: So it’s not a foregone conclusion that this project is going ahead?

A:

Rhona Hunter: No

Q:

Raymond Kan: In terms of providing input into that decision, is this the process for that?
Because the way I look at it is that Port Metro Vancouver makes the decision to submit a project
description.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Right.

Q:

Raymond Kan: So that in essence means that the project will go ahead and you’re going to go
through the EA process to look at mitigation efforts, compensation, but in essence, that project
is going ahead.
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A:

Rhona Hunter: Just a clarification. The Port will make that decision and decide whether they will
go through with the submission in the environmental review process. That is the first decision
point.
Once it’s in the environmental assessment, it’s not a foregone conclusion that the project will go
ahead. It simply means that the project is now in a regulated process that has a number of
requirements around it, that at the end of that process will be a recommendation from
presumably a panel, but we won’t know until we submit whether it will be a panel, which would
be similar to what’s being done for Site C for BC Hydro. And at the end of that process there will
be a decision as to whether the project is permitted from an environmental standpoint.
All that does then is it provides an environmental permit, and even then the project still is not a
foregone conclusion. Once the environmental permit is achieved, it really then becomes a
business decision as to at what speed the project is then put forward.
We’re currently anticipating, through our current forecast, that we will need that capacity
within the timeframe of having approval and moving forward shortly after approval.

Q:

Victor Wei: So just to clarify then, what is the expected timeline for you to make a decision to go
ahead with the project? Is it going to be six years before 2024?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So our decision to go forward with the project will be when we submit the
Project Description. We’re anticipating sometime in the spring of next year that we would be
going forward. If the board, the Port Metro Vancouver Board, decides that that’s what the Port
wants to do, that’s when we would formally go forward with the project.

Q:

Victor Wei: So in other words, you could actually make a commitment to build with this within a
year.

A:

Rhona Hunter: There’s no commitment to build at this point. All that we would be deciding is
whether to proceed with the environmental assessment.

Q:

Victor Wei: When do you expect that the decision will be made to build this?

A:

Neil Turner: We anticipate it would be around 2017.

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re not going to wait until the day that the decision is made in order to line
our ducks up. If we feel our forecasts are appropriate to move forward with building a project.
We’ll probably have a good sense before that decision is actually made whether it looks like the
project will be going forward, but we can’t build the project till we have an environmental
approval.
So regardless of when we actually say, okay, let’s start moving forward with further planning,
we need that environmental approval. Our current forecast, if we go back to page 4, our current
forecast is that it’s a sequential. We get the approval and we move forward with construction in
the same year that we have the approval. That’s our current forecast. By 2016 we anticipate -2016-2017, we anticipate being through the environmental review process, the environmental
assessment, and at that point we would make a decision whether we would go ahead.

Q:

Victor Wei: Since I’m with the city of Richmond, obviously my interest will be on the Richmond
side, the north end of the tunnel. We’ve had the chance to review the truck traffic study that the
Port has just completed, and the conclusion of that study basically have indicated that the

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project – Project Definition Consultation
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 6 – October 30, 2012, 6:00pm-8:00pm
Page 19 of 23

largest portion of truck traffic will actually continue to use the tunnel, particularly trying to
access the Richmond logistics hub.
And because there’s only one route for trucks getting in and out of the Richmond properties,
what I would suggest strongly, that as part of the T2 project look beyond the three miles radius
of the actual T2 footprint.
So what I would encourage you to do is to include the north end of the tunnel, particularly the
Richmond roadways as part of this study, to make sure that the right infrastructure investments
are put in place.
C:

Otto Langer: And beyond that. You’ve got Prince Rupert and port plans there. It’s silly you stop
at the north end of the tunnel. You’ve got to take it over the lower mainland ecosystem. Point
Roberts. Traffic all the way out the greenway. Yeah, don’t stop at the north end of the tunnel.
You’ve got to go way ay north and way east of the facility and three miles, you got to go 300
miles.

C:

Bob Miller: That’s a good point.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: Okay, so I see on page 18, “recognizing the importance of reducing the
container truck traffic in the local communities,” which is what they were talking about, and
“exploring the truck congestion reduction measures”. So diversifying truck trip schedules. You
guys have an opportunity to do that right now. Like, instead of improving on future structures
and future projects, why not perfecting your existing structures, because you guys -- that
number one point right there, you guys can expand them out on a longer period of time and you
guys aren’t implementing that.

A:

Rhona Hunter: There are a number of initiatives through the Port’s truck strategy and these are
identified there, in terms of what we’re doing. It’s a very complex system. It involves not only
the Port, it involves core operators, it involves the truckers, and so we are rolling out these
initiatives and we are becoming more and more ingrained and working towards improving the
trip scheduling, the reservation system. We’ve got GPS now in many of the trucks. We’re looking
at tracking them, ensuring that we know what routes they’re using, so that we can start so that
we can start to try and control those, where and when they’re supposed to be using them.
So it’s not a switch we can turn and we can make everything sufficient overnight.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: So these trips can be spread out right now, but they’re not being spread out.
Whereas last year they were spread out from seven a.m. till midnight. Now it’s 7 a.m. to 4:30,
sometimes 5:30, and everybody’s congested everywhere, in the whole city, trying to get those
trucks in till the end of the work day. Whereas they could be spread out throughout the day or
looked at different schedules so that people who drive to work aren’t stuck behind a big long
line of trucks.
That minimizing empty truck trips, we see every single day one load in and an empty chassis out.
So the environmental impact on that just seems pointless for a truck to come and pick up a cab
without bringing one out. Those are things that could be looked at immediately.

A:

Rhona Hunter: These are currently underway. Yes, these aren’t future initiatives; these are
actually current truck strategy initiatives that the Port is working on.

Q:

Bob Miller: How many truckloads per day do you think you have now?
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A:

Rhona Hunter: I don’t have the exact number, but I’d say probably around 3,000 trucks. We do
have a tracking study that is on our website, that Vic was referring to, that speaks to the current
situation.

Q:

Bob Miller: What were projections that were on it?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We’re looking at approximately 3,700 total trucks that’s 1,800 in and 1,800 out
of Terminal 2 at full capacity.

Q:

Bob Miller: Ah, 3,600. I thought I read somewhere where you were about that now. Am I wrong?
What have you got now?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Right, and I said I don’t have those numbers in front of me. I believe they’re
between 2,000 and 3,000 trips.

Q:

Bob Miller: So you’d go up to about 7,000.

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yes. That would be three and a half thousand in, three and a half thousand out.

Q:

Bob Miller: Fair enough. So do you think you know or have you determined in your study the
tonnes per day of effluent, of carbon and stuff that those trucks are currently putting into the
atmosphere? I mean, do you have a concerned about that, firstly, and secondly, can you tell me
what it is?

A:

Neil Turner: I don’t know that it actually got down to the calculation of GHGs, but I want to
address your first question about your concern the port has for GHGs. I would suggest the Port is
very concerned about GHG emissions and whether it’s from ship, truck, rail, the whole port
operation have programs in place to reduce the GHGs.

Q:

Bob Miller: Oh, like electrifying the ships so that they don’t run their generators in port?

A:

Rhona Hunter: Yeah, that’s one of them, but we actually have ones that deal with the fact that
ships aren’t all electrified. We have the Eco-Action Program, and it is looking at reducing ship
emissions. It’s an incentive program with our shipping operators for clean fuel burning. We also
have a Truck Licensing System. And the truck licensing system will require that by 2015 all trucks
are achieving a 2007 emission standard or better.

C:

Chris Chok: The consultation period runs until the end of November, and so what I would invite
you to do is to go through, read it. If you have further questions -- we have a couple of
documents that we need to send you. The annual report and the truck report.

Q:

Bob Miller: There is a company in Vancouver called Westport Innovations. They have a program
to convert diesel trucks to natural gas. Kind of leading in the world, that type of thing. Is that
somewhere on your radar? A rule that all trucks coming to the port would have to be running on
natural gas?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So we don’t have them having to run natural gas, but we do have a current
program that by 2015 will have them at 2007 emission standards.

Q:

Bob Miller: Your goal is to have them be one generation behind?

A:

Rhona Hunter: At least 2007 platform as a first step.
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Q:

Bob Miller: That to me is awful close to dragging the anchor behind what we’re trying to do. I
got to tell you, everything I hear you say is “Do the least we can to skim through. If we screw up
the environment and we get away with it, it’s a win.” That’s what I’m hearing.
And I don’t know whether these people have that sense, because one of the problems, I believe,
that Enbridge is having is that they seem to have a head space that’s very similar. And perhaps
there are repercussions to that behavior, and maybe you folks want to think about that.

Q:

Otto Langer: Just on that subject matter that Bob brought up, you mentioned Long Beach. They
had a clean air truck program initiated in 2012. They’ve reduced their emissions by 90 percent.
As of now, at 2007 or newer trucks only. So they’re already six, seven years ahead of what we
just heard here, and it’s 11,000 trucks in Long Beach.

Q:

Raymond Kan: In terms of port scope, particular the scope of community impact from trucks and
the implications of infrastructure, there’s the Pattullo Bridge and the traffic that is going through
right now. There are also the discussion between the City of New Westminster and City of
Surrey about the location of the bridge and also the capacity of any new bridge. So there are
serious implications from a financial perspective, and also from a transportation pattern
perspective.
So I would encourage the port, whether through an EA assessment or some other process, and I
read that a transportation plan is being prepared right now. So I don’t know how that would link
with this process and the EA process in the future. There’s a transportation plan that’s
referenced on page 18. So I don’t know what the scope of that is and whether this consultation
is related to that process and where folks can chime in.

A:

Rhona Hunter: I’m not sure whether the transportation plan has a consultation component it. I
would have to get back to you on that specifically. But certainly it integrates to all the
infrastructure development that the Port will be doing.

Q:

Jennifer Wilson: I was just wondering about reducing truck congestion, just to add on that.
South Fraser Perimeter Road, that was initially supposed to be no lights on that, is that correct?

A:

Rhona Hunter: I can’t speak for the South Fraser Perimeter Road, but I understand there are
some traffic lights

Q:

Otto Langer: The first habitat compensation harbour management agreement was signed in
1987 with North Fraser Commission and Fraser Port Authority liked it and did a similar one. Now
you’re all one group. Do you have a modern habitat compensation or management agreement
with the environmental agencies?

A:

Rhona Hunter: We have a habitat banking agreement with the DFO.

Q:

Otto Langer: That’s all? Because banking was about 20 percent of the agreement. Can we get a
copy of that?

C:

Chris Chok: We’ll mark that as a follow-up.
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Categories for Environmental Study & Community Legacy Benefits
Rhona Hunter provided an overview of the categories for environmental studies as part of the
environmental assessment (page 20 of the Discussion Guide), as well as potential legacy benefits for
the community as part of the proposed project (page 22 of the Discussion Guide).
C:

Mike Isinger: We’d just like to keep our jobs. An automated terminal doesn’t benefit anybody.
Building over-capacity doesn’t benefit anybody, especially not us.

Q:

Bob Miller: Baseline studies – it’s an intriguing term. Can you help me understand what it
means?

A:

Neil Turner: Basically it’s considering the existing conditions. And also take into consideration
historical records as far back as we can.

Q:

Bob Miller: So would you give an undertaking here to commit that your baseline studies would
include the nature of the estuary of Roberts Bank prior to the ferry terminal and up to today?

A:

Neil Turner: Baseline studies related to the sediment issues, the erosion issues and everything
you talked about?

Q:

Bob Miller: Yes.

A:

Neil Turner: So that is part of what’s called coastal geomorphology. So in that we’ll look at past
conditions, current conditions.

Q:

Bob Miller: Beyond the ferry terminal. So south to, and including, Point Roberts?

A:

Neil Turner: So I can’t commit to that. What I’m saying is we heard your comment that you need
to consider the entire area to the extent you’re suggesting south of the terminal.

C:

Otto Langer: Bob, just for your information, an oceanographic study showed that the Fraser Rim
which goes right into Juan de Fuca, around Vancouver Island, even though the current is going
the opposite direction, so that’s all the more reason why you can’t look at this little area. You’ve
got to look at a giant area or else you’re not going doing justice to anything.
Rhona Hunter wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form
and encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 8:22pm.
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PORT METRO VANCOUVER
ROBERTS BANK TERMINAL 2 PROJECT
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 7
October 31, 2012
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, October 31,
9:00am – 11:00am, at the Morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue, Vancouver, BC.

Stakeholders:

Andrew Robinson, Environment Canada
Anne Murray, BC Nature
Chris Hasek-Watt, Smit International
Dave Bedwell, COSCO
David Grigg
Eric Aderneck, Metro Vancouver
Fred Moussette, Canadian Tire
Mike McLellan, Terminal Systems Inc.
Murray Manson, Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Rosanna Lam, Canfor
Ruth Sol, WESTAC
Shelina Sidi, Metro Vancouver
Yuji Honda, Evergreen

Port Metro Vancouver:

Chris Chok, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Cliff Stewart, Acting Vice-President, Infrastructure Delivery
Rhona Hunter, Acting Director, Infrastructure Development
John Parker-Jervis, Communications Advisor
Taleen Tchakedjian, Executive Assistant
Neil Turner, Senior Environmental Advisor, Container Capacity
Improvement Program
Matt Skinner, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Meeting Recorder

The record notes that the meeting commenced at 9:05am
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KEY THEMES:
•

Some participants asked questions about Port Metro Vancouver’s container forecast, wanting to
ensure it accounted for changes to shipping patterns that may occur following the opening of
the expanded Panama Canal.

•

Some participants were skeptical of whether fish would use the marine refugia within the
caissons, stating that they felt that fish would not want to enter a dark, enclosed space.

•

Some participants asked about the viability of short-sea-shipping―moving containers from
Roberts Bank to other facilities in Metro Vancouver via barges.

•

Participants asked about constructing the proposed terminal and its impact on birds, noting that
the Vancouver Airport Authority (YVR) was trying to move birds away from the airport, which
would push them south towards Roberts Bank. They were concerned that if birds were not able
to find habitat at Roberts Bank, it may cause them to move back towards the airport.

(Abbreviations will be used and mean – Q: Question, A: Answer, C: Comment)
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Chris Chok
Chris Chok welcomed participants to the multi-stakeholder meeting and explained the format of the
meeting, as well as introduced the Discussion Guide and Feedback Form. Chris informed participants
that the meeting was being recorded for accuracy. Roundtable introductions followed.

2.

Review of Consultation Discussion Guide – All
Cliff Stewart reviewed the introduction to the Discussion Guide, including ways to participate in the
consultation, as well as the list of information items and consultation topics.
Why Do We Need More Capacity For Containerized Trade?
Cliff Stewart provided an overview on the need for container capacity, including the forecast
demand and planned capacity increases on the West Coast of Canada (page 4 of the Discussion
Guide).

Q:

Anne Murray: What effect would widening the Panama Canal or the Northwest Passage have on
this?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We don't believe the Panama Canal has really any significant impact on the trade
through Vancouver and the reason for that is the majority of the trade going through Vancouver
goes primarily to Toronto, Montreal or Chicago and if you look at the time and cost to get to
those three destinations, there's a significant rail component, even if you go through the
Panama Canal and the time and cost to get there, going through the Panama Canal is still longer
and more expensive than going through Vancouver.
So, yes, there are certainly destinations where the Panama Canal will have a significant impact,
but the cargo that comes primarily through Vancouver and through Prince Rupert doesn’t fall
within that sort of area.

Q:

Anne Murray: And what about the Northwest Passage Route if it opens up?
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A:

Cliff Stewart: Northwest Passage is an interesting question because if it opened up to be ice free
and not requiring ice-strengthened ships year round, that would certainly by a very different
conversation. Within the project life of this terminal, that's not likely to be a conversation. Dave,
you're in the shipping business.

A:

Dave Bedwell: Yeah I think if and when it ever does get sunny and warm in the north and it can
go without ice-strengthened ships that it would be more prone to Asia-Europe trade link and not
Asia-North America trade link. They might swap at New York but probably would head over to
Europe directly.

Q:

David Grigg: Is there any coal being shipped through Roberts Bank, and if so, how much of that
is, portion wise, roughly is coal from United States? Isn't it likely to change? So part of the
question is it likely to change with capacity, and the last question, does it require an increase in
the width of the rail access by Tsawwassen First Nations?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, there is coal being shipped through Roberts Bank.

Q:

David Grigg: Is some of it from the States?

A:

Cliff Stewart: I think some of it may be from the States currently. Western Canadian demand
would indicate that within the next five to ten years it's likely all to be Canadi an.

Q:

David Grigg: Is the capacity likely to be altered or diminished as a result of the Americans
increasing their capacity on the Pacific side? Has that been taken into account?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We have to a little bit careful here because we're actually container folks, not coal
folks, so I don't want to start speculating about the coal business.

Q:

David Grigg: That's fair enough. So maybe come back to the fourth question, which is are the
sidings at the causeway that leads through Tsawwassen First Nations, are they likely to be
expanded in width to accommodate any further increases?

A:

Cliff Stewart: With respect to containers, yes.

Q:

David Grigg: But we don't know what it means in terms of coal? I guess the issue is aggregation
of bulk and container traffic. Has that been taken into account in the equation?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, and so the widening is required for container traffic but not for bulk traffic.
We talk about that in here. We'll come to that later.

C:

Ruth Sol: We did some work in 2008 and I know 2008 is a long time ago but west coast container
demand was drawn from retailers and freight forwarders and the number was over 8 million
TEU and I see that your top case there is in the 6 million TEU range. Now I don't know how
things have changed in that time, but it seems like a very conse rvative forecast.

A:

Cliff Stewart: This demand is based more on economic fundamentals then on specific user
targets. So the fundamental information underpinning this would be economist intelligence unit,
GDP growth and GDP per capita growth. Both in the key markets in North America but
importantly in the key markets in Asia because the container trade through the west coast of
Canada is a two-way trade, unlike many in the world.

Q:

Eric Adernac: On the chart here, is there the opportunity to increase the capacity at Prince
Rupert or the inner harbour beyond what's shown here to occur?

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project – Project Definition Consultation
Multi-Stakeholder Meeting 7 – October 31, 2012, 9:00am-11:00am
Page 3 of 19

A:

Cliff Stewart: For Price Rupert, our understanding is no. They’ve got dibs on every bit of flat land
that they have. So this reflects all the capacity out there for the foreseeable future.
Containerized Trade On The Canadian West Coast
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding existing containerized trade on the West Coast of
Canada (page 5 of the Discussion Guide), as well as an overview of opportunities for creating
additional container capacity (page 6 of the Discussion Guide) and related infrastructure at Roberts
Bank (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Anne Murray: Yeah, a lot of people come up to this because it is more to do with the highway,
but where Highway 17 currently meets Highway 99, is that junction remaining as the access
through the tunnel?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Not for trucks. For cars I would assume so, but I don’t know.

Q:

Anne Murray: That should be made clear to the public whether it is going to be or not, because I
have asked a few places and people don’t seem to know, and it is really quite an important
consideration, because if we’re coming from South Delta if you are going to have to go up the
South Fraser Road to access Highway 99, then we are not separating the container trucks from a
lot of people’s travel for that southern portion of the South Fraser Perimeter Road. Whereas if
we can continue up Highway 17 and then access Highway 99, then there has been a separation.

C:

Mike McLellan: I sit on the South Fraser Perimeter Road Committee, and Cliff is absolutely right.
There will be no access to trucks other than local trucks making deliveries i n that area. There will
be access to private vehicles, and they are not closing that interchange.
If I am driving along from Deltaport in a truck, if I normally would go through Highway 17 and
then into Vancouver, I will be forced to go out and onto 99 south of the Highway 17 interchange
and then back. But if I am a local resident or say I work Deltaport and I am going to Vancouver, I
would still go the existing way, or I could also go the new way.
Sustainable Development In Canada’s Pacific Gateway
Cliff Stewart provided an overview of Port Metro Vancouver’s initiatives and programs that further
their commitment to sustainable development and operations (page 7 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Eric Aderneck: And what would be the traffic impacts on the Massey tunnel or Highway 99 going
into Richmond?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So, that is an interesting question. And I think we’ve provided a copy of a traffic
report to some of your colleagues. It is available on the website, but the answer is that port
container truck traffic at peak travel direction is about two percent of total traffic, and even with
no other changes to the Massey Tunnel, and all of this traffic coming, truck traffic coming, it
peaks out at about four percent. Interestingly, we did some work to say “what if we took all of
the container truck traffic off that route and said no more? What is the impact for the average
resident?” And in 2025, 2030 range, barring any other changes, that would change the average
commute from Tsawwassen to north of the tunnel by two minutes. So, although it is trucks on
Highway 99 through the tunnel are a bugbear for the population, it is one of those perception
versus reality issues in terms of how much impact container trucks actually have.
The other thing to mention about that, because, and you will know this, Eric, the majority of
available industrial land for increasing container support facilities is south of Fraser, so while
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today about 35 percent of Deltaport origin or destined truck traffic goes through the Massey
Tunnel, by the time Terminal 2 comes along, we think that will have dropped to somewhere
closer to 20 percent.
Q:

Anne Murray: Is that two percent, four percent, based on the number of vehicles? Or the actual
length of the vehicles? Because one truck is equal to something like four cars.

A:

Cliff Stewart: It is actually not, it is actually only equal to two cars, and the reason is that cars
tend to leave a car length between them, so by the time you put two cars in, each with a car
length between them, you have got the same space consumed by one container truck. So, it is in
throughput capacity. So in other words, it is in car equivalents.
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Cliff Stewart provided an overview of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, including
estimated economic impact (page 10 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

David Grigg: Very quickly, the artist rendition, you can see that where the rail line meets the
overpass? Is that narrowing of the sidings representative of today? Or do you expect some
widening in that area?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So, under the overpass itself, there are projected to be I think there is two tracks
there today, and it goes to either three or four, and the specifics of that I don’t remember, but I
think this rendition is actually fairly accurate in that when you are on the causeway, you are in a
large number of multiple tracks. Through under the causeway, it is relatively small, it is either
three or four. And then when you get back up into the area sort of west of 41B it is wider again.
In fact, much of what you are seeing in that area is already proposed for construction as part of
the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail Improvement Project. That work actually has been
approved by the Agricultural Land Commission, subject only to negotiation of mitigation. So,
what you are seeing in that artist rendering between the two overpasses at 41B and on the neck
of the causeway, will likely be in place by about 2015. The incremental width for T2 is actually
east of 41B, between 41B and Arthur Drive.
And if I can just address that quickly, the current operating rail right of way, is 100 feet, or 30
metres wide. There is a 60 metre, or 200 foot wide strip called the Option Lands, which were
subdivided with Agricultural Land Commission approval in 2008 and purchased by B.C. Rail, and
designated at that time as rail right of way. And it runs from the neck of the causeway east to
Arthur drive. The Deltaport Terminal Road and Rail Improvement project takes about eight of
those 18 hectares and converts them to rail use. And the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project would
take the other 10, and convert those to rail use.

Q:

Ruth Sol: Is there any impact on the Vancouver International Airport?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. Well, I am saying no based on the fact that it is not on flight path, and it is a
fairly significant distance from the airport.

Q:

Murray Manson: Yeah, I am interested to know what the depth of this area is? Are you going to
need to dredge for the berths to access them?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So, if you look at where the ship is, the red ship, which is part of the Westshore
complex, that is in natural deep water at about 18 metres or so. So, the terminal is very close to
the deep water. There is a minimal amount of dredging required to get an 18-metre berth
pocket from the existing contour. The face of the berth is sitting in water that current is about
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10 metres deep, at lowest low tide, and it needs to be dredged down to about 18 metres, so
there is some dredging in front of the terminal, but very limited.
Q:

Murray Manson: So, what do you intend to do with that material?

A:

Cliff Stewart: For the current design as it is proposed here, there are two types of onsite
dredging that are required. One is to get the berth pocket from the deep water to the face of
the berth, the other is for the berth itself. And if you look on page 13, the right-hand picture
which is a cut-away side view of the caisson structure, the area underneath that needs to be
dredged to a depth of about 30 metres below the current seabed, because the material in there
is what they call ‘geotechnically incompetent’. It is a polite way of saying that is kind of muck.
So all of that material, both the stuff that is dredged for purposes of accessing, and also for the
purposing of building the berth structure, the intention is that would be dredged and deposited
within the island footprint.
So the way that the thing would be constructed as currently designed is you can start by
building a perimeter dyke around the entire island. Then the other materials would be dredged
and placed in the footprint of the island. As I mentioned, they are geotechnically incompetent,
but by putting them at the bottom of the island, spread out across the entire footprint, and then
covering them with Fraser River Sand, clean sand, the engineers have determined that the fact
that that material is problematic can be dealt with. So essentially, all the material dredged on
the site gets put within the island. In contaminated sites parlance, if this were a contaminated
site, it is confined in cap disposal.

Q:

Murray Manson: Have you guys done the testing on the sediments for contamination?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We have done some limited testing on it, we haven't done Environment Canada
standard. So the answer is essentially no, but if there is a problem, it is addressed.

Q:

Murray Manson: And then will you need to maintain the dredged area?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We don’t believe so. The coastal geomorphologists tell us that it is likely to be selfcleaning.

Q:

Anne Murray: More comment on what Ruth was saying, she asked if there was any impact on
the airport, and I thought that was an interesting thing because one of the current ways of
maintaining safety at the airport is to try and drive birds south of the banks off the airport,
particularly birds like the snow geese, which are in very large flocks -- there’s now probably
50,000-60,000 out there on the banks. All of their efforts are to keep the geese away from the
airport, and away from the planes. Also other birds like shorebirds and so on, so they are driving
them down into Delta, and organizations like the Delta Farmland and Wildlife Trust are working
with landowners to provide feeding grounds on the uplands, but of course this area of Roberts
Bank is also used extensively by migratory birds such as the geese and the swans and the
shorebirds. So, anything that were to drive the birds away from this area, could potentially drive
them back into the other areas, which is back towards the airport, so I would imagine that it
should be looked at whether there is an impact on the airport, and that it can’t quite so easily be
dismissed as no there is no impact, because everything that went -- seeing in terms of the
successful almost hazing of the birds to get them to be down this end, could be affected by
activities in this end.
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A:

Cliff Stewart: So, one of the things to point out, and you can't see it obviously in this drawing,
but the zero tide line is inshore of the terminal, so the terminal is all built in what is currently
sub-tidal area. So, in fact, the project increases the length of shoreline. Because now you have
additional shoreline length along the back and side of the island itself, so from the perspective
of creating shore and intertidal area, that actually is increased by this. And certainly the
proclivity of the birds to inhabit that area today with industrial activity would tend to indicate
that they are not significantly disturbed by that. But again, that is an important part of this study
work that needs to be done.

C:

Anne Murray: Yes, I think so, because we are looking at a different configuration that is
becoming an enclosed bay. So, I am not saying necessarily will have an impact, but it certainly
might. I don’t think it can be dismissed.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the terminal orientation and structure options (page
12 & 13 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

David Grigg: The concrete caissons are precast somewhere else, towed in, and then filled in the
center?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That is the expectation.

Q:

David Grigg: So this can be very deep structures. 100 feet deep?

A:

Cliff Stewart: They are in range of 30 metres. You dredge the material below it, down about 30
metres below the existing sea bed, and then you fill that back with clean competent material,
and then you set the caisson structure on top of that and fill it with rock. As to where they
would be built, whether that would be nearby, offsite, or somewhere, you know, else,
somewhere else in the world, that is yet to be determined.

Q:

Murray Manson: The material that you dredge down for the footing of the caisson, goes in the
caisson?

A:

Cliff Stewart: That is the current design, yes.

Q:

Murray Manson: Also, I am looking at these fish refugia, like little portholes in the caisson?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, that is the standard sort of design that is developed for caissons in this area
over the past 20, 35 years.

Q:

Murray Manson: Have you done monitoring to show fish actually going in there?

A:

Neil Turner: The understanding is this is based somewhat on what was provided in DP3. I don’t
know if it exactly the same design, but this is certainly the conceptual design have similar
properties to what occurred during DP3.

A:

Cliff Stewart: I believe the answer is yes, but we will get that answer for you whether there’s
been monitoring.

Q:

Murray Manson: I haven't seen monitoring from Deltaport, but from Canada Place, the fish
don’t go under these structures, salmonids in particular. So, I’d be pretty surprised if any fish is
going to swim through a porthole to exist in a pitch black cavity within a caisson. I am pretty
skeptical of that particular design.
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A:

Cliff Stewart: The Deltaport Third Berth project has what is called an Adaptive Management
Strategy which I think is an annual review for five years on the various aspects of habitat that
were developed. That is one of them.

Q:

David Grigg: What fish want is a place to mate and feed, none of which exist in this caisson. It is
a bit of a stretch.

Q:

Andrew Robinson: Could you perhaps give a little bit more around the considerations and
tradeoffs on the engineering side between the W1 and W2? I can appreciate the dredging but I
am guessing it is more technical considerations that were considered.
I am not an engineer but a couple things that come to my mind is that certainly for W2 you have
more infrastructure built. Pardon me, for W1, you have all the causeway, you are in deep water,
which versus a tidal environment might be trickier engineering-wise. This is tradeoffs and I’m
just curious to understand and appreciate what some of those might be?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, if you ignored environmental impacts for a moment, and if the material at
Roberts Bank in this area was good construction material, then you might look at W2 as being a
good option, because you need to dredge a ship channel, which you could then use to build the
island. But from an engineering perspective, that material is not good construction material, so
you would find yourself in a situation where you were dredging a large amount of material
which you would need to dispose elsewhere, and then import the fill material. So, from an
engineering perspective, in fact, given what actually exists out there, W2 isn’t preferred.
The other aspect of W2 which is problematic, is because of the predominant storm wind
directions, although it would appear as though the ships would be more protected on W2, in
fact it is more problematic for ships in big storms, because of the wind loading on the ships in a
south east wind. So there are a number of things that were certainly counter intuitive to me. But
it was a very interesting process to go through, because the teams were working independently,
coming towards what we call the tradeoff process, and there was no tradeoff. And the engineer
stood up and said, “This is what we think,” and the environmental team stood up and said, “This
is what we think,” and kind of looked at each other and said, “Oh, okay,” and that was it.
The other thing about W2 from an environmental perspective is that dredge cut would intersect
the zero tide line, and the best advice that we are getting from the coastal geomorphologist, is
you really don’t want to have a dredge cut intersect the zero tide line if you can avoid it,
because that can cause unpredictable geomorphological impacts.
So yeah, it was a very interesting process to go through because of -- and one of the things we
did very early on, because when I first started working on this project about three years ago, and
I was reading all of the old studies, and they all said you really should do some deep
geotechnical work, because nobody quite knows if the whole thing is going to slide into the
abyss when the big one hits. And so one of the first things we did was go out and do that work,
because that was pretty fundamental. And the good news was, not only would the new terminal
not slide in, but nor would the existing terminals, so that was nice.
And then the next thing we did was go out and do a very significant drilling program to see what
the nature of the material was out there, because that was critical from an engineering
perspective to how you built it. The engineers all said, “Gee, it would sure be nice if that was
nice clean sand and we could just do a cut and fill balance and stick it inside the rock wall and
you’re done.” Unfortunately that is not what is out there. It has got a lot of silt, so that is where
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this sort of process of saying, ‘well, what do we do with this stuff we have to dredge that really
isn't very good material?’ and that is where this idea of putting that material on the bottom and
then capping it. So, the average depth of the terminal is about 18 metres, and so on average,
there will be about 6 metres of local material capped with about 12 meters of the river sand.
And so this project actually over the period of its construction, as designed, would consume
material that is currently disposed at sea, surplus to construction demands in the Lower
Mainland, and Fraser River freshet dredge material. That is where most of this will come from.
Q:

David Grigg: Did they find, from that that the soils had been subjected to glacial sublimation?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Are you talking about the tills?

Q:

David Grigg: Yes. Oh, there are tills down there?

A:

Cliff Stewart: There are tills down there, but they are very little. Everything above the tills is
appeared in the last 9,000 years.

Q:

David Grigg: Right, and that is going to be taken out, basically?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, underneath the caissons it is taken out, I think it is about 30 plus metres of
material taken out.

Q:

David Grigg: So are we down to till level?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Sorry, let me back up, we are not removing the 30 metres, we are removing a
significant amount, but we are densifying the material below what is being removed. Not all the
way down to till, but far enough down to prevent liquefaction, as well as lateral movement as a
result of liquefaction.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the terminal layout and elements (page 14 of the
Discussion Guide).

Q:

Eric Aderneck: What proportion of goods are coming and going through the Roberts Bank now
on train versus truck, and is that going to change in the future?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Currently it is 65 to 70 percent direct to rail on the terminal for imports. It
depends, it is a little higher Roberts Bank, a little lower at the inner harbour terminals , but that
is the direction we see this growing. For the cargo, for the 30 to 35 percent which leaves by
truck, about five to ten percent leaves the region by truck. The other 20 to 30 percent goes to
some form of value added handling in the region, and then direct to rail, usually within 72 hours.
And there two types of value-added handling, called ‘transloading’. The first is where you take
three existing marine containers, with sort of three types of commodity, and you transload them
into three other marine containers where you do a mix of each of the three. So you take a
container full of beach umbrellas, a container full of bathing suits, and a container full of beer
coolers, and you transload them into three containers for three different destinations in each of
which have beach umbrellas, bathing suits and beer containers. So that is one type of
transloading.
The other type of transloading is the one where you take three marine containers, and you
transload them into two 53-foot domestic rail containers. The bulk of the containers that leave
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the terminal by truck are going to go through some form of transload. So that is the import
question.
The export question, of those 70 boxes that went east by rail, plus the other 20 to 25 that got
loaded to rail after being handled locally that come back to the marine terminal, about a third of
them have export goods in them. The other two thirds come off as empties on the marine
terminal. Of that, the majority then go back out the gate on a truck, empty, to be stuffed with an
export commodity whether it be pulp, or lumber, or panel products, agricultural products in the
local gateway, and then they come back by truck again, and they leave by vessel. The balance is
about 52 percent imports, to 48 percent exports. The imports are almost all loaded, and the
exports are, probably depending on which shipping line you are talking to, somewhere between
75 and 85 percent loaded. And the limitation on that tends to be that import boxes weigh about
14 tonnes, and export boxes weigh about 24 tonnes, so the ships tend to gross out before they
cube out. So they put as many paying containers on as they can, and then fill up the rest with
empties.
Q:

Eric Aderneck: So when the new ships come here, are they at capacity in terms of the number of
units they can weight or carry?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, they tend to be, but not by weight, but cube. So, in other words, every slot is
full, with a loaded container, and when they leave, every slot is full, and they weigh just as much
as they did when they came in.

Q:

Eric Aderneck: Because we export stuff that is heavy?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Exactly. There is about a 10 tonne differential in the gross weight of the container
for a loaded import, to a loaded import. So you bring in a container full of running shoes, and
you are sending out a container full of lumber.

Q:

David Grigg: The latest projection for climate change effect on wave structures, is that the
height will increase roughly 0.7 - 1 metre including wave effect. So, has that been taken into
account on the causeway?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes. Not on the causeway, because we are not rebuilding the causeway.

Q:

David Grigg: The direct offset from that is what happens in terms -- I presume we are talking
about double stacked containers on train yards.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes.

Q:

David Grigg: The clearing between the double stacking and the underside of the overpasses, are
we going to lose the ability in time to -- or do we have to change the infrastructure?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, there isn't an expectation of increasing the height of the causeway, because
the majority of the impact is a wave impact, and the causeway, the part that we are building,
tends to be on what I will call the protected side. So, we’ve looked at that. The terminal itself is
being built with that in function, so it will be slightly higher than Deltaport, but the causeway
itself, there isn't an intention to do a general increase in height of the causeway.
Marine Terminal
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding the tradeoffs between potential locations of the
terminal intermodal yard (page 15 of the Discussion Guide).
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Q:

Eric Aderneck: How many acres is all of T2?

A:

Cliff Stewart: If you look on page 17, top right, there is about 210 hectares of which about 190 is
direct impact. I think the terminal itself is about 150 hectares, and the causeway I think is about
40 give or take. And then the coastal geomorphologists have said that there is probably another
20 hectares of indirect effect, so that is something that would result from coastal processes.

Q:

Murray Manson: So that is Alternative 1A, right? 210 hectares?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, 1A and 1B aren’t significantly different.

Q:

Murray Manson: Okay, and then what about Alternative 2?

A:

Cliff Stewart: We haven't done a lot of work on it, but it is probably about, I think it is 80 to 90
hectares in total. So where alternative 1A would impact about 10 hectares give or take of
uplands in addition to works already proposed for other projects. For Alternative 2, we haven't
designed it, so we don’t know for sure, but in theory it would be about another 80 hectares
uplands, and an equivalent reduction in the marine environment.

C:

Murray Manson: In terms of looking at marine environment impacts, it seems pretty attractive
to me to try and minimize that. Assuming that no net loss policy continues with Fisheries and
Oceans, there is significant cost to the compensation requirements for 130 extra hectares by
building it in the marine area.

C:

Cliff Stewart: It is interesting. We actually did that as a ‘thought exercise’, because the
assumption is that it is cheap to do it upland and expensive to do it in the water. And when you
look at the combination of acquiring the land, uplands, doing all the fill and geotechnical work
that is required, because really what is currently farmland upland is floodplain, and you can’t
build on a floodplain, so the cost of acquiring land, the cost of essentially improving the land
uplands, doing the agricultural mitigation because there is agricultural mitigation upland, just
like there is habitat mitigation in the water, it is more costly to build in the marine environment
once you figure in the mitigation, but it is only a factor of about a third to a half more. So it costs
about -- for every 67 cents that it costs you to build the land uplands, it costs you a dollar to
build in the marine environment. So it is not a cost driver, particularly. Certainly that is not an
insignificant difference, but there are other considerations, and that is why we are asking the
question, because certainly from someone who is in your line of work, that would be obvious.
For people who are very interested in farmland, their answer might be obvious, and we just
want to get feedback from the community at large. We think we know what the answer is, but
we are interested to know what everyone thinks.

Q:

Murray Manson: Do you have any other avenues to reduce the size of that terminal area, even
with alternate 1A? I mean, I notice you have got parking out there. I don’t know how significant
the area designated parking would be?

A:

Cliff Stewart: The driver for the footprint tends to be the length of the berth and the depth
required for the container yard and the rail facility. You know, there certainly could be nibbles
here and there, but you are not going to have a significant impact on the overall f ootprint.

Q:

Murray Manson: So that the artist’s rendition, that big picture, and there is two -- it looks like
the road on the north sort of splits the two areas, it seems to be little tiny dots, what are those?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Those are rail tracks with container trains on them.
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Q:

Anne Murray: I just need a bit more clarification too. On the artist rendition, is the part in the
middle then is that part of the intermodal yard?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, this part in the middle, this area here is what is called the container yard. So
that is the place the containers go to rest between modes. So, if they are coming off the ship,
they land there. If they are coming off truck or rail they land there, and then they move in the
opposite direction, either to the ship or from the ship.

Q:

Anne Murray: So that is not the part you are talking about putting upland?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, the part we are talking about possibly putting upland is this area in the back,
so these two parallel lines here. But you don’t give up all of that land, because if you are going to
put the rail upland, then you still have to have somewhere to load the whatever vehicles are
moving the containers from the terminal to the upland, and it is definitely a tradeoff, as
between land operating costs, greenhouse gasses – there is a whole range of tradeoffs that have
to be considered for that. But in general, it is about 80 hectares that could move, not only from
there, but also from the causeway, if you were to put an uplands facility.

Q:

Anne Murray: So, have you got studies ongoing on the impact of the different alternatives?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, because at this point we aren’t proposing alternatives. All we are proposing is
this, but we are asking whether there is an interest in us pursuing that further.

Q:

Anne Murray: Okay, so you are adopting alternative 1A unless you hear otherwise? That is your
favorite one, is 1A, which is have you have shown there?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes.
Habitat Replacement
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding environmental impacts and habitat replacement (page
17 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Murray Manson: I think an additional component of this is the Species At Risk Act, which is
relevant because of the critical habitat for the southern residents.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Right.

Q:

Murray Manson: The preconditions for issuing a SARA permit, for impacting critical habitat,
would require a few questions be answered. And one of them I think that is important is have
you considered all alternatives, all reasonable alternatives to the proposal. So, you know, that is
going to be a significant component of DFO issuing a SARA permit is to how well we can answer
those questions. You know, in some cases, you know, where SARA is not relevant, because there
isn't critical habitat, there may not be as close attention to those issues, but that is something
that needs to be considered here.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Absolutely.
Yeah, and just a reminder for everybody, this consultation is very early in the process. At the
earliest we wouldn’t expect to be commencing the formal EA process until sort of the middle of
next year, sort of late spring, early summer. And so a lot of the things that Murray is talking
about will need to be addressed during the EA process which we expect will take probably about
four to five years. And certainly species at risk is one of the critical issues, is inextricably linked to
habitat for their food sources, and obviously that is an issue here at Roberts Bank, as well as
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coastal and migratory birds and bird species at risk. So, what I would like to do is maybe move in
to that conversation a little more.
Q:

Dave Bedwell: On the railroad and rail traffic considerations, we say we are doing 1,850 trips in
and out today?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No, that is what we expect to be doing by the time DTRRIP is in place. So today it is
about 1,500. By the time DTRRIP is built, we expect it will be about 1,850 and then T2 would add
another 1,850 trips.

Q:

Dave Bedwell: So my question is: has short-sea shipping been considered, with an underutilized
terminal in Fraser Surrey Docks?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes.

Q:

Dave Bedwell: Today, we are running at 80 percent capacity of the terminal space. And terminals
today have more or less reached their capacity. We have a huge issue with trucks today. We
have got Fraser Surrey Docks which is underutilized. Has the port considered the potential to
work with the terminal operators to move empties off the dock by a barge, out to terminals that
are underutilized? Bring exports back to those off docks, Fraser Surrey, Coast 2000? Bring those
barges back to the terminal? Reducing the green impact, reducing the number of trucks?

A:

Cliff Stewart: What we’ve done with respect to Terminal 2 is we’ve designed it to allow for. It
doesn’t show on the artist’s rendering but on the left-hand side of the terminal as you are facing
it from the ocean, the north end if you will, it is designed to allow for the implementation of a
short-sea shipping barge facility.
I know the federal government just announced yesterday additional funding to incent short-sea
shipping. Until the market believes that there are fundamentals that make that work, or until
the right combination of road and rail and facilities comes to pass -- Fraser Surrey is a good
example, it is a good alternative.

C:

Dave Bedwell: It is a good alternative. You know, your timeline here is 2020 - 2024.

C:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, so the facility is designed to allow that, if that makes sense in five years, but
at this point, if you take those boxes up by barge, and you still have to load them on a truck and
drive them somewhere else, the economics kind of don’t work.

Q:

Dave Bedwell: Yeah, see I think that is something that has to be challenged. Because you know
the truck rates are relatively expensive going to and from, so the more truck moves versus the
number of cans you can put on a barge, there might be some logistics there?

A:

Cliff Stewart: The numbers that we have here for traffic are worst case. They are assuming no
change from current behaviors. Fifty percent of trucks are running empty, so you can get a
significant increase in container movement without adding any more truck trips, simply by
having each truck go out to the terminal with a box on, and come back from the terminal with a
box on.
There is a whole separate initiative that the port is undertaking and it talks about it on page 19. I
am not the right guy to talk about it because there is a team whose full time life that is. But if
people are interested, we are happy to set something up that is looking to deal with exactly that
problem: How do we make better use of the truck trips that are out there today. If we were to
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increase to 80 percent utilization of the existing trucks today, we could do the DTRRIP project
for example, not with an increase in traffic, but with a reduction in traffic.
And I mentioned earlier, a decade ago there were 4,000 trucks doing all this work. Today we are
doing it with 2,000 trucks and doing a lot more of it. So there is lots of additional work to be
done there. To a certain extent, although we are showing worst case numbers here, our
expectations is that we will have solved that problem, or we will have wrung all of the
efficiencies out of the trucking system and if short sea-shipping is an answer, that answer will
have come to pass long before T2 comes along. And the design allows for it, so if it makes sense,
it can simply be essentially bolted on as part of what gets built.
Compensation for Loss of Agricultural Productivity
Cliff Stewart provided information regarding compensation for loss of agricultural productivity
(page 19 of the Discussion Guide).
Q:

David Grigg: The upland area is or was in the Agricultural Land Reserve?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It is.

Q:

David Grigg: Is it not correct to say that that's within the Tsawwassen First Nations land and
therefore not subject to the ALR regulations?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. That's a whole separate conversation. There are lands within the Tsawwassen
First Nation which are industrial lands. Previously agricultural but now industrial. There is an
opportunity, again we've assumed that all the traffic that is needed to support T2 goes driving
right by those lands to somewhere else. Obviously if those lands come into industrial use in
support of container traffic for container works, that significantly reduces traffic impact. We
haven't made that assumption.
Again we've taken the most conservative case which is current practices, trucks are going
somewhere else, North Delta or Surrey or Richmond, and so there are lots of opportunities to
reduce or mitigate from that base. But with respect to agricultural land being converted to
industrial use, it is strictly -- for the purposes of this design it's strictly those rail lands within
what's called the option lands that are owned by BC Rail. And some very minor other bits.

Q:

David Grigg: So it's difficult for me to understand who owns what here. So those optional lands
are not in the TFN?

A:

Cliff Stewart: No. They're owned by BC Rail. They are within the Agricultural Land Reserve but
they actually have been designated as a rail right-of-way by the Agricultural Land Commission
and then there would need to be an approval to actually construct the rail on them.
And it's an important distinction but transportation is an improved use of agricultural land but
the construction of it is subject to approval by the Land Commission and part of the quid pro
quo for that approval is some form of mitigation and so the purpose of that question is what do
you think is in? And I'll give you some examples.
Irrigation is a problem in Delta. The majority of irrigation water comes into those irrigation
ditches from low down the Fraser River. There's solidity issues so there's a program in Delta
now, in Ladner, to develop a better quality -- it's a deep, deep-drilled water wells. So one of the
things that people are talking about today is if we could extend that system to Westham Island,
we can improve agriculture in Westham Island. So that is the type of mitigation that some
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people are proposing. Put money into deep wells, which gets good irrigation water to Westham
Island so you take an existing agricultural footprint and you increase the productivity of it by
increasing irrigation.
So for those who are in the know on agricultural issues, what do you think is the best way to
increase agricultural productivity?
C:

David Grigg: You're probably aware of that report by UBC that suggests that that area of Delta,
in time, will become inundated by saline water. It's going to be a problem.

C:

Cliff Stewart: And that's what the program is designed to do, is to actually improve the quality of
the irrigation water, because what's happening today is it's being irrigated with slightly brackish
water. So if you start irrigating with clear water, you stop that problem and over time you begin
to clean it up.
Environmental Assessment Process
Rhona Hunter and Cliff Stewart provided an overview of the environmental assessment process
(page 20 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Anne Murray: Has there ever been any consideration of a feasibility study on opening the
causeway to allow tidal flushing?

A:

Cliff Stewart: You're talking about breaching the causeway? I know there's been conversations
about it. I don't know what the results of those are.

A:

Neil Turner: I don't know if there's a specific feasibility study that are being created and
conclusions reached but I know the question has been raised. It hasn't advanced any further
than discussion at this point that we're at.

C:

Cliff Stewart: We can certainly get the answer for that.

Q:

David Grigg: I guess it's kind of somewhat the same question. It's likely that there'd be a greater
amount of siltation between the new terminal and the shore. I'm not saying it's definite that
that's been what happened in Phase 1. So what that does, I guess, is reduce the opportunities
for small fish to be protected from the sun and you know, there aren't more opportunities for
the birds there to feed on the fish. There is no requirement to directly protect that area for small
fish to rest before migration. How are you going to adjudicate the net benefits there? I mean I'm
sure that the birds will get an increase in biofilm opportunity feeding habitat but for the fish, it
seems like a bit of a negative. How are you going to mitigate that?

A:

Rhona Hunter: So we are in early stages of the process and we're establishing baseline. So we're
not at a place now where we're establishing mitigation or even impact at this point. So it's
premature to speculate what the potential mitigation or in fact what the impact would be as a
result of the baseline but considerations to coastal geomorphology, considerations to fish, fish
habitat are all part of that assessment and will be address and proposed as part of our
environmental assessment process.

A:

Cliff Stewart: And the coastal geomorphologists have identified about 20 hectares of what
you've just described. These are areas that would likely change as a result of this construction,
over and above the construction itself.
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And certainly not withstanding what you said about C-38 not requiring specific protection of the
habitat, the fishery itself, you may not have to protect their habitat, you have to protect them.
So it effectively nets out to the same result.
Q:

David Grigg: Yeah and I was really thinking in terms of the resident cutthroat in the salt marshes
areas. They're not really considered a commercial species of direct consequence to people
required to live to live on them. So they have perhaps less protection than say chum or coho. So
I'm just wondering how the heck you can do that.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, that would be a great feedback comment from you for us to recognize and
then we would respond to that as part of the consideration memo.

C:

Murray Manson: A little clarification. The new act, I mean it's a change as to how fish habitat is
protected but it still contains the same definition of habitat. It still has provisions for protection
of fish habitat.

Q:

David Grigg: Even though they may not be commercial or economic value?

A:

Murray Manson: Commercial, recreational and aboriginal. So coastal cutthroat, they are still a
recreational fishery. It remains to be seen how well the new wording in the act is going to
protect fish like coastal cutthroat. But I mean they're still intended to be protected. I think we're
not going to know the extent to which they're protected until cases go to court and then there's
case law which is where the ultimate test is going to be.

Q:

David Grigg: And it's a species at risk to some extent, is it not?

A:

Murray Manson: Not federally, no.
Community Legacy Benefits
Cliff Stewart provided an overview of the community legacy benefits consultation topic (page 20 of
the Discussion Guide), as well as information regarding the timing of future consultation phases
(page 20 of the Discussion Guide).

Q:

Eric Aderneck: Obviously there's growth in trade but there's also the trend for more container
use. So on this chart, how much of this is because of the trend towards more container use
versus more trade coming in, and what about the other terminal s that are non-containers?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It is all built in there. The kind of trade you are talking about that converts from
primarily what is called break bulk. And break bulk tends to be on the export side, and be things
like packaged lumber, pulp, ingot metals, what is called project cargoes. So if somebody is
building a manufacturing plant, equipment comes in, it is palletized. That is the type of thing
that has tended to convert in recent years. Most of things that 30 or 40 years ago was what I
would call ‘goods movement’, that is pretty much already in containers. So although there is
some scope for transition to containerization, most of the growth in the next two decades is
expected to be simply from growth and trade. Although there is some conversion left, there is
not much more.

Q:

Eric Aderneck: And then for the capacity for T1 at Roberts Bank, is there potential to have more
throughput there with increases to the road, infrastructure, other equipment?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, so that is a project called the Deltaport Terminal, Road and Rail
Improvement Project. And we are working with TSI – and Mike is here from TSI – and BC Rail,
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and the operating railways as partners to develop that project. It is shown on this graph as
DTRRIP. We expect to deliver about a 33 percent increase in the capacity that is there today.
We have about a million and a half TEUs running through Deltaport last year and this year. There
is some work that can be done in advance of DTRRIP, we think that the capacity of that terminal
is about 1.8 million TEUs. So there is about another 300,000 TEUs of growth that can happen
between now and 2015 if the demand is there. DTRRIP then takes that from 1.8 million, up to
2.4 million TEUs.
We think today, and for the foreseeable future, that 800,000 per berth is about the capacity of a
three-berth terminal. That is what these guys have is a three-berth terminal. So when you
unpick the other bottlenecks, you can get up to about 2.4 million, and then the next place you
need to go is to build a new terminal. Unfortunately, while it would be a good idea, particularly
for existing operators to build those terminals one berth at a time, it is very difficult to operate a
one-berth terminal, because shipping lines want the flexibility to come in when they are
supposed to come in, or some other time, so you need at least two berths. So, we are assuming
that the second terminal would be delivered as a three-berth terminal in 2024. It is possible it
would open slightly earlier as a two-berth terminal, as there is flexibility there.
Q:

Shelina Sidi: I have a question related to the use of shore power for vessels while they are at
anchor. If there is any consideration as part of the design to have that --

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yes, the Terminal 2 has been designed with shore power as an integral part of the
facility. Our assumption is that sometime between now and then, shore power will become a
reality here. There will be some form of retrofit. When the third berth was built at Deltaport, it
was built to accommodate shore power.
There are a number of hurdles that need to be cleared before shore power becomes a reality.
The irony of, I mentioned earlier, the Emissions Control Area, which reduces sulfur content. So,
ECA from an emissions perspective reduces the need for shore power, but because it makes the
fuel so much more expensive, it makes it more attractive to a shipping line operator.

Q:

Shelina Sidi: Yes, but there are also other contaminants that are of concern, like nitrogen oxides
as well, so can kind of take care of that if you had shore power available.

A:

Cliff Stewart: Yeah, and frankly, noise is a big, big issue. And shore power addresses the noise
issue. So we expect that shore power for existing facilities will be a reality in the timeframe of
developing this facility, and this facility is designed with shore power in mind.

Q:

Shelina Sidi: In terms of the studies, we already have a lot of activity going on at Deltaport, so
are you going to be looking at the cumulative impacts of all the activities going on there?

A:

Neil Turner: Yes, this is formally part of the EA process, is to consider the cumulative effects.

Q:

David Bedwell: Who is funding the project?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well, I can tell you who is not funding it. Taxpayers are not funding it.

Q:

David Bedwell: Okay. And my second question is: What is the forecast percentage of funding
from each of those people who are going to be proposed funders, i.e. federal, provincial, port
metro, stakeholder, railroads etcetera?
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A:

Cliff Stewart: Federal: zero, Provincial: zero. Railroads need to provide their own infrastructure
to the gate, and the actual facility plus mitigation of the facility will be some combination of Port
Metro and private investors, but it is effectively private.

Q:

David Bedwell: So you are going to build a brand new terminal?

A:

Cliff Stewart: Well no, we are not going to build a brand new terminal until somebody says they
want to fund that brand new terminal.

Q:

David Bedwell: Right, okay, but the groundwork of making an island that is ready to have
gantries and be paved -- what is your completion, before you put it out to Maersk or, you know,
APM or somebody like that?

A:

Cliff Stewart: The port’s commitment is to take it through the environmental permitting process.
What we would invest in during that time, independent of that process, we are investing in a
habitat bank. But beyond that, the third-party commercial financing needs to be there.
And that is a really good question, because I know there are a lot of folks who think that the fix
is in, and this is going to be built no matter what. This will only be built if the market demand
satisfies private investors that there is a return on that investment.

Q:

Eric Aderneck: So that party would own the facility, not the port?

A:

Cliff Stewart: It is expected that the port would ultimately own it, but the business model in this
port tends to be long-term leases, so in essence, it would be in return for some combination of
partners who would build and operate the facility, they would get a long-term tenure to do that.

Q:

David Grigg: My question relates to the causeway, particularly the rail traffic. The access is
through the BC Rail right-of-way, is that correct? Now how does that work with CN or CPR? Do
they have the right to use that corridor without any kind of levy or a tax or freight pay ment
charge?

A:

Cliff Stewart: So that was two questions, let me answer those first. Any railroad that signs an
agreement has a right to use that corridor, and they pay to use it.

Q:

David Grigg: So, you know, the change with CPR in that direction, and the competitiveness with
CN, and is there a possibility at a future date that CPR will say, “We’d like to build our own rail
corridor to the terminal?”

A:

Cliff Stewart: I couldn’t speculate on what they might want to do. I am not sure why they would
want to do that, given that there is a rail corridor that they can use for the price of paying to use
it.
I personally can’t foresee a situation where someone could put a new rail corridor through the
communities of Delta, Surrey, and Langley. I may lack vision, but I can’t see how it would
happen, or frankly why it would happen, because there is enough capacity on the existing
corridor for anything anybody has ever envisaged. I mean it is a single track today. There is
sufficient width in that corridor to double track it, but nothing that is being proposed here would
drive a requirement to double track it. So that would be likely to happen long before anyone
would build another corridor.

Q:

David Grigg: Only if BCR decided to hike up the rates, they’d basically have the monopoly to the
terminal?
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A:

Cliff Stewart: The nature of BC Rail, as a government entity is designed exactly to protect against
that. It is designed to provide open access essentially at the cost of providing it.
Cliff Stewart wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to complete the feedback form
and encourage their friends and others to participate.
The meeting ended at 10:50am.
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APPENDIX IR1-08-C
PROJECT DEFINITION CONSULTATION –
CONSIDERATION OF CONSULTATION
INPUT

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project
Project Definition Consultation
Consideration of Consultation Input
Introduction:
Port Metro Vancouver undertook Project Definition Consultation with local governments, industry, community, business and agricultural
stakeholders regarding the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project between October 22, 2012 and November 30, 2012. The consultation
included multiple opportunities to participate.
Participation:
 175 people attended consultation events:
o 86 people attended 7 stakeholder meetings
o 72 people attended 5 open houses
o 17 people attended community interviews
 47 feedback forms were received
o 33 through the online feedback form and 14 in hard copy
 27 written submissions were received
During Project Definition Consultation, Port Metro Vancouver sought feedback regarding the following topics:


The type of berth structure
Port Metro Vancouver examined two methods for constructing the berth structure for the new terminal: caissons or pile and deck.
Following an analysis of both methods, the use of caissons was selected as the preferred option and Port Metro Vancouver sought
feedback regarding this selection. [Refer to page 13 in the Discussion Guide]



The location of the intermodal yard
A key component of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is an intermodal yard, where containers are loaded and unloaded to
and from trains. Port Metro Vancouver presented information about the possibility of locating the intermodal yard either in the marine

Page 1 of 43

environment or in the upland environment and sought feedback regarding a preferred location. [Refer to page 15 in the Discussion
Guide]


Agricultural productivity
Based on preliminary estimates, rail works for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project could affect approximately 10 hectares of
agricultural land. Port Metro Vancouver presented potential mitigation and compensation measures regarding or associated with loss of
agricultural productivity and sought feedback regarding potential mitigation measures. [Refer to page 19 in the Discussion Guide]



Categories for environmental study
Port Metro Vancouver developed a list of categories for environmental study for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, which
included: marine ecosystems, terrestrial wildlife and vegetation, socio-community and socio-economic aspects. Particular studies within
each category were presented and feedback was sought about the level of importance of each study. [Refer to page 20 in the Discussion
Guide]



Community legacy benefits
Port Metro Vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional governments regarding potential community legacy benefits that
could be provided as part of the Container Capacity Improvement Program. Port Metro Vancouver sought feedback regarding the types
of community legacy benefits that could be considered. [Refer to page 22 in the Discussion Guide]

How Input Will Be Used:
Input received during Project Definition Consultation will be considered, along with technical and financial information, in developing project
designs or plans, including engineering and environmental mitigation plans.
A Consultation Summary Report summarizing feedback received during this consultation period has been produced and is available online at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
This document summarizes key input received from stakeholders during Project Definition Consultation regarding the Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project, and details how this feedback has been considered and addressed to date by Port Metro Vancouver.
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Consideration of Consultation Input:
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Topic
Project Justification

Consultation Input
Concerns about a lack of credible studies to justify
port expansion plans

Consideration of Input
Port Metro Vancouver has committed to regular container traffic forecast
updates as part of the Container Capacity Improvement Program (CCIP). By
obtaining forecasts from multiple independent sources, Port Metro
Vancouver can form a more reliable and robust view of future container
volumes.
Seaport’s 2011 forecast: Preliminary Container Traffic Projections for Port
Metro Vancouver: 2011 to 2030 provided preliminary reviews and
projections of Port Metro Vancouver’s container traffic to 2030. This was
updated in August 2012 by Ocean Shipping Consultants: Port Metro
Vancouver Container Forecast.
Both of these forecasts are available on the project website
(www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2) and indicate that container traffic on
Canada’s West Coast is expected to double over the next 10-15 years, and
triple by 2030.
Port Metro Vancouver will continue to update its container forecasts as part
of the planning and review process for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project.

Historical Research

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not taking
historical research and recommendations into
account

As part of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro
Vancouver is currently completing technical studies in and around Roberts
Bank to assess current baseline conditions. This work will form the basis of
the effects assessment to be conducted as part of the environmental
assessment review.
Our subject matter experts are developing their assessment of the current
conditions at Roberts Bank, and as part of that, will consider all of the
potential factors required to assess effects, including historical studies and
recommendations. Based on this picture of current conditions, appropriate
measures can be proposed to address potential environmental effects of the
project.
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ENGINEERING
Topic
Berth Structure

Consultation Input
Supportive of the use of caissons to build the berth
structure

Consideration of Input
The installation of caissons would significantly reduce the amount of noise
for the community and marine environment that would be associated with
driving piles. For the Roberts Bank site, caissons are considered to be more
robust and require less maintenance than piles.

Intermodal Yard

Locating the intermodal yard in the marine
environment on the new terminal addresses
environmental concerns and will cause less impact

Locating the intermodal yard on the terminal is a proven operating model
based on other Port Metro Vancouver container terminals. It creates
operational efficiencies for the trucking sector and would have less impact on
agricultural land and productivity.
At this time, based on the feedback received during Project Definition
Consultation, along with technical and financial information, Port Metro
Vancouver will not undertake the additional work necessary to pursue the
on-causeway and upland intermodal yard alternatives. The on-terminal
intermodal yard will remain as the concept design for the proposed Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project.
Potential impacts and mitigation will be assessed as part of the
Environmental Assessment process.

Intermodal Yard

Locating the intermodal yard in the marine
environment on the new terminal is preferable
because it keeps project elements in one area

This option is a proven operating model based on other Port Metro
Vancouver container terminals. It creates operational efficiencies for the
trucking sector and would have less impact on agricultural land and
productivity.

Intermodal Yard

Locating the intermodal yard in the upland
environment addresses environmental concerns
and will cause less impact

At this time, based on the feedback received during Project Definition
Consultation, along with technical and financial information, Port Metro
Vancouver will not undertake the additional work necessary to pursue the
on-causeway and upland intermodal yard alternatives. The on-terminal
intermodal yard will remain as the concept design for the proposed Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project.

Page 4 of 43

Topic
Intermodal Yard

Consultation Input
Wanted more information about the location
options for the intermodal yard before answering
the question

Consideration of Input
The current conceptual design for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project has the intermodal yard located on the new terminal. No conceptual
design of an upland intermodal yard has been developed.
Through Project Definition Consultation, Port Metro Vancouver consulted
with the community and various other stakeholders on the current
conceptual design as well as on the possibility of locating the intermodal yard
in two other locations: on the Roberts Bank causeway or in the upland. If,
through consultation, there was a demonstrated need or demand to pursue
the possibility of locating the intermodal yard in either of the alternative two
locations, Port Metro Vancouver would have considered undertaking the
work necessary to evaluate those options. At this time, based on the
feedback received during Project Definition Consultation, and along with
technical and financial information, Port Metro Vancouver will not undertake
the additional work necessary to pursue the on-causeway and upland
intermodal yard alternatives. The on-terminal intermodal yard will remain as
the concept design for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.

Traffic

Concerns about traffic flow and traffic safety on
the causeway

Traffic flow and traffic safety have been considered as part of the Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 design.
Current initiatives being considered as part of the Deltaport Terminal, Road
and Rail Improvement Project are also anticipated to improve causeway
traffic conditions. These initiatives include:
 A grade separation between road and rail traffic
 Vehicle and Access Security System (VACS) gate
 Weigh-in-motion scale
 A truck staging facility near the causeway
Port Metro Vancouver also recently announced the Smart Fleet Trucking
Strategy that will improve the efficiency of container truck movement on the
causeway and in the region. Key Smart Fleet initiatives include:




Expanded GPS communications on container trucks
Truck Licensing System Review
Container Vessel On-Time Incentive Program
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ENVIRONMENT
Environmental Assessment
The proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project will be subject to a thorough and independent environmental assessment. While the scope and
nature of the environmental assessment have not yet been determined by federal and provincial regulators, it is anticipated that it would be
some form of joint review process.
Studies
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas. These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on
collecting baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current conditions in all of the study areas.
In response to requests during Project Definition Consultation (October/November 2012), Port Metro Vancouver made terms of reference for
baseline field studies available on the project website in February 2013 (www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2). It should be noted that these
study designs are considered working documents and reflect plans current at the time the field program was initiated (between April-October
2012).
The study designs are preliminary in nature, and methods have not been reviewed by federal and provincial regulators. Should the project
proceed to an environmental assessment, additional studies may be added or changes to the studies may be made based on recommendations
from regulators.
Should the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project proceed to an environmental assessment, the results of these baseline studies would
serve as preparatory information for impact assessments. Once potential impacts have been identified as part of the impact assessments, Port
Metro Vancouver would develop and evaluate options for mitigation.
Field Studies Information Sheets
Port Metro Vancouver produces monthly field studies information sheets providing information about work occurring at Roberts Bank and the
surrounding areas. These information sheets describe the purpose, area, methods and timing of studies.
To sign up to receive monthly field studies information sheets, please visit www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
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Topic
Environment/Ecosystem

Consultation Input
Concerns about the effects of using a caisson berth
structure on the environment/marine
life/ecosystem

Consideration of Input
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver conducted a tradeoff study for the wharf structure that considered social, economic, and
environmental differentiators between caisson and pile-and-deck structures.
Waterborne noise generated during the driving of the piles was identified as
an activity that would potentially affect the health of southern resident killer
whales. In addition, airborne noise during construction was also identified as
a potential impact to the local community. For these reasons, and
considerations of construction cost, schedule impact, and seismic
performance, the caisson alternative was preferred.
Additional information about the use of caissons as the preferred method
for constructing the berth structure can be found in the summary report of
the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 trade-off process and outputs that is available
on the project website at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2

Environment/Ecosystem

Concerns about the effects of the intermodal yard
alternatives on the environment/marine
life/ecosystem

At this time, based on the feedback received during Project Definition
Consultation, along with technical and financial information, Port Metro
Vancouver will not undertake the additional work necessary to pursue the
on-causeway and upland intermodal yard alternatives. The on-terminal
intermodal yard will remain as the concept design for the proposed Roberts
Bank Terminal 2 Project.
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake studies at Roberts Bank to assess the potential
impacts to the marine environment. The baseline field study terms-ofreference for Marine Mammals, Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish &
Habitat, and Marine Vegetation are available at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.

Environment/Ecosystem

Concerns about the effects of the project on
marine and terrestrial ecosystems

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding
areas. Information about field studies, including how to sign up for monthly
field studies notices, is available at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Birds

Concerns about the effects of the project on birds
and bird habitat

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to birds and bird habitat at
Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas..
Examples of field studies related to birds and bird habitat include:
 Determining abundance and seasonal distribution of coastal
seabirds, shorebirds and waterfowl at Roberts Bank;
 Examining the effectiveness of existing bird diverters;
 Determining whether Pacific Dunlin using Roberts Bank comprise a
genetically unique group within the Fraser River Estuary;
 Determining locations of greatest use, food availability and habitat
quality for Western Sandpipers in the Fraser River Estuary during
their spring migration; and
 Determining the significance of the Fraser River Estuary as a source
for food and habitat for migratory birds.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Coastal Geomorphology

Concerns about coastal geomorphology

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake coastal geomorphology field studies at Roberts Bank
and the surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to coastal geomorphology include:
 Collecting data on sediment and flow discharge in the surrounding
area;
 Measuring water salinity and suspended solids;
 Conducting bathymetric (ocean floor) surveys;
 Monitoring sediment concentration;
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
 Measuring and collecting data on short-term changes in the
sediment surface of the tidal flats; and
 Measuring wave heights on the tidal flats at Roberts Bank.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Biofilm

Acknowledgement that biofilm and microorganisms are vital to the marine ecosystem

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake biofilm and micro-organism field studies at Roberts
Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to biofilm include:
 Mapping the distribution of biofilm in the Fraser Estuary;
 Identifying major groups of organism that make up biofilm; and
 Identifying factors that influence biofilm growth and productivity.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Environmental Studies

All studies listed are important

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding
areas. Information about field studies, including how to sign up for monthly
field studies notices, is available at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Terrestrial Wildlife and
Vegetation

Concerns about the effects of the project on
terrestrial wildlife and vegetation

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to terrestrial wildlife and
vegetation at Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to terrestrial wildlife and vegetation
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
include:
 Identifying and describing ecosystems and vegetation in the area,
including the occurrence of rare plants;
 Documenting small mammals and their habitats in the area;
 Collecting baseline data on barn owls and their habitats;
 Documenting the occurrence of terrestrial invertebrates that are
species-at-risk;
 Documenting the use of upland land-based habitat by wintering
waterfowl and shorebirds;
 Determining nocturnal use of agricultural fields by Dunlin (a coastal
bird); and
 Documenting the occurrence of amphibians and reptiles in the area.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Marine Vegetation

Acknowledgement that marine vegetation is vital
for the ecosystem and migratory birds

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to marine vegetation at Roberts
Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to marine vegetation include:
 Biofilm:
o Mapping the distribution of biofilm in the Fraser Estuary,
o Identifying major groups of organism that make up biofilm,
o Identifying factors that influence biofilm growth and
productivity;
 Identifying the density and distribution of eelgrass;
 Confirming the distribution of marine vegetation habitat;
 Determine the distribution of salt marshes and the species present
in salt marshes; and
 Determining the presence and density of Ulva, a flat, green algae
also known as sea lettuce.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
conditions in all of the study areas.

Marine Invertebrates

Acknowledgement that marine invertebrates are
vital for the ecosystem

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to marine invertebrates at
Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to marine invertebrates include:
 Determining the density and diversity of marine invertebrates
(meiofauna and macrofauna) living in the sediment, and the role
they play as food for coastal seabirds;
 Determining the density of juvenile Dungeness crabs in various
habitats around Roberts Bank;
 Determining the presence and density of gravid female Dungeness
crabs and studying their habitat preferences;
 Studying sea pens to determine the rarity or uniqueness of the
Roberts Bank sea pen bed, and exploring linkages between sea pen
behaviour and sediment and water characteristics; and
 Surveying cockle populations in the Fraser River Estuary and
examining the chemical composition of cockle tissue samples.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Fish

Acknowledgement that marine fish are vital for
the ecosystem

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to marine fish at Roberts Bank
and the surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to marine fish include:
 Documenting the diversity and condition of the fish community
living within eelgrass beds;
 Studying the use of habitat by juvenile salmon along the Roberts
Bank causeway, assessing the presence, abundance and condition
of juvenile salmon and using this information to assist in developing
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Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
a long-term monitoring strategy;
 Identifying suitable beach spawning habitat and collecting sediment
for grain size analysis and egg examination;
 Documenting the use of the artificial reefs by marine fish off the
south face of the existing terminals; and
 Collecting data on the presence of flatfish and forage fish in shallow
and deep habitats.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Fish

Acknowledgement that fish species and the
fisheries industry are important to the provincial
economy

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to fish species at Roberts Bank
and the surrounding areas (see above). Building on these studies, Port Metro
Vancouver may also collect and analyze commercial, recreational and First
Nations fisheries data.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Birds

Acknowledgement that Roberts Bank is an area
with important/protected bird habitats

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake bird-related field studies at Roberts Bank and the
surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to specifically to bird habitat include:
 Determining locations of greatest use, food availability and habitat
quality for Western Sandpipers in the Fraser River Estuary during
their spring migration;
 Determining the significance of the Fraser River Estuary as a source
for food and habitat for migratory birds; and
 Determining the abundance and distribution of overwintering
shorebirds across the Fraser River Estuary and adjacent upland
habitat.
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Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Birds

Concerns about power lines and request to bury
them to prevent harm to birds

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake bird-related field studies at Roberts Bank and the
surrounding areas.
In addition to the general bird and bird-habitat related field studies, Port
Metro Vancouver is also undertaking a study to determine the impact of
overhead transmission wires and vehicular traffic on coastal seabirds. More
information about this study is available at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Birds

Acknowledgement that birds are important to the
ecosystem

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake bird-related field studies at Roberts Bank and the
surrounding areas.
Examples of field studies related to birds and bird habitat include:
 Determining abundance and seasonal distribution of coastal
seabirds, shorebirds and waterfowl at Roberts Bank;
 Examining the effectiveness of existing bird diverters;
 Determining whether Pacific Dunlin using Roberts Bank comprise a
genetically unique group within the Fraser River Estuary;
 Determining locations of greatest use, food availability and habitat
quality for Western Sandpipers in the Fraser River Estuary during
their spring migration; and
 Determining the significance of the Fraser River Estuary as a source
for food and habitat for migratory birds.
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Consideration of Input
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Marine Mammals

Acknowledgement that marine mammals are vital
to the marine ecosystem

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake marine mammal related field studies at Roberts Bank
and the surrounding areas.
A current field study related to marine mammals involves:
 Collecting baseline data on ambient underwater noise levels and
southern resident killer what (SRKW) presence at Roberts Bank.
Future field studies related to marine mammals may include:
 Identifying behavioural response thresholds for SRKW and other
marine mammals;
 Determining noise effects of operating vessels;
 Assessing vessel/marine mammal strike risk; and
 Assessing mitigation option and management plan effectiveness.
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

Environmental Impact

Acknowledgement that the ecosystem must be
protected and minimally disrupted

Port Metro Vancouver is committed to raising awareness about port
operations and developments, and striving to reach solutions that balance
the economic, environmental and social aspirations of our neighbouring
communities. Our vision is to be the most efficient and sustainable Gateway
for the customers we serve, benefiting communities locally and across the
nation.
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding
areas. Information about field studies, including how to sign up for monthly
field studies notices, is available at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
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Consideration of Input
These studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas and ensure minimal disruption.

Environmental Impact

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver is
concerned about its impact on the environment

Preserving the environment is a core value for Port Metro Vancouver. Our
programs work to minimize impacts of port operations as well as enhance
the surrounding environment.
As the first North American port to employ a dedicated team of specialists to
address issues concerning the environment, Port Metro Vancouver shares
this vital responsibility with Transport Canada, Environment Canada,
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Metro Vancouver, and with the support of
other local organizations.
We are committed to operating in a responsible manner to safeguard the
environment and the health and safety of our employees, customers and the
public.

Environmental and
Visual/Aesthetic Impact

Efforts should be made to preserve as much of the
natural landscape as possible

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding
areas.
Port Metro Vancouver may undertake field studies specifically related to the
natural landscape including visual and aesthetic assessments, as well as
lighting studies.
Information about field studies, including how to sign up for monthly field
studies notices, is available at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2. These
studies are part of the early planning phase focused on collecting baseline
inventory information to develop an understanding of current conditions in
all of the study areas.
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AGRICULTURE
Topic
Agricultural Land

Consultation Input
Concerns about the loss of Agricultural Land
Reserve/farm land

Consideration of Input
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
agricultural-related studies within the proposed Project area.
Examples of agriculture-related studies Port Metro Vancouver may
undertake include:
 An agriculture baseline study, describing:
o Existing soils and climate and land capability for agriculture
mapping for study areas;
o Land ownership affected by the proposed footprint;
o Extent of crop and pasture lands within the proposed
footprint;
o Agricultural infrastructure such as access, out buildings,
storage areas, driveways, fences, corrals, and
drainage/irrigation works that may be affected by project
construction and operations;
o Agricultural property or farm management units, including
the areal extent of arable lands within the proposed Project
footprint; and
o The contribution of agricultural lands in the local study area
to the role of agriculture in the local economy.
 An agriculture effects assessment

Agricultural Land

A topsoil conservation program should be
mandatory

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
agricultural-related studies within the proposed Project area. The results of
these studies could serve to inform future discussions with the Agricultural
Land Commission. Where effects are identified as part of these discussions,
Port Metro Vancouver will develop and evaluate options for mitigation,
which may include a Topsoil Conservation Program.

Agricultural Land

Wanted more information about the Topsoil
Conservation Program

A topsoil conservation program would involve the removal of the mineral
topsoil from areas affected by project works, and subsequent application of
this topsoil in adjacent fields where the property owner is amenable and
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improvements are deemed feasible. Port Metro Vancouver would consult
with the Agricultural Land Commission, the Corporation of Delta and the
farm operators to determine suitable receiving areas, timing of the work,
spreading depths, mode of placement, cultivation, seeding and fertilizing
requirements. All salvaged topsoil would be used to improve local farm fields
within the Corporation of Delta. Any topsoil relocation work would be
monitored by a professional agrologist and a monitoring report would be
submitted to the Agricultural Land Commission upon completion of the work.

Agricultural Land

Improvements to existing agricultural land should
be mandatory

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
agricultural-related studies within the proposed Project area. The results of
these studies could serve to inform future discussions with the Agricultural
Land Commission. Where effects are identified as part of these discussions,
Port Metro Vancouver will develop and evaluate options for mitigation,
which may include improvements to existing agricultural land.

Agricultural Land

Wanted more information about improvements to
existing agricultural land

The Agricultural Land Commission promotes a policy of achieving a “net
benefit to agriculture” when considering development projects involving
Agricultural Land Reserve lands. Consistent with this policy, there is a range of
potential improvements that can be made to existing agricultural land as
mitigation for the loss of agricultural productivity elsewhere.
Potential areas for agricultural productivity improvements could include:
 Farm vehicle access
 Irrigation and field drainage
 Soil conservation and improvements
Any agricultural productivity improvements undertaken as part of the
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project would be determined through consultation
with the Agricultural Land Commission, the Corporation of Delta and the
Delta Farmers’ Institute.

Agricultural Land

Agricultural capacity development should be
mandatory

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
agricultural-related studies within the proposed Project area. The results of
these studies could serve to inform future discussions with the Agricultural
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Land Commission. Where effects are identified as part of these discussions,
Port Metro Vancouver will develop and evaluate options for mitigation,
which could involve agricultural capacity development.

AIR, LIGHT, NOISE AND VIBRATION
Topic
Air Quality

Consultation Input
Concerns about air quality, pollution and related
health impacts

Consideration of Input
Port Metro Vancouver is leading the way for other ports to address air
quality and climate change by focusing on the use of technologies and the
promotion of operational efficiencies to reduce air emissions. Our Air Action
Program works to reduce emissions now, and as we grow, to help maintain
good air quality for the future. Additional information on Port Metro
Vancouver’s Air Action Program is available at:
(http://www.portmetrovancouver.com/en/environment/initiatives/Air.aspx)
Metro Vancouver operates a network of air quality monitoring stations in the
Lower Fraser Valley (LFV). The network consists of 27 stations operated by
Metro Vancouver and the Fraser Valley Regional District. Port Metro
Vancouver, in partnership with Metro Vancouver, has installed an air quality
monitoring station in Tsawwassen to support baseline studies of potential air
quality effects from current operations.
The stations monitor a variety of gaseous emissions including GHGs, NOx,
SOx, VOC, and NH3, as well as for particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and
have been used to create an inventory of emissions from sources in Metro
Vancouver and the Fraser Valley Regional District.
Air quality studies are also part of the ongoing environmental and technical
work for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. The studies will
focus on collecting baseline inventory information to develop an
understanding of current conditions in the study area.

Air Quality

There should be ongoing air quality monitoring

As part of the Deltaport Third Berth Project, Port Metro Vancouver funded
the creation of the Tsawwassen Air Quality Monitoring Station. The location
of the station, at Pebble Hill Reservoir located at 411 Milsom Wynd in Delta,
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was chosen by the Delta Air Quality Monitoring Technical Working Group,
which was composed of representatives from Corporation of Delta,
Environment Canada, Metro Vancouver, Tsawwassen First Nation and
Vancouver Port Authority. The specific location was chosen based on air
quality modelling data that indicated, apart from some elevated
concentrations near the Deltaport causeway, the highest air pollutant levels
are likely being experienced in the Tsawwassen area of Delta.
The station is comprised of state-of-the-art monitoring equipment including
ozone and particulate monitoring technologies. Since this station is part of
Metro Vancouver’s regional air quality monitoring network, results from the
station can be viewed in real-time at www.bcairquality.ca/readings.

Air Quality

Concerns about mitigating air pollution from ships,
trains and trucks

Port Metro Vancouver is leading the way for other ports to address air
quality and climate change, by focusing on the use of technologies and the
promotion of operational efficiencies to reduce air emissions. Our Air Action
Program works to reduce emissions now, and as we grow, to help maintain
good air quality for the future.
Key components of the Air Action Program are:
 EcoAction Program
Our EcoAction Program promotes attainable emissions reduction
goals for ocean-going vessels that enter our Port, and rewards those
who excel in environmental stewardship. In 2010, we launched the
Blue Circle Award for the EcoAction Program for Shipping, a userfriendly financial incentive for shipping lines that reduce emissions
of their ocean-going vessels.
 Northwest Ports Clean Air Strategy
Port Metro Vancouver is working with the Ports of Seattle and
Tacoma to address port-related contributions to air quality and
climate change in the Georgia Basin Puget Sound air shed through
the Northwest Port's Clean Air Strategy. We also collaborate with
national and international stakeholders to ensure the programs in
place have a lasting effect.
 Port Metro Vancouver Landside Air Emissions Inventory
Port Metro Vancouver led the development of a port landside
emissions inventory of common air contaminants, greenhouse gases
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with support from Environment Canada and Metro Vancouver. This
Phase One report includes emissions from cargo-handling
equipment, trucks and rail along Burrard Inlet and Roberts Bank.
 Environmental Requirements Through the Truck Licensing Program
Starting in 2008 we introduced increasingly stringent environmental
requirements into the Container Truck Licensing Program (TLS).
Requirements focus on the phasing out of older trucks, mandatory
opacity and idling limits and an awareness program. Consistent with
the Northwest Ports Clean Air Strategy, the requirements will bring
the fleet up to the equivalent of a 2007 truck for particulate matter
emissions.
Additional information about Port Metro Vancouver’s Air Action Program is
available at:
http://www.portmetrovancouver.com/en/environment/initiatives/Air.aspx
Metro Vancouver operates a network of air quality monitoring stations in the
Lower Fraser Valley. The network consists of 27 stations operated by Metro
Vancouver and the Fraser Valley Regional District. Port Metro Vancouver, in
partnership with Metro Vancouver has installed an air quality monitoring
station in Tsawwassen to support baseline studies of potential air quality
effects from current operations.
The stations monitor a variety of gaseous emissions including GHGs, NOX,
SOX, VOC, and NH3, as well as for particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and
have been used to create an inventory of emissions from sources in Metro
Vancouver and the Fraser Valley Regional District.
Air quality studies are also part of the ongoing environmental and technical
work for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. The studies will
focus on collecting baseline inventory information to develop an
understanding of current conditions in the study area.
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Suggested restricting truck/train idling and the use
of alternative fuels to improve air quality

Consideration of Input
Port Metro Vancouver continues to actively collaborate with truck and
railway operators to increase operational efficiencies and reduce the air
emissions from ongoing port-related operations.
Port Metro Vancouver’s mandatory Truck Licensing System (TLS) is designed
to monitor truck movements and manage a reduction in truck emissions. The
TLS requires trucks to reduce idling within Port Metro Vancouver terminals to
no more than three minutes in any hour, and restricts the age and emissions
standards of vehicles that are allowed to enter Port Metro Vancouver
terminals. By 2015, all trucks that access Port Metro Vancouver marine
terminals will be required to achieve a 2007 engine emission performance or
better. This program has resulted in a net improvement to air quality, even
though the number of trucks visiting Port Metro Vancouver terminals has
increased.
With respect to rail, our terminal operators are advancing low emission
switch locomotives through the use of multi-genset or hybrid technologies.
This helps to reduce emissions in the direct vicinity of each container
terminal.

Air Quality

Concerns about the environmental impacts of
greenhouse gas emissions

Port Metro Vancouver is leading the way for other ports to address air
quality and climate change, by focusing on the use of technologies and the
promotion of operational efficiencies to reduce air emissions. Our Air Action
Program works to reduce emissions now and as we grow to help maintain
good air quality for the future. Additional information on PMV’s Air Action
Program is available at:
http://www.portmetrovancouver.com/en/environment/initiatives/Air.aspx
Metro Vancouver operates a network of air quality monitoring stations in the
Lower Fraser Valley. The network consists of 27 stations operated by Metro
Vancouver and the Fraser Valley Regional District. PMV, in partnership with
Metro Vancouver has installed an air quality monitoring station in
Tsawwassen, a residential community within the municipality of Delta, to
support baseline studies of potential air quality effects from current
operations.
The stations monitor a variety of gaseous emissions including GHGs, NOX,
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SOX, VOC, and NH3, as well as for particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and
have been used to create an inventory of emissions from sources in Metro
Vancouver and the Fraser Valley Regional District.
Air quality and greenhouse gas studies, including baseline data collection,
emission estimates and modelling, are also part of the ongoing
environmental and technical work for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project.

Air Quality

Concerns about the impacts of coal/coal dust

The Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is a proposed new container terminal at
Roberts Bank and does not include any coal-related elements.

Noise

Concerns about noise

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver will undertake field
studies related to noise at Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of noise and vibration-related studies Port Metro Vancouver may
undertake include:
 A social survey that solicits input from residents in the study area;
 Baseline noise monitoring and noise source assessments; and
 Noise mapping and impact assessments.
These studies would be part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.
Port Metro Vancouver is also pursuing an ongoing noise monitoring program
as well as longer term mitigation strategies, such as shore power, which
reduce emissions and also noise from ship generators.

Noise

There should be ongoing noise and vibration
monitoring

Port Metro Vancouver is committed to reducing the noise impacts of port
operations on neighbouring communities wherever possible. To better
understand the nature of these impacts, Port Metro Vancouver plans to
install noise monitors on the South and North Shore of Burrard Inlet in 2013,
and in Delta near Deltaport to:


Gain a better understanding of noise issues;
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 Measure volume and type;
 Pinpoint sources of noise if possible; and
 Apply mitigation, where possible.

Lighting

Concerns about the effects of the project on the
surrounding ecosystem and support of a “dark sky”
policy to minimize light pollution

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver has been and
continues to undertake field studies related to lighting at Roberts Bank and
the surrounding areas.
Examples of light-related studies Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
include:
 A description of baseline lighting conditions; and
 Modelling potential lighting impacts.
These studies would be part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.
Port Metro Vancouver continues to work with the community to reduce
lighting impacts at terminals. For example, as part of the Deltaport Third
Berth project, Port Metro Vancouver also committed to ensuring the
following operational controls:
• Lighting equipment is pointed north and west, where possible, to
reduce impacts to residents who are typically located east and south
of the Roberts Bank port facility;
• Implement shielding on construction lighting;
• Use downlight-style, cut-off luminaries for illumination of wharf and
container yard areas;
• Use less intrusive lighting sources such as metal halide luminaries
exclusively for illumination of new wharf and container yard areas;
• Reduce the amount of lighting during periods of low activity using
lighting control systems; and
• Incorporate an automatic light shutdown system when the booms of
new ship-to-shore gantry cranes are raised and inactive for longer
than 15 minutes.
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Consultation Input
Concerns about light pollution and the request to
avoid direct illumination of local residential
communities

Consideration of Input
To protect the safety of terminal employees, lighting for the new terminal
would follow Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (HRSDC)
required guidelines for safe operations.
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver will undertake
lighting related field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of lighting-related studies Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
include:
 A description of baseline lighting conditions; and
 Modelling potential lighting impacts.
These studies would be part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.
Port Metro Vancouver continues to work with the community to reduce
lighting impacts at terminals. For example, as part of the Deltaport Third
Berth project, Port Metro Vancouver also committed to ensuring the
following operational controls:
 Lighting equipment is pointed north and west, where possible, to
reduce impacts to residents who are typically located east and south
of the Roberts Bank port facility;
 Implement shielding on construction lighting;
 Use downlight-style, cut-off luminaries for illumination of wharf and
container yard areas;
 Use less intrusive lighting sources such as metal halide luminaries
exclusively for illumination of new wharf and container yard areas;
 Reduce the amount of lighting during periods of low activity using
lighting control systems; and
 Incorporate an automatic light shutdown system when the booms of
new ship-to-shore gantry cranes are raised and inactive for longer
than 15 minutes.
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Believe there will be minimal lighting effects on
local residential communities

Consideration of Input
The Deltaport container terminal is currently illuminated to meet Human
Resources and Skills Development Canada (HRSDC) requirements.
As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
lighting related field studies at Roberts Bank and the surrounding areas.
Examples of light-related studies Port Metro Vancouver may undertake
include:
 A description of baseline lighting conditions; and
 Modelling potential lighting impacts.
These studies would be part of the early planning phase focused on collecting
baseline inventory information to develop an understanding of current
conditions in all of the study areas.

SOCIO-COMMUNITY AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC
Topic
Energy

Consultation Input
Consideration of electric shore power for berthed
ships

Consideration of Input
Shore power has been incorporated in preliminary plans as a standard
feature on all three berths of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
Port Metro Vancouver is conducting extensive preliminary work to prepare
for the potential installation of shore power at other major existing
Vancouver container terminals. As this initiative moves forward, Port Metro
Vancouver will continue to collaborate with various levels of government, BC
Hydro, terminal operators and shipping lines.

Energy

Consideration of alternative energy sources,
including electric shore power and solar power

Shore power has been incorporated in preliminary plans as a standard
feature on all three berths of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
Other sources of power generation, such as solar power, will be considered
where technically and economically feasible.
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The project will benefit the local economy and
improve the local standard of living
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The Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is expected to provide significant
economic benefits to the Metro Vancouver region, British Columbia, and
Canada:
During the construction period, anticipated to be approximately six years,
the project would generate the following benefits:
 Direct Construction Employment: Estimated 2,500 jobs for six years,
worth approximately $690 million in wages
 Indirect and Induced Employment: Estimated 2,000 jobs for six
years, worth approximately $450 million in wages
 Total Direct, Indirect and Induced Employment: Estimated 4,500
jobs for six years, worth approximately $1.1 billion in wages
 Gross Domestic Product: Approximately $1.63 billion to the
Canadian economy
 Total Economic Output: Approximately $2.4 billion
Once operating at capacity, the project would provide the following benefits:
 Direct Employment: Estimated 9,200 jobs, worth approximately
$440 million in wages annually
 Indirect and Induced Employment: Estimated 9,000 jobs, worth
approximately $180 million in wages annually
 Total Direct, Indirect and Induced Employment: 18,200 jobs, worth
approximately $620 million in wages annually
 Gross Domestic Product: Approximately $1.66 billion to the
Canadian Economy annually
 Total Economic Output: Approximately $3.1 billion annually
Note: The economic information listed above is based on the 2008 Port
Metro Vancouver Economic Impact Study. A new economic impact study is
being released in June 2013 and updated information about the economic
benefits of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project will be available
during Pre-Design Consultation, anticipated for Fall 2013.

Economy

Port Metro Vancouver does not pay enough taxes
and could contribute more to the local economy

Port Metro Vancouver is Canada’s largest and North America’s most
diversified port, trading $75 billion in goods with more than 160 trading
economies annually. Our activities generate more than 129,500 jobs across
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Canada and a total economic output of $22 billion, which includes the valueadded gross domestic product (GDP) component of $10.5 billion. Of these
jobs, 53,100 are located in Metro Vancouver.
All of this economic activity is a significant generator of tax revenue,
including municipal property taxes, which all terminal facilities within Port
Metro Vancouver pay. For instance, Westshore and Deltaport are collectively
Delta’s largest taxpayers, contributing more than $4 million in 2012 tax
revenue to all levels of government.
In addition to jobs and taxes, Port Metro Vancouver invests in the planning,
development, and delivery of other initiatives and infrastructure that not
only improve the flow of goods through the Pacific Gateway, but also address
the needs of surrounding communities.
Note: The economic information listed above is based on the 2008 Port
Metro Vancouver Economic Impact Study. A new economic impact study is
being released in June 2013 and updated information about the economic
benefits of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project will be available
during Pre-Design Consultation, anticipated for Fall 2013.

Jobs

Concerns about the number and nature of jobs at
the new terminal

The final terminal operating systems would be determined by the future
terminal operator’s technical and operational requirements. It is too soon to
speculate about what the operating system might look like; however, to
develop the reference concept for this project, Port Metro Vancouver
assumed a semi-automated terminal.
The Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is expected to provide significant
economic benefits to the Metro Vancouver region, British Columbia, and
Canada.
During the construction period, anticipated to be approximately six years,
the project would generate the following benefits:
 Direct Construction Employment: Estimated 2,500 jobs for six years,
worth approximately $690 million in wages
 Indirect and Induced Employment: Estimated 2,000 jobs for six
years, worth approximately $450 million in wages
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 Total Direct, Indirect and Induced Employment: Estimated 4,500
jobs for six years, worth approximately $1.1 billion in wages
 Gross Domestic Product: Approximately $1.63 billion to the
Canadian economy
 Total Economic Output: Approximately $2.4 billion
Once operating at capacity, the project would provide the following benefits:
 Direct Employment: Estimated 9,200 jobs, worth approximately
$440 million in wages annually
 Indirect and Induced Employment: Estimated 9,000 jobs, worth
approximately $180 million in wages annually
 Total Direct, Indirect and Induced Employment: 18,200 jobs, worth
approximately $620 million in wages annually
 Gross Domestic Product: Approximately $1.66 billion to the
Canadian Economy annually
 Total Economic Output: Approximately $3.1 billion annually
For reference, “direct jobs” include any job that is directly attributable to the
operations of the terminal. This would include longshore workers on the
terminal, tug operators, ship pilots, rail workers and truck drivers.
“Indirect jobs” refers to any type of job within a supplier industry that is
supported by port businesses. This would include jobs at transload facilities
and industrial repair companies that service truck or terminal equipment.
“Induced jobs” include employment generated from expenditures made by
individuals who are employed directly and indirectly. An example of this
could be a child care provider who looks after a longshoreman’s child.
Note: The economic information listed above is based on the 2008 Port
Metro Vancouver Economic Impact Study. A new economic impact study is
being released in June 2013 and updated information about the economic
benefits of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project will be available
during Pre-Design Consultation, anticipated for Fall 2013.

Jobs

Desire for local residents to be given priority for

If the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project proceeds, Port Metro
Vancouver will develop a labour plan with the contractor selected to build
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the project. The intention would be to create opportunities locally,
regionally, provincially and nationally.

Jobs

Desire for local companies to be given priority for
project-related employment opportunities

If the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project proceeds, Port Metro
Vancouver will develop a labour plan with the contractor selected to build
the project. The intention would be to create opportunities locally,
regionally, provincially and nationally.
Anyone interested in receiving updates on the status of project development
can sign-up at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
Potential business opportunities during project development will be posted
in the Opportunities section of Port Metro Vancouver’s website:
http://portmetrovancouver.com/en/opportunities.aspx

Wages

Fair wages should be mandatory

Construction and port-related jobs can often pay higher than average
salaries. Any company contracted as part of this project would be required to
follow all applicable labour standards and practices.

Wages

Wanted more information about how wages will
be studied

Wages will be studied as part of the socio-community and socio-economic
studies and will include baseline characteristics of the existing labour force
both for port-related employment and for broader employment in the
community.

Transportation

Concerns about increased traffic congestion

Port Metro Vancouver will be developing a Transportation Plan for the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, which will include traffic counts
and an analysis of traffic distribution across the various routes leading to and
from the Roberts Bank port facilities.
As part of the Environmental Assessment process, Port Metro Vancouver will
assess the impacts of the project on road and rail traffic and will develop
mitigation strategies, as necessary, to address any potential impacts.
The South Fraser Perimeter Road Project and the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor
Program are being built, in part, to accommodate and mitigate increases in
road and rail traffic from future port developments.
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The South Fraser Perimeter Road, scheduled for completion in 2013, will
reroute container trucks leaving Roberts Bank. This will improve traffic flow,
community connections, and quality of life for residents and local businesses
by restricting container trucks from Highway 17 north of Deltaport Way, and
from Highway 10 west of Highway 91.
Port Metro Vancouver is also looking forward to participating in consultation
and in discussing a replacement for the George Massey Tunnel.
REDUCING PORT-RELATED TRUCK CONGESTION
Recognizing the importance of reducing container truck traffic in local
communities and on local roads, Port Metro Vancouver continues to explore
the following truck congestion reduction measures:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Diversifying truck trip schedules: Truck trips in peak periods could be
reduced by spreading truck trips across more hours of the day. Port
Metro Vancouver is exploring incentives that may encourage truck
drivers and companies to shift their pickup and delivery to off-peak
delivery times, reducing congestion and related air emissions.
Minimizing empty truck trips: Working with trucking associations and
companies, Port Metro Vancouver could explore implementing a
dispatch system to reduce the number of empty trips (trips to or from
the terminal with no container). This would reduce the overall number
and duration of truck trips, leading to reduced congestion and truck
emissions.
Truck notification and tracking system: Port Metro Vancouver
undertook a GPS pilot study with 300 trucks and announced in February
2013, as part of the Smart Fleet initiative, that the GPS program is
expanding to a further 700 container trucks serving its facilities. Port
Metro Vancouver could work with trucking associations and companies
to utilize GPS or other tracking technology to identify, locate and contact
all port-related container trucks on a real-time basis. Using this
technology, fleet operators would be able to anticipate travelling
conditions for individual vehicles, creating better arrival and departure
strategies that could reduce truck congestion, which would lead to a
reduction in idling and truck emissions.
Providing designated truck waiting areas: Port Metro Vancouver could
explore sites in the vicinity of Roberts Bank that would provide a
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designated waiting area for container trucks, leading to reduced
congestion and idling.

Transportation

Port Metro Vancouver should pay for road, bridge
and tunnel improvements

Port Metro Vancouver has contributed to a number of infrastructure
investments in the Lower Mainland over the past five years. Specific to
transportation near Roberts Bank, Port Metro Vancouver contributed $50
million to the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor projects to help mitigate the
impacts of increased rail on surrounding communities.
In the case of the Deltaport Third Berth Project, Port Metro Vancouver
implemented improvements to Highway 17 to help mitigate the additional
truck trips generated by the project, including:
 Improvements to the Highway 17 northbound off-ramp that leads
onto Highway 99 southbound.
 Extension of the northbound HOV lane on Highway 17 south of
Ladner Trunk Road.
 Signal modifications at the intersection of Highway 17 and Ladner
Trunk Road, and road capacity improvements to the left turning
lanes from Ladner Trunk Road eastbound onto Highway 17
northbound.
Port Metro Vancouver is looking forward to participating in consultation and
in discussing a replacement for the George Massey Tunnel, and in exploring
other opportunities to address transportation concerns related to port
operations.

Socio-Community and
Socio-Economic

Concerns about socio-community and socioeconomic impacts

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver will be conducting
several socio-economic studies to understand the existing:
 Economic conditions;
 Social and community conditions, including health;
 Land use and recreation;
 Agricultural land use;
 Lighting and visual conditions;
 First Nations traditional land use; and
 Known archaeological and heritage resources.
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Potential effects of the project on these socio-economic conditions would be
assessed as part of the environmental assessment process.

Socio-Community

Concerns that port expansion will negatively
impact the quality of life of local residents

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Port Metro Vancouver will be conducting
several socio-economic studies to understand the existing:
 Economic conditions;
 Social and community conditions, including health;
 Land use and recreation;
 Agricultural land use;
 Lighting and visual conditions;
 First Nations traditional land use; and
 Known archaeological and heritage resources.
Potential effects of the project on these socio-economic conditions would be
assessed as part of the environmental assessment process.

COMMUNITY LEGACY BENEFITS
Topic
Legacy Benefits

Consultation Input
Suggested the addition of artwork, viewing
platforms and recreational trails

Consideration of Input
Input received will help inform discussions with local and regional
governments regarding community legacy benefits that could be provided as
part of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project to ensure that local
communities benefit from Port development.
Potential community benefits could include such things as infrastructure,
recreational facilities such as walking trails or bike paths, or tourism or
cultural amenities.

Legacy Benefits

Skepticism about legacy benefits and the
associated perception of bribery

Port Metro Vancouver explores opportunities within the projects it
implements to provide lasting economic and social benefits to the
communities in which the infrastructure stands.
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Previous examples of projects and the accompanying community benefits
include:






Deltaport Third Berth Project. A $2 million contribution to the
Corporation of Delta as part of the Deltaport Third Berth Project
Community Amenity Fund. The fund was used by the Corporation of
Delta for the acquisition of the Seven Seas Fishing Company site in
Ladner, helping secure land to revitalize the Ladner Waterfront for
public access.
Lynn Creek Rail Bridge. As part of the project improvements, Port
Metro Vancouver upgraded nearby Harbourview Park to preserve
and enhance its historical, recreational and natural resources,
including a new lookout with seating area, revamped parking lot and
restoration of native trees and shrubs.
Low Level Road Project. In recognition of the importance of the
Sprit Trail to the City of North Vancouver and its residents, the Low
Level Road Project includes provisions for the design and
implementation of several key sections of the Spirit Trail. The
project will address current design challenges and accelerate the
City’s implementation schedule for the Spirit Trail between St
Georges Avenue and Kennard Avenue.

Consistent with the approach that has been taken with previous projects,
Port Metro Vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional
governments regarding community legacy benefits.
In addition to the feedback received during Project Definition Consultation,
future rounds of consultation will provide additional opportunities for the
community to provide input on the type of legacy benefits they would like
considered as part of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
Legacy Benefits

Communities should be the ones to decide the
type of legacy project or how to direct funding

Port Metro Vancouver is initiating discussions with local and regional
governments regarding community legacy benefits that could be provided as
part of this project.
In future rounds of consultation, there will be additional opportunities for
the community to provide input on the type of legacy benefits they would
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like considered.

Legacy Benefits

Support for environmental projects such as marine
mammal rehabilitation or wildlife protection

Input received will help inform discussions with local and regional
governments regarding community legacy benefits that could be provided as
part of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project.
In future rounds of consultation, there will be additional opportunities for
the community to provide input on the type of legacy benefits they would
like considered.

Legacy Benefits

Support for investment in public transportation or
rapid transit

Input received will help inform discussions with local and regional
governments regarding community legacy benefits that could be provided as
part of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project.
In future rounds of consultation, there will be additional opportunities for
the community to provide input on the type of legacy benefits they would
like considered.

GENERAL
Topic
Additional Information

Consultation Input
Wanted more information about the project

Consideration of Input
The project is still in the early planning phases. Additional technical
information will be made available as part of future rounds of consultation
and as part of the environmental assessment process for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
In response to requests received during Project Definition Consultation,
Port Metro Vancouver made a number of additional documents available
in February 2013. These include:
 Port Metro Vancouver Container Forecasts (Ocean Shipping
Consultants – 2012)


Micro Economic Impact Study of Container Activity at Port Metro
Vancouver
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 Request for Proposal: #P100730-19


Summary Report - Terminal 2 Trade-Off Process and Outputs



Baseline Field Studies - Terms of Reference

These documents, as well as others, can be found on the project website
at www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
You can also contact us:
Phone: 604-665-9337
Email: container.improvement@portmetrovancouver.com
Additional Information

Wanted more information about caissons before
answering related questions

In response to requests received during Project Definition Consultation,
Port Metro Vancouver has made a summary report of the Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 trade-off process and outputs available on the project website.
In part, this technical report summarizes the decision to move forward
with caissons as the preferred method for constructing the berth
structure.
This document, as well as others, can be found on the project website at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.

Additional Information

Wanted more technical information to be able to
answer the questions in the feedback form

The proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is still in the early design
phase, and additional technical information will be made available as part
of the environmental assessment process and future rounds of
consultation. The intent behind the consultation topics in the Project
Definition Consultation Guide was to obtain feedback from the
community regarding their opinions on various elements of the project
design. This input will be considered as Port Metro Vancouver continues
to refine the project design.
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Topic
Statement of
Opposition

Consultation Input
Opposed to the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project

Consideration of Input
Thank you for your participation in Project Definition Consultation for the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. In addition to opportunities for
public input that will be provided through the independent environmental
assessment process, Port Metro Vancouver will also lead several rounds of
consultation regarding the project.

Statement of Support

Support for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project

Thank you for your participation in Project Definition Consultation for the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. In addition to opportunities for
public input that will be provided through the independent environmental
assessment process, Port Metro Vancouver will also lead several rounds of
consultation regarding the project.

General

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver will not
adequately address issues

There are many checks and balances in place within an environmental
assessment to ensure that potential issues that may result from the
project are addressed to the satisfaction of regulators. Port Metro
Vancouver will be required to demonstrate to regulators that potential
effects from the proposed project are able to be mitigated, or
compensated, in order to receive regulatory approval.
While the scope and nature of the environmental assessment has not yet
been determined by federal and provincial regulators, it is anticipated that
the project would undergo some form of joint review process.
We are very early in the process of studying current conditions, which is
necessary prior to assessing potential impacts. Included in this process,
will be multiple opportunities for communities, stakeholders and the
public to provide feedback and input. Once potential impacts have been
identified as part of the effects assessment, Port Metro Vancouver will
develop and evaluate options for mitigation, which would be available for
public comment as part of the environmental assessment process.

General

Concerns that Port Metro Vancouver is not
adequately managing current issues

Port Metro Vancouver wants to hear from the community about any
operational issues that concern residents. In order to better understand
these issues and improve responsiveness, Port Metro Vancouver
established a Community Complaint Line in 2010. Community members
can call 604.665.9004 at any time to speak with Port Metro Vancouver
operations staff or email
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
community.complaints@portmetrovancouver.com
Port Metro Vancouver also created the Port Community Liaison
Committee (PCLC) to serve as a mechanism for dialogue and
communications about port-related issues in Delta. Working in the spirit
of collaboration, the PCLC is an information-sharing forum that brings
together municipal, First Nations, industry, the Port and community
interests to discuss developments, identify concerns and opportunities for
timely community input and facilitate two-way communication among
respective constituencies about port operations and development.
More information about the PCLC can be found on Port Metro
Vancouver’s website at:
http://portmetrovancouver.com/en/community/CommunityLiaisonComm
ittees/PCLC/pclc-members.aspx

General

Concerns about the success of Port Metro
Vancouver’s previous mitigation efforts

Port Metro Vancouver is committed to minimizing the impact of port
operations on the environment, as well as on neighboring communities.
Through consultation with communities, regulatory agencies and various
levels of government, Port Metro Vancouver has previously developed
and implemented mitigation measures designed to address a range of
project-related impacts.
As part of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans authorization for the
Deltaport Third Berth, the Habitat Compensation Monitoring Program
outlined the monitoring required for each piece of compensatory habitat.
In order to verify the implementation of the habitat as designed, this plan
provided a schedule for ongoing monitoring, which in some cases
extended for as many as five years after construction completion.

Consultation

Concerns about bias in the discussion guide and
feedback form

Port Metro Vancouver is committed to established best practices in
consultation as defined by the International Association for Public
Participation and other leading consultation organizations.
The discussion guide and feedback form were one tool used to provide an
opportunity for the public to engage with technical information about the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project. The feedback form provided
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
many opportunities for participants to provide additional comments they
wanted to share with Port Metro Vancouver.

Consultation

Skepticism that Port Metro Vancouver will consider
feedback received through consultation

All input Port Metro Vancouver receives during consultation is considered
along with technical and financial information in developing project
designs or plans, including engineering and environmental mitigation
plans.
Port Metro Vancouver has a strong record of making significant changes
or undertaking initiatives in response to the input that is received during
consultation.
For example, through consultation on the Deltaport Third Berth Project:
 Community concerns regarding local air quality impacts resulted
in Port Metro Vancouver funding an air quality monitoring station
in Tsawwassen that is operated by Metro Vancouver as part its
overall air quality monitoring program.
 Community concerns regarding project impacts on the
environment resulted in the Adaptive Management Strategy
(AMS), an eight-year program beginning in 2007, committed to
monitoring and mitigating project-related impacts resulting from
construction and operation of the project. Project construction
was completed in 2009 and the AMS does not finish until the end
of 2014. Data collected as part of this program is reviewed by an
independent Scientific Advisory Committee (SAC). AMS reports
are available on Port Metro Vancouver’s website.
 Community concerns about the impact of construction on marine
mammals resulted in the implementation of a Marine Mammal
Monitoring Program which required construction to stop if killer
whales were observed within the construction zone of influence.
 Community concerns about traffic impacts resulted in upgrades
to Highway 17 and a financial contribution of $50 million towards
the $300 million Roberts Bank Rail Corridor Program to alleviate
road and rail conflicts.
 Community concerns resulted in the Deltaport Third Berth
Community Liaison Committee, which represented community,
municipal, First Nations, farming, business and other community
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Topic

Consultation Input

Consideration of Input
interests. This committee has since become the Port Community
Liaison Committee, which serves as a mechanism for dialogue
and communications about port-related issues in Delta
Also, as a result of consultation input received throughout 2011-2012, the
Low Level Road Project in North Vancouver was refined in the following
ways:
 The height of the road was reduced by removing a proposed
overpass at St Patricks Avenue,
 Instead of a sidewalk on the road, a vegetation buffer was
provided for the adjacent residents,
 The Spirit Trail will be completed at the east and west ends of the
project, tying the trail into the existing trail system by providing
an overpass at East 3rd Street, and a safe crossing and tie-in at St
Andrews and St Georges.
As part of the environmental assessment process, Port Metro Vancouver
would need to demonstrate how community concerns were addressed
through project development.

Key Theme Summary from 7 Stakeholder Meetings
Topic

Consideration of Input

Current and Future Impacts from Port Facilities

The proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project will undergo a thorough and independent
environmental assessment. While the scope and nature of the environmental assessment have not
yet been determined by federal and provincial regulators, it is anticipated that the project would
undergo some form of joint review process.

Participants expressed concern about the impacts of
existing port facilities at Roberts Bank to current and
future air quality, noise and light pollution as well as to
birds, fish and agricultural land.
Participants asked that Port Metro Vancouver
responsibly balance environmental, social and
economic needs during planning for the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
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Project Need and Justification
Participants questioned the accuracy of Port Metro
Vancouver’s demand forecasts and justification for
additional container capacity on the west coast of
Canada. Some participants expressed interest in seeing
additional capacity built in Prince Rupert or the use of
short-sea-shipping as an alternative to building a new
terminal.
Others were interested in knowing whether current
demand forecasts accounted for changes in shipping
patterns following the opening of the recently
expanded Panama Canal.

Port Metro Vancouver has committed to regular traffic forecast updates as part of the Container
Capacity Improvement Program (CCIP). By obtaining forecasts from multiple sources, PMV can form
a more reliable and robust view of future container volumes.
Seaport’s 2011 forecast: Preliminary Container Traffic Projections for Port Metro Vancouver: 2011
to 2030, provided preliminary reviews and projections of Port Metro Vancouver’s container traffic
to 2030. This was updated in August 2012 by Ocean Shipping Consultants Port Metro Vancouver
Container Forecast. Both of these forecast account for a range of global economic and shipping
trends, including the anticipated opening of the expanded Panama Canal in 2014.
Port Metro Vancouver will continue to update its container forecasts as part of the planning and
review process for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
With respect to Prince Rupert, the Fairview Container Terminal Development – Phase 2 received
environmental approval from the Minister of the Environment, and can now proceed with next
steps. These improvements, as well as those planned for Vancouver, are required to meet
anticipated container traffic through the Pacific Gateway through to 2030.
Port Metro Vancouver is committed to maximizing the efficiency of existing port operations. By
working collaboratively with supply chain partners, including those in the rail and trucking
industries, the port is continually improving overall performance. While the use of short sea
shipping within Port Metro Vancouver would not be able to replace the need for a new terminal,
the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project is being designed to permit some form of short sea
shipping, should this activity become feasible at some time in the future.

Project Components
Participants asked for more information about the
location, orientation and layout of the new terminal
and the location of the intermodal yard.

The project is still in the early planning phases. Additional technical information will be made
available as part of future rounds of consultation and as part of the environmental assessment
process for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
In response to requests received during Project Definition Consultation, Port Metro Vancouver
made a number of additional documents available in February 2013, including the following
document which discusses location and orientation of the proposed new terminal:
 Summary Report - Terminal 2 Trade-Off Process and Outputs
These documents, as well as others, can be found on the project website at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
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Compensation and Mitigation
Participants expressed concern about the loss of
agricultural land that could result from the proposed
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project and were interested in
knowing more about Port Metro Vancouver’s plan for
mitigation, including potential locations for habitat
banking opportunities.
Requests for More Information
Participants expressed interest in having more
information about the project, including having access
to various project documents and studies and
additional details about the environmental assessment
process and baseline field studies currently underway.

As part of ongoing environmental and technical work for the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Project, Port Metro Vancouver may undertake agricultural-related studies within the proposed
Project area. The results of these studies could serve to inform future discussions with the
Agricultural Land Commission. Where effects are identified as part of these discussions, Port Metro
Vancouver will develop and evaluate options for mitigation.

The project is still in the early planning phases. Additional information will be made available as part
of future rounds of consultation and as part of the environmental assessment process for the
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
In response to requests received during Project Definition Consultation, Port Metro Vancouver has
made a number of additional documents available in February 2013. These include:
 Port Metro Vancouver Container Forecasts (Ocean Shipping Consultants – 2012)


Micro Economic Impact Study of Container Activity at Port Metro Vancouver



Request for Proposal: #P100730-19



Summary Report - Terminal 2 Trade-Off Process and Outputs



Baseline Field Studies - Terms of Reference

These documents, as well as others, can be found on the project website at
www.portmetrovancouver.com/RBT2.
For more information about the Canadian environmental assessment process, please visit
www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca, and for more information about the British Columbia environmental
assessment process, please visit www.eao.gov.bc.ca
Road and Rail Traffic
Participants expressed concern about the potential
increase in road and rail traffic as a result of the
proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project and asked
that Port Metro Vancouver review options for
improving the efficiency of container trucks to reduce
the number of empty truck trips and eliminate

Port Metro Vancouver will be developing a Transportation Plan for the proposed Roberts Bank
Terminal 2 Project, which will include traffic counts and an analysis of traffic distribution across the
various routes leading to and from the Roberts Bank port facilities.
As part of the Environmental Assessment process, Port Metro Vancouver will assess the impacts of
the project on road and rail traffic and will develop mitigation strategies, as necessary, to address
any potential impacts.
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unnecessary trips throughout the Metro Vancouver.

The South Fraser Perimeter Road Project and the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor Program are being
built, in part, to accommodate and mitigate increases in road and rail traffic from future port
developments.
The South Fraser Perimeter Road, scheduled for completion in 2013, will reroute container trucks
leaving Roberts Bank. This will improve traffic flow, community connections, and quality of life for
residents and local businesses by restricting container trucks from Highway 17 north of Deltaport
Way, and from Highway 10 west of Highway 91.
Port Metro Vancouver is also looking forward to participating in consultation and working
collaboratively with partners in discussing a replacement for the George Massey Tunnel.
REDUCING PORT-RELATED TRUCK CONGESTION
Recognizing the importance of reducing container truck traffic in local communities and on local
roads, Port Metro Vancouver continues to explore the following truck congestion reduction
measures:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Diversifying truck trip schedules: Truck trips in peak periods could be reduced by spreading
truck trips across more hours of the day. Port Metro Vancouver is exploring incentives that may
encourage truck drivers and companies to shift their pickup and delivery to off-peak delivery
times, reducing congestion and related air emissions.
Minimizing empty truck trips: Working with trucking associations and companies, Port Metro
Vancouver could explore implementing a dispatch system to reduce the number of empty trips
(trips to or from the terminal with no container). This would reduce the overall number and
duration of truck trips, leading to reduced congestion and truck emissions.
Truck notification and tracking system: Port Metro Vancouver recently undertook a GPS pilot
study with 300 trucks and is currently working to expand GPS to a further 700 container trucks
serving its facilities. Port Metro Vancouver could work with trucking associations and
companies to utilize GPS or other tracking technology to identify, locate and contact all portrelated container trucks on a real-time basis. Using this technology, fleet operators would be
able to anticipate travelling conditions for individual vehicles, creating better arrival and
departure strategies that could reduce truck congestion, which would lead to a reduction in
idling and truck emissions.
Providing designated truck waiting areas: Port Metro Vancouver could explore sites in the
vicinity of Roberts Bank that would provide a designated waiting area for container trucks,
leading to reduced congestion and idling.
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Community Legacy Benefits
Participants were interested in potential community
benefits, including the possibilities for a
cycling/pedestrian overpass, improvements to transit
and contributions to the trail system on the foreshore
at Roberts Bank.

The feedback and suggestions that were received during Project Definition Consultation will help
inform discussions with local and regional governments regarding community legacy benefits that
could be provided as part of the proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project.
In future rounds of consultation, there will be additional opportunities for the community to
provide input on the type of legacy benefits they would like considered.
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Request Number IR1-09: Dredging Equipment
Information Request
1. Discuss how the use of foreign-owned dredging equipment would modify the proposed
construction schedule and activities.
2. Assuming that the use of foreign-owned dredging equipment becomes a technically and
economically feasible alternative means, carry out an alternative means analysis that
compares this alternative with that of local dredging equipment.
a. Compare the alternative means on the basis of the environmental effects as well as
the technical and economic feasibility.
b. Identify whether the preferred means would change based on the relative
consideration of environmental effects.
VFPA Response
1. Discuss how the use of foreign-owned dredging equipment would modify the
proposed construction schedule and activities.
1

Use of foreign dredging equipment is currently limited by the Coasting Trade Act when suitable

2

Canadian equipment is available (see EIS Sections 4.3.2 and 5.5.1.2). However, should RBT2

3

be able to obtain a Coasting Trade Act exemption, and/or should the Canada-European Union

4

Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement come into effect, then contractors may

5

propose the use of foreign dredging equipment to complete the work. The main differences

6

between foreign dredging equipment and Canadian equipment are size and production rates.

7

The construction methodology proposed in EIS Section 4.3 (construction schedule) and EIS

8

Section 4.4 (construction activities) would stay materially the same, but the use of larger

9

foreign dredging equipment might result in schedule and cost benefits. Additional information

10

pertaining to the benefits of using a foreign dredge are provided in Question 2 response

11

below.

12

It should be noted that in the EIS and this response, the VFPA makes reference to specific

13

pieces of equipment, such as Fraser River Pile and Dredge’s (FRPD’s) Columbia, FRPD309, or

14

Titan for the purposes of environmental assessment only (i.e., preparation of the EIS,

15

including description of the Project). For the procurement and actual construction of the

16

Project, the VFPA intends to allow contractors to propose and use alternative pieces of

17

equipment provided these pieces of equipment meet the Project’s objectives, constraints, and

18

requirements, which could include foreign dredges if permission to use them is obtained.
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2. Assuming that the use of foreign-owned dredging equipment becomes a
technically and economically feasible alternative means, carry out an alternative
means analysis that compares this alternative with that of local dredging
equipment.
a. Compare the alternative means on the basis of the environmental effects as
well as the technical and economic feasibility.
19

As described in the VFPA’s response to IR1-06, the alternative means analyses were

20

conducted in accordance with the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Operational

21

Policy Statement (OPS) Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian

22

Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (the current OPS). The methodology first requires an

23

analysis of whether an alternative is technically feasible and economically feasible. An

24

alternative needs to meet all technical criteria to be considered technically feasible, and if all

25

technical criteria are met, then economic feasibility is considered. An effects assessment,

26

within the scope of an alternative means analysis, is only conducted on alternatives that are

27

deemed to be technically and economically feasible.

28

There are three main dredging tasks associated with RBT2 as per Section 4.4 of the EIS:

29

1. Dredging of the material from the dredge basin;

30

2. Dredging material deposited into the Intermediate Transfer Pit (ITP); and

31

3. Dredging of material from the tug basin expansion.

32

Dredging of the dredge basin would occur as outlined in Section 4.4.1.8 of the EIS with larger

33

foreign dredge equipment having higher production rates. Higher production rates may reduce

34

costs, would improve schedule, and correspondingly, the shorter duration will have some

35

inherent environmental benefits.

36

Dredging of material deposited into the ITP with a larger foreign dredge would reduce the

37

requirement of having two dredges performing this task (as identified in EIS Section 4.4.1.5)

38

due to higher production rates. Higher production rates may reduce costs, would improve

39

schedule, and correspondingly, the reduction of dredging equipment to one unit instead of

40

two will have some inherent environmental benefits.

41

Dredging of the tug basin, due to its small area and shallow water, will not benefit from the

42

availability of foreign dredges. As explained in Section 4.1.1.8 of the EIS, this dredging is

43

considered to be performed by a barge mounted clamshell dredge due to manoeuvrability and

44

draught restrictions.
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45

Based on the assumption that a foreign dredge is an option under the Coasting Trade Act,

46

and/or under the Canada-European Union Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (if

47

it comes into effect), three technically and economically dredging equipment alternatives were

48

considered in the alternative means analyses, including the following:

49



Dredge A – Local dredge without pump ashore capability (e.g., FRPD’s Titan);

50



Dredge B – Local dredge with pump ashore capability (e.g., FRPD’s Columbia or

51
52

FRPD309); and


Dredge C – Foreign dredge with pump ashore capability.

53

Each of these alternatives was assessed for dredging in the dredge basin and reclaim dredging

54

of the ITP. For each activity, Table IR1-09-1 in Appendix IR1-09-A provides the feasibility

55

analyses for local and foreign dredges, as well as a comparison of environmental effects.
b. Identify whether the preferred means would change based on the relative
consideration of environmental effects.

56

Based on the relative consideration of environmental effects, a foreign dredge would likely be

57

the preferred means for both activities (dredging in the dredge basin and reclaim dredging of

58

the ITP). The use of a foreign dredge is contingent upon a Coasting Trade Act exemption

59

and/or the Canada-European Union Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (if it

60

comes into effect).
Appendices
Appendix IR1-09-A

Supporting Table
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APPENDIX IR1-09-A
SUPPORTING TABLE

Table IR1-09-1

Alternatives
Considered for
Dredging
Equipment

Alternative Means Analysis for Local and Foreign Dredges
Technical
Evaluation

Economic
Evaluation

Proven Use for
Equipment

Construction
Costs Acceptable

(sufficient working
depth, pump
ashore capability)

(operation cost,
schedule
implications)

Environmental Evaluation
Feasibility and Supporting
Rationale for Rejection of
Alternative

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Alternative Means Analysis
Conclusion

Dredging in the Dredge Basin
A. Local dredge
without pump
ashore capability

No

Not applicable as
not technically
feasible.

Not feasible, as dredgeate
from the dredge basin requires
pumping to the containment
dyke areas, which requires
pump ashore capability.

Not
a
technically
alternative.

Not applicable as not technically feasible.



feasible

Human Health
Little or no change to human health from air and noise emissions compared to use of Dredge C
as:





At the time of the activity, any decreases in emissions associated with a lower production
rate may be offset by increases in emissions associated with older less-efficient
equipmenta,b; and



For the duration of the construction phase, increases in emissions associated with longer
duration of dredgingc may be offset by decreases in emissions associated with a lower
production ratea.

Marine Fish, Marine Mammals, Coastal Birds
Little or no change to marine fish, marine mammals, and coastal birds from underwater noise
compared to use of Dredge C as:

B. Local dredge with
pump ashore
capability

Yes

Yes



At the time of the activity, any decreases in underwater noise associated with a lower
production rate may be offset by increases in underwater noise associated with older
equipmenta,b; and



For the duration of the construction phase, increases in underwater noise associated with
longer duration of dredgingc may be offset by decreases in emissions associated with a
lower production ratea.

Feasible



Least preferred alternative as
longer dredging activity period.
Assessed in EIS as no other
alternative, such as Dredge C, at
the time of assessment.

Coastal Birds
Little or no change to coastal birds from noise emissions compared to use of Dredge C as:





At the time of the activity, any decreases in noise levels associated with a lower production
rate may be offset by increases in noise levels associated with older equipmenta,b; and



For the duration of the construction phase, increases in noise levels associated with longer
duration of dredgingc may be offset by decreases in noise levels associated with a lower
production ratea.

Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds
Increase in duration of temporary habitat changes (i.e., water quality, benthic disturbances)
associated with an increase in dredging activity durationc.
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Alternatives
Considered for
Dredging
Equipment

Technical
Evaluation

Economic
Evaluation

Proven Use for
Equipment

Construction
Costs Acceptable

(sufficient working
depth, pump
ashore capability)

(operation cost,
schedule
implications)

Environmental Evaluation
Feasibility and Supporting
Rationale for Rejection of
Alternative

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components



Alternative Means Analysis
Conclusion

Human Health
Little or no change to human health from air and noise emissions compared to use of Dredge B
as:





At the time of the activity, any increases in emissions associated with a higher production
rate may be offset by decreases in emissions associated with newer more-efficient
equipmenta,b; and



For the duration of the construction phase, decreases in emissions associated with a
shorter duration of dredgingc may be offset by increases in emissions associated with a
higher production ratea.

Marine Fish, Marine Mammals, Coastal Birds
Little or no change to marine fish, marine mammals, and coastal birds from underwater noise
compared to use of Dredge B as:

C. Foreign dredge
with pump ashore
capability

Yes

Yes



At the time of the activity, any increases in underwater noise associated with a higher
production rate may be offset by decreases in underwater noise associated with newer
equipmenta,b; and



For the duration of the construction phase, decreases in underwater noise associated with
a shorter duration of dredgingc may be offset by increased emissions associated with a
higher production ratea.

Feasible



Preferred
alternative
due
to
production and schedule benefits,
but use is contingent upon Coasting
Trade
Act
exemption
and/or
Canada-European
Union
Comprehensive
Economic
and
Trade Agreement coming into
effect.

Coastal Birds
Little or no change to coastal birds from noise emissions compared to use of Dredge B as:





At the time of the activity, any increases in noise levels associated with a higher production
rate may be offset by decreases in noise levels associated with newer equipmenta,b; and



For the duration of the construction phase, decreases in noise levels associated with as
shorter duration of dredgingc may be offset by increases in noise levels associated with a
higher production ratea.

Marine Invertebrates, Marine Fish, Coastal Birds
Decrease in duration of temporary habitat changes (i.e., water quality, benthic disturbances)
associated with a decrease in dredging activity durationc.

Reclaim Dredging of the ITP
A. Local dredge
without pump
ashore capability
(in concert with a
Dredge B type
dredge)

No

No

Not feasible, as dredgeate
from the ITP requires pumping
to the containment dyke
areas, which requires pump
ashore capability.

Not applicable as not technically feasible.

Not
a
technically
alternative.

feasible
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Alternatives
Considered for
Dredging
Equipment

Technical
Evaluation

Economic
Evaluation

Proven Use for
Equipment

Construction
Costs Acceptable

(sufficient working
depth, pump
ashore capability)

(operation cost,
schedule
implications)

Environmental Evaluation
Feasibility and Supporting
Rationale for Rejection of
Alternative

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components


B. Local dredge with
pump ashore
capability (in
concert with a
Dredge B type
dredge)

Human Health
Air and noise emissions (as assessed in the EIS) may be higher than Dredge C due to additional
dredge being required, noting that local dredges are likely older and less efficient.


Yes

Yes

Feasible

Marine Fish, Marine Mammals, Coastal Birds
Underwater noise (as assessed in the EIS) may be higher than Dredge C due to additional
dredge being required, noting that local dredges are likely older and less efficient.



Coastal Birds
Noise emissions (as assessed in the EIS) may be higher than Dredge C due to additional
dredge being required, noting that local dredges are likely older and less efficient.



Human Health
Air and noise emissions may be lower than Dredge B due to a single Dredge C being required
that is likely newer and more efficient.

C. Foreign dredge
with pump ashore
capability


Yes

Yes

Feasible

Marine Fish, Marine Mammals, Coastal Birds
Underwater noise may be lower than Dredges B due to a single Dredge C being required that
is likely newer and more efficient.



Alternative Means Analysis
Conclusion

Coastal Birds
Noise emissions may be lower than Dredges B due to a single Dredge C being required that is
likely newer and more efficient.

Least preferred alternative as it
requires two dredges during the
activity
period
to
maintain
schedule. Assessed in EIS as no
other
alternative,
such
as
Dredge C,
at
the
time
of
assessment.

Preferred alternative as only one
dredge
required
to
maintain
schedule, but use is contingent
upon Coasting Trade Act exemption
and/or Canada-European Union
Comprehensive
Economic
and
Trade Agreement coming into
effect. Increases in air, noise, and
underwater noise emissions will
depend
upon
the
dredge
specifications, but this larger
dredge is likely more efficient and
less polluting than older local
dredges.

Notes:
a. Assumes lower production rate will generate less emissions and higher production rate will generate more emissions per unit of activity; however, emission rates and sound levels will ultimately depend on the actual dredge equipment
used.
b. Assumes foreign dredge (Dredge C) will be newer, more efficient, and have a higher production rate.
c. Assumes lower production rate will increase the duration of dredging activity, while higher production rate decrease the duration of dredging activity.
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Request Number IR1-10: On-Land Temporary Sand Storage Alternative
Information Request
1. Evaluate the technical and economic feasibility of an on-land temporary sand storage
option as an alternative means of storing sand dredged during the annual maintenance
dredging program of the Fraser River, or any other additional sources of sand, to be used
as fill and for future reclamation. Clearly state the criteria used to assess technical and
economic feasibility.
2. If the alternative is considered to be technically and economically feasible, briefly assess
the potential environmental effects of this alternative on valued components potentially
affected by this alternative means.
3. Evaluate whether the on-land temporary sand storage alternative could be considered as
a preferred means.
VFPA Response
1. Evaluate the technical and economic feasibility of an on-land temporary sand
storage option as an alternative means of storing sand dredged during the
annual maintenance dredging program of the Fraser River, or any other
additional sources of sand, to be used as fill and for future reclamation. Clearly
state the criteria used to assess technical and economic feasibility.
1

As described in the VFPA’s response to IR1-06, alternative means analyses were conducted

2

in accordance with the CEA Agency Operational Policy Statement (OPS) Addressing “Purpose

3

of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (the

4

current OPS). The methodology first requires an analysis of whether an alternative is

5

technically feasible and economically feasible. An alternative needs to meet all technical

6

criteria to be considered technically feasible, and if all technical criteria are met, then

7

economic feasibility is considered. An effects assessment, within the scope of an alternative

8

means analysis, is only conducted on alternatives that are deemed to be technically and

9

economically feasible.

10

Sand from the annual maintenance dredging program of the Fraser River is the only source

11

of sand that requires temporary storage (either on land or in water), based on the construction

12

schedule and activities described in EIS Sections 4.3 and 4.4, respectively. Sand from other

13

additional sources would not require temporary storage as material would be delivered

14

directly to the Project site when needed.
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15

The following technical criteria were considered in the evaluation of on-land storage for Fraser

16

River dredgeate for eventual use as fill material for Project development:

17



18

Storage site of approximately 50 hectares (or multiple smaller sites with this combined
area) to store 2.0 million m3 to 2.5 million m3 of sand1;

19



20

Storage site(s) available for the duration of the Project’s construction period, which is
currently scheduled over a five-and-a-half year period;

21



22

Storage site(s) easily accessible by water and located near a wharf or dock to permit
unloading of dredgeate from dredging equipment with pump ashore capability; and

23



Storage site(s) easily accessible by either water (and located near a wharf of dock) or

24

land for retrieval of dry sand for either marine-based or land-based transport to the

25

Project site.

26

On-land storage sites that satisfy these technical criteria are limited; however, they exist

27

along the banks of the Fraser River and upland adjacent to the Project site.

28

Costs associated with on-land storage sites located along the banks of the Fraser River and/or

29

upland adjacent to the Project site could include the following:

30



31

Storage site(s) would need to be leased at Lower Mainland market rates for the
duration of the construction phase;

32



33

A geotechnical investigation (and possibly remediation activities) may be required, in
order not to affect settlement in adjacent properties;

34



The site(s) would require the installation of a drainage system capable of handling the

35

volume of water that would drain from pumped sand during placement and initially

36

during storage at the site(s);

37



For an upland site(s), due the extent of the intertidal zone, pumping of dredgeate

38

would require at least one, and possibly two intermediate pump stations as the

39

distance is a greater than the pumping capability of local dredging equipment that

40

would be moored in subtidal waters;

41



For storage site(s) located along the banks of the Fraser River, stored dry sand would

42

need to be transported via truck or conveyor system (costs would be incurred for

43

installation and operation) to dredge equipment or barges for subsequent delivery to

44

the Project site. At the Project site, unloading directly to the terminal area via

Volume equivalent to one year of anticipated Fraser River annual maintenance dredging program
dredgeate, net of sales to the local construction (sand supply) market.
1
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45

temporary barge ramps, as described in EIS Section 4.4.1.4, would entail using

46

mechanical equipment (e.g., front-end loader) into off-road trucks, or using a barge-

47

mounted conveyor. If sand is transported via a dredge with pump ashore capability,

48

unloading could also be achieved by rehydrating and pumping to the containment dyke

49

area; and

50



For an upland site(s), the stored dry sand would require trucking to the Project site2,

51

which would be costly and add significant traffic congestion, particularly on Deltaport

52

Way, over a one- to four-year period. Use of a conveyor system is not possible as the

53

existing causeway has insufficient area to accommodate such a structure.

54

In aggregate, these factors would increase the cost of supplying sand for Project development

55

that would be stored at an on-land temporary sand storage by at least 200% to 300%

56

compared to use of the ITP. Therefore, although temporary on-land storage of sand is

57

technically feasible, it is not economically feasible.
2. If the alternative is considered to be technically and economically feasible,
briefly assess the potential environmental effects of this alternative on valued
components potentially affected by this alternative means.

58

The on-land storage alternative is considered to be technically feasible, but not economically

59

feasible and, therefore, was not evaluated further.
3. Evaluate whether the on-land temporary sand storage alternative could be
considered as a preferred means.

60

The on-land storage alternative could not be considered as a preferred means as this option

61

is not economically feasible.

Approximately 416,000 truck trips (213,000 trips loaded, 213,000 trips empty) would be required to
transport 2.5 million m3 of sand, assuming a truck with pup trailer can transport 12 m3 per trip. This is
equivalent to more than 47 truck transits per hour, 24 hours a day, 365 days a year.
2
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Request Number IR1-11: FRPD309
Information Request
1. If real production data are available for the trailing arm suction hopper dredge FRPD 309,
assess whether the use of this equipment would be a technically and economically feasible
alternative means. Clearly state the criteria used to assess technical and economic
feasibility.
2. If this alternative is considered to be technically and economically feasible, briefly assess
the potential environmental effects of this alternative on valued components that could be
affected by this alternative.
3. Evaluate whether the use of the FRPD 309 alternative could be considered as the preferred
alternative means.
VFPA Response
1. If real production data are available for the trailing arm suction hopper dredge
FRPD 309, assess whether the use of this equipment would be a technically and
economically feasible alternative means. Clearly state the criteria used to assess
technical and economic feasibility.
1

As described in the VFPA’s response to IR1-06, the alternative means analyses were

2

conducted in accordance with the CEA Agency Operational Policy Statement (OPS) Addressing

3

“Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act,

4

2012 (the current OPS). The methodology first requires an analysis of whether an alternative

5

is technically feasible and economically feasible. An alternative needs to meet all technical

6

criteria to be considered technically feasible, and if all technical criteria are met, then

7

economic feasibility is considered. An effects assessment, within the scope of an alternative

8

means analysis, is only conducted on alternatives that are deemed to be technically and

9

economically feasible.

10

It should be noted that in the EIS and this response, the VFPA makes reference to specific

11

pieces of equipment, such as Fraser River Pile and Dredge’s (FRPD’s) Columbia, FRPD309, or

12

Titan, for the purposes of environmental assessment only (i.e., preparation of the EIS,

13

including description of the Project). For the procurement and actual construction of the

14

Project, the VFPA intends to allow contractors to propose and use alternative pieces of

15

equipment, provided these pieces of equipment meet the Project’s objectives, constraints,

16

and requirements.
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17

The FRPD309, FRPD’s newest dredge, entered the B.C. region in late 2013 for trials, and since

18

then has been performing the annual Fraser River maintenance dredging, thereby replacing

19

the aging Titan. It has proven itself to be both technically and economically feasible to perform

20

this task. The reason the FRPD309 was not considered in the EIS is simply that the FRPD309

21

did not exist locally when the technical analysis for the EIS was prepared. When the FRPD309

22

entered the local market in late 2013, the VFPA considered revising its analysis to take it into

23

account; however, reliable production/operation data to perform a re-analysis was not

24

available in advance of EIS preparation. As a result, the FRPD309 was mentioned in EIS

25

Section 4.4.1.8 as a potential alternative, and the construction methodologies and

26

environmental assessments, which were based on the older FRPD Titan and an unspecified

27

second dredge being used for reclaim dredging at the Intermediate Transfer Pit (ITP), were

28

not changed. The incorporation into the preliminary construction schedule of older and smaller

29

dredges provided for a more conservative environmental effects assessment.

30

The technical criteria that was considered in the evaluation of dredging equipment alternatives

31

included the following:

32



The equipment has sufficient dredging depth capability; and

33



The equipment has pump ashore capability.

34

Economic criteria considered in the evaluation included equipment efficiency, in terms of both

35

acceptability of operating costs and schedule implications.

36

With FRPD309’s pump ashore capability, large hopper size, and acceptable dredging depth

37

capability, the FRPD309 is a technically and economically feasible alternative for use as the

38

second

39

Appendix IR1-11-A summarises the feasibility analyses conducted for the FRPD309 and

40

other dredges that were previously assessed in the EIS.

dredge

during

sand

reclamation

from

the

ITP.

Table

IR1-11-1

in

2. If this alternative is considered to be technically and economically feasible,
briefly assess the potential environmental effects of this alternative on valued
components that could be affected by this alternative.
41

The FRPD309 is considered a suitable alternative dredge for reclaim dredging of the ITP

42

(replacing the second unspecified dredge). A comparison of the potential environmental

43

effects associated with these dredges is provided in Appendix IR1-11-A: Table IR1-11-1.
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3. Evaluate whether the use of the FRPD 309 alternative could be considered as the
preferred alternative means.
44

Based on technical and economic feasibility, and anticipated lower environmental effects for

45

the FRPD309 compared to other local dredges, should the FRPD309 be available for this

46

Project, it would be considered the preferred local alternative under the current Coastal Trade

47

Act constraint, which limits the use of foreign dredges (see IR1-09 response for the alternative

48

evaluation of a foreign dredge). The FRPD309 has the required production capacity to meet

49

the schedule requirement (in concert with the Columbia) as outlined in the EIS for this activity,

50

and, since it is newer, it is assumed to be more efficient and produce less air and noise

51

emissions than other local equipment.
Appendices
Appendix IR1-11-A

Supporting Table
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APPENDIX IR1-11-A
SUPPORTING TABLE

Table IR1-11-1 Alternative Analysis for FRPD309 and Other Activity-applicable Dredges

Alternatives
Considered for
Dredging
Equipment

Technical Evaluation

Economic Evaluation

Proven Use for
Equipment

Construction Phase
Costs Acceptable

(sufficient working depth,
pump ashore capability)

(operation cost,
schedule implications)

Environmental Evaluation
Feasibility and Supporting
Rationale for Rejection of
Alternative

Comparison of Potential Effects for Key Valued Components

Alternative Means Analysis
Conclusion

Reclaim Dredging of the ITP in Concert with FRPD’s Columbia

Titan
(without pump
ashore capability)

No

Not applicable as not
technically feasible.

Not feasible, as dredgeate
from the ITP requires pumping
to the containment dyke
areas, and without pump
ashore capability this is not
possible.



Unspecified second
dredge
(with pump ashore
capability)

Not
a
technically
alternative.

Not applicable as not technically feasible.

Human Health
Compared to the FRPD309, air and noise emissions may be higher for the unspecified
second dredge (assessed in the EIS), which could be older and less efficient (i.e.,
generating more noise and air pollution).


Yes

Yes

Feasible

Marine Fish, Marine Mammals, Coastal Birds
Compared to the FRPD309, underwater noise emissions may be higher for the
unspecified second dredge (assessed in the EIS), which could be older and emit more
noise underwater.



feasible

Coastal Birds

Least preferred alternative as air
and noise emissions may be
higher. This alternative was
assessed in EIS (in concert with
the Columbia) as no other
alternative,
such
as
the
FRPD309, was locally available
at the time of assessment.

Compared to the FRPD309, noise emissions may be higher for unspecified second
dredge (assessed in the EIS), which could be older and emit more noise.


Air and noise emissions may be lower than the emissions of the unspecified second
dredge.

FRPD309
(with pump ashore
capability)

Human Health

Yes

Yes

Feasible



Marine Fish, Marine Mammals, Coastal Birds
Underwater noise emissions may be lower than the emissions of the unspecified second
dredge.



Coastal Birds
Noise emissions may be lower than the emissions of the unspecified second dredge.

Preferred alternative as the
FRPD309 has the required
production capacity to meet the
schedule
requirement
(in
concert with the Columbia) as
outlined in the EIS for this
activity, and since it is the
newest local equipment, it is
assumed to be more efficient,
and produce less air and noise
emissions.
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Request Number IR1-12: Flow Passage
Information Request
Provide additional information about the 100 metre flow passage channel scenario between
the Westshore Terminals and the proposed Project terminal including:
1. A drawing of the flow channel, including a cross-section.
2. Information about the design of the flow channel, including the approximate discharge
capacity of the flow channel.
3. Information about the amount of flow draining into the tidal flats in the inter-causeway
area and how it would be influenced by different ebb and flood tides.
4. Information about the maximum potential size for the flow channel and a description
of the advantages and/or disadvantages from the use of various sized flow channels
or the use of multiple flow channels.
5. Mitigation measures that would be required to protect the flow channel and adjacent
areas.
VFPA Response
Background
1

A 100 m wide flow passage channel was investigated as part of a project optimisation study,

2

in which three conceptual optimisations to reduce potential scour on the preferred terminal

3

orientation were considered, including:

4



Rounding the northwest corner of the terminal;

5



Rotating the terminal; and

6



Adding a flow passage channel.

7

A combination of these optimisations was also considered. The channel was included in the

8

study as one possible way to reduce the potential area of scour that was expected to develop

9

at the northwest corner of the terminal in response to the diversion of tidal flow around the

10

terminal during both rising and falling tide conditions (see EIS Section 5.4.1.3). Flow passing

11

through a channel between the existing Westshore Terminal and the proposed Project was

12

analysed to determine if this could potentially reduce the volume of water that would

13

otherwise be forced to flow around the proposed terminal.

14

The results of the coastal geomorphic studies undertaken indicated that rounding the

15

northwest corner of the terminal would have the greatest positive effect in terms of decreasing
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16

the areal extent of footprint-related effects (i.e., scour induced by flow acceleration around

17

the west side of the terminal).
1. A drawing of the flow channel, including a cross-section.

18

As part of the information gathering stage of the investigation to identify possible ways to

19

reduce the potential area of scour at the northwest corner of the terminal, the project team

20

discussed the engineering requirements and limitations of the three conceptual optimisations

21

that were being considered. The 100 m wide channel was adopted for the investigation as it

22

could be accommodated relatively easily within the existing terminal design without significant

23

changes

24

(TELEMAC-2D) was used to evaluate the 100 m flow passage channel.

25

Figure IR1-12-1 shows a plan drawing of the flow channel as represented in the

26

TELEMAC-2D model. The dashed lines show the location of data that was extracted to

27

generate a longitudinal profile (Figure IR1-12-2) and a cross-section of the channel

28

(Figure IR1-12-3). In the absence of design information available at the time the analyses

29

were conducted, the channel bottom was assumed to conform to the existing bed elevations,

30

and the sides of the channel were assumed to be free of rock protection, therefore they rise

31

vertically from the bed. This channel configuration was represented in the model. These

32

assumptions would tend to result in an over-prediction of the channel capacity.

to

the

terminal

configuration.

A

two-dimensional

hydrodynamic

model

Roberts Bank Terminal 2
Sufficiency Information Request #12 (IR1-12) | Page 2

Figure IR1-12-1

Plan View of the 100 m Channel as Represented in the
TELEMAC-2D Model

Proposed
RBT2
Terminal

Note:

Westshore
Terminal

The dashed lines show the locations of longitudinal profile (Figure IR1-12-2) and cross-section
(Figure IR1-12-3) information that was extracted from the model.

Figure IR1-12-2

Longitudinal Profile of the 100 m Channel, as Represented in
the TELEMAC-2D Model
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Figure IR1-12-3

Typical Cross-section of the 100 m Channel, as Represented in
the TELEMAC-2D Model

2. Information about the design of the flow channel, including the approximate
discharge capacity of the flow channel.
33

As noted above, the channel was not ‘designed’ at the time of the project optimisation study.

34

A 100 m wide channel with no bank details was chosen for the analyses because this was

35

thought to be readily accommodated within the existing terminal design (referred to as the

36

idealised channel below).

37

Discharge through the idealised channel would be primarily controlled by the difference in tide

38

height at either end of the channel (the hydraulic head) and the depth of flow, which is in

39

itself a function of tide height. Discharge would drop to zero when tide height at the ends of

40

the channel are the same and when tide height drops below the highest bed level at the

41

shoreward end of the channel. The capacity would be primarily dictated by the potential for

42

the rising and falling tide to drive water through the channel. Manipulation of the channel

43

characteristics, for instance by installing scour protection (see Question 5 response below),

44

is a secondary factor that would determine discharge. Figure IR1-12-4 shows a plot of tide

45

height (primary axis) and discharge (secondary axis) in the channel over a tidal cycle. These

46

data were extracted from the TELEMAC-2D model, and show the approximate range of flows

47

that could occur. By convention, the discharge (i.e., volume rate of water flow passing through

48

the channel) is expressed as negative values when the tide is ebbing southward and positive

49

values when the tide is flooding northward. The maximum absolute discharge during this tide

50

cycle is just over 300 m3/s through the idealised flow channel.
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Figure IR1-12-4

Plot of Tide Height Versus the Estimated Discharge through the
100 m Channel for One Tide Cycle

3. Information about the amount of flow draining into the tidal flats in the intercauseway area and how it would be influenced by different ebb and flood tides.
51

Flow from the 100 m flow channel would convey water between the intertidal area shoreward

52

of the proposed RBT2 terminal and the Strait of Georgia. There would be no flow via the

53

hypothetical 100 m channel into the inter-causeway area as there is no direct hydraulic

54

connection.

55

For information on tidal influences in the inter-causeway area, which is bounded to the south

56

by the B.C. Ferries causeway, to the north by the Roberts Bank causeway, and at the

57

shoreward extent by sea dykes, refer to EIS Section 9.5.7.2.
4. Information about the maximum potential size for the flow channel and a
description of the advantages and/or disadvantages from the use of various
sized flow channels or the use of multiple flow channels.

58

The size of the flow channel is related to constraints such as shifting of the terminal

59

northwestward, and the need to provide access by road and rail across the channel. In

60

general, a wider channel would require a greater shift in terminal location and a multi-span

61

bridge with in-channel bridge piers at approximately 30 m to 40 m spacing. The presence of

62

in-channel piers and the associated scour protection that would be required (see response to

63

Question 5 below) would reduce the effective flow capacity of the channel.
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64

For the purposes of reducing scour at the northwest corner of the Project, a wider flow channel

65

would have the advantage of accommodating more flow that would otherwise flow around the

66

structure; however, it is recognised that local scour would also be associated with the flow

67

channel and there may be no net reduction in seabed scour overall (i.e., combined change at

68

the northwest corner and from the flow channel not beneficial). For these reasons, a maximum

69

channel width of 100 m was considered in the project optimisation study.

70

There is no advantage to the use of multiple flow channels. Flow capacity would be greater in

71

a single large channel than two or more smaller channels with a sum width similar to the

72

single large channel. Multiple channels would disturb a larger area of the seabed while carrying

73

less flow.
5. Mitigation measures that would be required to protect the flow channel and
adjacent areas.

74

Mitigation would be required to protect the flow channel and adjacent areas as the 100 m flow

75

passage channel was estimated to generate local velocities of up to 1.1 m/s, which is above

76

that required to transport sand. It is assumed that a requirement for mitigation for the flow

77

channel would be related to ensuring that the adjacent terminal structures are not

78

undermined through scour and lowering of the seabed. Such mitigation could take the form

79

of rock rip-rap along the edges of the flow channel, possibly in combination with general

80

armouring of the bed.

81

Scour of the adjacent areas of the tidal flats and subtidal portions of the foreslope may not

82

result in conditions that would affect the stability of the terminal structures. In these adjacent

83

areas, scour could potentially be mitigated by the application of a scour blanket of suitably

84

sized gravel or rock. Because a scour blanket would change the substrate characteristics and

85

modify the physical environment for marine organisms, it may be more desirable to allow the

86

seabed to scour in areas that would not be expected to affect the stability of the terminal

87

structures. Alternatively, adjacent areas could be pre-dredged to the expected scour depth to

88

avoid the deposition of the eroded sediment onto adjacent areas.
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Request Number IR1-13: Causeway Design
Information Request
1. Evaluate the potential environmental effects of the use of different culvert configurations
and/or structures for both the existing causeway and the proposed widening of the
causeway, to restore flow in the inter-causeway area. The culvert configurations and/or
structures should be designed to pass sufficient Fraser River flow and allow for the
potential restoration of the ecosystem of the inter-causeway area as well as to provide
increased juvenile salmon access to Roberts Bank. The analysis should include an
assessment of the potential effects on:
 the volume of Fraser River flow in the inter-causeway area;
 tidal currents;
 formation of tidal channels;
 habitat distribution (marshes, mudflats, sandflats and eelgrass beds);
 sediment transport;
 suspended sediment;
 salinity;
 nutrient loading;
 biofilm;
 juvenile and adult fish production, distribution and migration;
 crab populations and harvesting;
 bird utilization; and
 Any SARA-listed or provincially-listed species.
2. Identify potential measures required to mitigate any adverse environmental effects
including potential scour associated with installation of flow conveyance structures.
VFPA Response
1. Evaluate the potential environmental effects of the use of different culvert
configurations and/or structures for both the existing causeway and the
proposed widening of the causeway, to restore flow in the inter-causeway area.
The culvert configurations and/or structures should be designed to pass
sufficient Fraser River flow and allow for the potential restoration of the
ecosystem of the inter-causeway area as well as to provide increased juvenile
salmon access to Roberts Bank.
1

During the Deltaport Third Berth Project (DP3), the VFPA, regulators, and Aboriginal groups

2

discussed the potential for opening the causeway by installing a culvert. Such a breach in the

3

causeway was considered to allow flow exchange (i.e., to measurably change the salinity or

4

delivery of sediment) to the inter-causeway area. Results of calculations and analyses are

5

summarised in a technical memo prepared by Northwest Hydraulic Consultants Ltd. (NHC) in

6

2005 (CEA Agency Registry Document #539). The results showed that a culvert would not
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7

pass sufficient Fraser River flow to measurably change the salinity or delivery of sediment to

8

the inter-causeway area.

9

In summary, the concept included installation of a culvert through the causeway to allow flow

10

exchange. The analysis involved two-dimensional numerical model simulations to predict

11

water levels on the north and south sides of the causeway, and a culvert program (HYDRO-

12

CULV) was used to compute the discharge through the opening. Two culvert configurations

13

were analysed, including a 1 m diameter circular culvert and a 1.5 m high by 4 m wide box

14

culvert, each approximately 150 m in length installed with the culvert invert set at 1.0 m

15

below the Higher High Water (HHW), approximately 1,000 m from the shoreward end of the

16

causeway. It was proposed that the culvert be set near HHW (mean tide) to reduce the

17

duration of flows and minimise the risk of any potential adverse effects.

18

The circular culvert and the box culvert maximum discharges were predicted to be less than

19

0.5 m3/s and 1.0 m3/s, respectively. The amount of tidal flow draining from the inter-

20

causeway area was measured in the field to be 1,600 m3/s and calculated from the model to

21

be more than 2,000 m3/s during peak flows on a December 2004 mean tide, more than two

22

thousand times the proposed culvert discharges. Therefore, the flow through either culvert

23

would be insignificant compared to the large tidal exchanges that take place on the tidal flats,

24

and the perceived stagnant conditions and low circulation in the inter-causeway area is not

25

proven. The design and installation methods of other flow conveyance structures or

26

configurations (e.g., multiple parallel culverts, open channel) are limited by the topography

27

of the intertidal zone and the geometry of the existing causeway, which supports two

28

operating terminals. These structures are also not expected to pass sufficient Fraser River

29

flow to measurably change the salinity or delivery of sediment to the inter-causeway area.

30

In addition to the determination that a culvert would deliver an insufficient amount of flow to

31

measurably change freshwater and sediment inputs to the inter-causeway area, a culvert

32

installation is expected to introduce substantial risk and could initiate a sequence of

33

morphological changes on the tidal flats. Local increases in velocities at the culvert outlet are

34

expected to induce scour, which could lead to dendritic channel formation on the tidal flats

35

and adversely affect existing habitat. This is predicted to occur on both sides of the causeway

36

as flow direction is dependent on the tidal cycle (i.e., during the flooding tide water levels are

37

higher on the south side, and during an ebbing tide water levels are higher on the north side).

38

Based on the findings of this report, it was concluded that an opening through the causeway

39

would be detrimental. Note that the NHC memo did not address increased juvenile salmon
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40

access to Roberts Bank, but discussion at the time concluded that it was unlikely that fish

41

would swim through such a long dark culvert.

42

Since insignificant flow exchange is predicted to occur due to breaching of the causeway and

43

adverse environmental effects are anticipated on either side of the causeway, further

44

assessment of the potential effects on habitat distribution; sediment transport; suspended

45

sediment; salinity; nutrient loading; biofilm; juvenile and adult fish production, distribution,

46

and migration; crab populations and harvesting; bird utilisation; and at-risk species were not

47

undertaken as part of the NHC study, but additional studies were conducted through the DP3

48

Adaptive Management Strategy (AMS).

49

The DP3 AMS was a science-based approach to monitoring and managing the Roberts Bank

50

ecosystem in the inter-causeway area so that any observed adverse effects attributable to

51

the DP3 Project could be prevented or mitigated. After eight years of detailed monitoring and

52

analysis, it was noted that the inter-causeway area has flourished, most notably in the

53

expansion of eelgrass beds, and concluded that there were no ecosystem-wide trends towards

54

marine eutrophication (nutrient imbalances in the water column leading to ecosystem

55

changes) in the study area and no new dendritic channel formation as a result of the

56

development of the DP3 Project.

57

Based on the 2005 technical memorandum, the AMS results, and the fact that a culvert would

58

not improve the flow characteristics, it is the VFPA’s position that any breach in the causeway

59

either through a 150 m wide or 220 m wide causeway (including the widening proposed for

60

RBT2) would result in the following:

61



62
63

Insignificant flow restoration through a culvert between the inter-causeway and north
side of the causeway areas compared to daily tidal flow exchanges; and



64

Adverse environmental effects through the erosion or deposition of sediment
associated with scour and dendritic channel formation.

65

Based on these conclusions, there are no net benefits to breaching the causeway and the

66

issue was not re-visited as part of the assessment of coastal geomorphology of the Project.

67

The RBT2 environmental assessment did, however, consider all potential changes or effects

68

of the Project, including the following:

69
70



The volume of Fraser River flow in the inter-causeway area and on the north side of
the causeway;
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71



Tidal currents at Roberts Bank;

72



The potential for formation of tidal channels on the north side of the causeway;

73



Habitat distribution (marshes, mudflats, sandflats, and eelgrass beds) at Roberts

74

Bank;

75



Biofilm at Roberts Bank;

76



Sediment transport and suspended sediment at Roberts Bank;

77



Salinity and nutrient concentrations at Roberts Bank;

78



Juvenile and adult fish species, including production, distribution, and migration at

79

Roberts Bank;

80



Invertebrate communities including crab populations and harvesting at Roberts Bank;

81



Coastal bird utilisation within the Fraser River estuary; and

82



Federally- or provincially-listed at-risk species.

2. Identify potential measures required to mitigate any adverse environmental
effects including potential scour associated with installation of flow conveyance
structures.
83

The VFPA has assessed the potential benefits of installing a culvert to re-introduce freshwater

84

to the south side of the causeway, and as stated above, determined that local increases in

85

velocities at the culvert outlet are expected to induce scour, which could lead to dendritic

86

channel formation on the tidal flats and adversely affect existing habitat. The installation of a

87

culvert through the causeway was not further assessed as part of the environmental

88

assessment of the Project, and thus, mitigation measures are not proposed.

89

Based on past studies, however, potential measures to mitigate any adverse environmental

90

effects associated with the culvert installation, including potential scour, would necessitate

91

the introduction of materials such as gravel or rock that are not naturally occurring in the

92

inter-causeway area. These materials would change the nature of the substrate in the area

93

to be mitigated, leading to changes in the physical habitat. Furthermore, based on a review

94

of dendritic channels that have previously occurred in the inter-causeway area, to the south

95

of the B.C. Ferries causeway, and in Boundary Bay, measures to mitigate the formation of

96

dendritic channels in the inter-causeway area have historically resulted in unanticipated

97

physical response rather than successfully halting channel formation.
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Request Number IR1-14: Project Construction Phase – Clarification
Information Request
1. Provide an explanation of which scenario is to be considered for the marine approach
channel design - a 10-year or five-year storm event.
2. Provide a rationale for the selection of the use of a 50-year storm event as opposed to
use of a 100-year storm event for the berth pocket.
3. Provide information to support the assertion there would be adequate water depths to
allow for safe navigation of ultra large ships including ships size greater than 18,000
twenty-foot equivalent units that may be operational in the near future.
VFPA Response
1. Provide an explanation of which scenario is to be considered for the marine
approach channel design—a 10-year or five-year storm event.
1

The marine approach channel is designed for a 10-year storm event as per Section 4.2.1 of

2

EIS Appendix 4-A. For clarity, the reference to a 5-year storm event mentioned in Section 8.2

3

of EIS Appendix 4-A, and the Design Notes in EIS Appendix 4-B are errors, and should read

4

10-year storm event.
2. Provide a rationale for the selection of the use of a 50-year storm event as
opposed to use of a 100-year storm event for the berth pocket.

5

The 50-year storm event was chosen as this is the standard accepted industry practice. It is

6

generally not practical for vessels to stay at berth during 100-year storm events. It is standard

7

practice that vessels should leave berth during 100-year storm events and go to deep

8

anchorage areas or out to sea. Modern weather forecasting can typically detect larger storms

9

early enough to enable vessels to plan for these events, and to allow them to depart from the

10

berth before they hit. As a result, the 100-year event is not typically considered in the design.
3. Provide information to support the assertion there would be adequate water
depths to allow for safe navigation of ultra large ships including ships size
greater than 18,000 twenty-foot equivalent units that may be operational in the
near future.

11

The water depths for the berth pocket and approach channels were designed to accommodate

12

a ship with a draught up to 19 metres and allow for an under keel clearance of not less than

13

10% of the loaded draught. This is considered sufficient to allow for safe navigation of ultra
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14

large ships, which have a draught depth of no more than 16 metres, as specified in Table H

15

of Appendix 4-A of the EIS.
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Request Number IR1-15: Stormwater Management
Information Request
1. Describe the regulatory standards applicable to stormwater discharge, and describe how
the proposed stormwater system would effectively meet the regulatory standards.
2. Provide an estimate of annual stormwater discharge volumes.
3. Describe whether the discharged stormwater would be suitable for re-use.
4. Describe any other stormwater management options that were considered.
VFPA Response
1. Describe the regulatory standards applicable to stormwater discharge, and
describe how the proposed stormwater system would effectively meet the
regulatory standards.
1

Section 36(3) of the Fisheries Act prohibits the discharge of deleterious substances to waters

2

frequented by fish either directly or indirectly. The Infrastructure Developer will be required

3

to adhere to all applicable standards through the Construction and Operation Environmental

4

Management Plans; this will be a binding provision for the Infrastructure Developer.

5

EIS Section 4.2.1.5 and Appendix 4-B outline the conceptual design for the stormwater

6

system for the Project. The specific processes (means/methods) by which stormwater will be

7

managed will be determined by the Infrastructure Developer, and is expected to come at a

8

later stage. For the Infrastructure Developer contract, the VFPA has chosen to utilise a Design

9

Build Finance Maintain (DBFM) procurement process. DBFM procurements are popular with

10

government agencies looking to procure large and complex infrastructure.

11

One of the ways a DBFM procurement differs from a traditional procurement is the level of

12

design done by the owner. In a traditional Design Bid Build procurement, the VFPA would fully

13

design the project first, then issue the design to the market for competitive pricing; in a DBFM

14

procurement, the VFPA would issue a conceptual level design augmented by detailed

15

performance specifications. This DBFM approach then places the responsibility for the detailed

16

design and its performance on the Infrastructure Developer. The VFPA’s role is then to monitor

17

the Infrastructure Developer for compliance with its contract.
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18

The VFPA will ensure that the proposed stormwater system is capable of achieving the

19

applicable standards as determined through the relevant Canadian rules, regulations, and

20

guidance documents through performance specifications that the Infrastructure Developer

21

will be contractually obligated to fulfill.
2. Provide an estimate of annual stormwater discharge volumes.

22

Stormwater discharge volumes for the RBT2 terminal are estimated to be approximately

23

1,080,000 cubic metres per year. This is based on an annual rain fall amount of 1 metre (as

24

per Appendix 4-A: Section 5.5 of the EIS) over the 108 hectare terminal area.
3. Describe whether the discharged stormwater would be suitable for re-use.

25

The discharged stormwater would be suitable for typical “grey water” applications such as

26

washing heavy equipment or flushing toilets. However this would require a separate grey

27

water system and its own storage tank. To be practicable this storage tank would need to be

28

large enough to carry the system through the drier summer periods. A tank of this size on a

29

site such as RBT2 would be cost prohibitive and would not result in an appreciable reduction

30

in the municipalities potable water use.
4. Describe any other stormwater management options that were considered.

31

No other stormwater management options were pursued because they were deemed to be

32

not economical.
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Request Number IR1-16: Sewage Treatment
Information Request
1. Provide an explanation of how sewage would be treated at the treatment plant and how
the Proponent would ensure that the effluent would effectively meet any applicable
effluent standards.
2. Provide an explanation of how the sewage treatment plant would have sufficient capacity
in cubic metres per 24-hours for an average of 500 people on site per 24 hours.
VFPA Response
1. Provide an explanation of how sewage would be treated at the treatment plant
and how the Proponent would ensure that the effluent would effectively meet
any applicable effluent standards.
1

The specific processes (means/methods) by which the sewage would be treated will be

2

determined by the Infrastructure Developer, and is expected to come at a later stage. For the

3

Infrastructure Developer contract, the VFPA has chosen to utilise a Design Build Finance

4

Maintain (DBFM) procurement process. DBFM procurements are popular with government

5

agencies looking to procure large and complex infrastructure.

6

One of the ways a DBFM procurement differs from a traditional procurement is the level of

7

design done by the owner. In a traditional Design Bid Build procurement, the VFPA would fully

8

design the project first, then issue the design to the market for competitive pricing; in a DBFM

9

procurement, the VFPA would issue a conceptual level design augmented by detailed

10

performance specifications. This DBFM approach then places the responsibility for the detailed

11

design and its performance on the Infrastructure Developer. The VFPA’s role is then to monitor

12

the Infrastructure Developer for compliance with its contract.

13

For RBT2, the VFPA will ensure that the proposed system is capable of achieving the applicable

14

effluent standards under the federal Fisheries Act and Wastewater Systems Effluent

15

Regulations as determined by the expected size of workforce, through performance

16

specifications that the Infrastructure Developer will be contractually obligated to fulfill. During

17

the operation of RBT2, the Infrastructure Developer’s contractual obligations with the VFPA

18

will also have provisions requiring them to continue to meet applicable standards for effluent.
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2. Provide an explanation of how the sewage treatment plant would have sufficient
capacity in cubic metres per 24-hours for an average of 500 people on site per
24 hours.
19

In Section 4.2.1.5 of the EIS, it states the treatment plant will be “designed to current

20

standards, and capable of treating a volume of 60 cubic meters (m3) of effluent per day”. The

21

60 m3 is calculated as 120 litres (0.12 m3) per capita per day x 500 people on site per

22

24 hours.
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Request Number IR1-17: Terminal Structure Elevation
Information Request
1. Indicate whether the elevations and dimensions provided in Figures 4-5 and 4-23 of the
EIS are the elevations of the terminal structure prior to the settlement of the pre-loaded
material, or the elevations after settlement.
2. If the elevations and dimensions provided in these Figures are prior to the settlement of
materials, provide a cross-section indicating the final elevations and dimensions of the
structural components identified in Figures 4-5 and 4-23 of the EIS.
VFPA Response
1. Indicate whether the elevations and dimensions provided in Figures 4-5 and
4-23 of the EIS are the elevations of the terminal structure prior to the
settlement of the pre-loaded material, or the elevations after settlement.
1

The elevations shown on EIS Figures 4‐5 and 4‐23 represent the elevation of the terminal

2

after the preload settlement has been completed and the terminal infrastructure (pavement)

3

has been placed.
2. If the elevations and dimensions provided in these Figures are prior to the
settlement of materials, provide a cross-section indicating the final elevations
and dimensions of the structural components identified in Figures 4-5 and 4-23
of the EIS.

4

Not applicable, as the elevations and dimensions provided are post the settlement of

5

materials.
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Request Number IR1-18: Rail End Stops
Information Request
Describe the parameters that would make rail end stops suitable for marine terminal
application.
VFPA Response
1

Exact rail end stop details will be designed by the Infrastructure Developer (see response to

2

IR1-15 for a description of a DBFM procurement), but the stops are expected to be similar to

3

other rail end stops found on other terminals within the Port of Vancouver.

4

A typical rail end stop used on the Centerm terminal in the Port of Vancouver is shown in

5

Figure IR1-18-1.
Figure IR1-18-1

6

Typical Rail End Stop

This type of rail end stop would be equivalent to what can be expected for RBT2.
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Request Number IR1-19: Engineering Drawings
Information Request
Provide Engineering Drawings 34-347-RL 1002 to 1009 and 34-347-CI-1102 to 1106
referenced in Section 4.4.1.17 of the EIS in relation to road and railway infrastructures.
VFPA Response
1

In considering the Review Panel’s Information Request IR1-19, the VFPA identified a

2

typographical error in the EIS.

3

Engineering drawings referenced in Section 4.4.1.17 of the EIS in relation to road and railway

4

infrastructures are in the EIS. The cross-references to the engineering drawings provided in

5

the EIS were incorrect. The correct cross-references are as follows:

6



7
8
9

Appendix 4-C Engineering Drawings DWG 34-347-CI-1152 to 1156 for layouts of the
roads and RBT2 overpass (road infrastructure); and



Appendix 4-C Engineering Drawings DWG 34-347-RL-1052 to 1059 for layouts and
cross-sections of the new railway infrastructure.

Corrected EIS Text
10

The last paragraph on page 4-38 of the EIS should read (changes are bolded):

11

Road infrastructure to be constructed on the causeway includes the RBT2 overpass,

12

the access road between the RBT2 overpass and the terminal, and the emergency two-

13

lane gravel road. Figure 4-6, Figure 4-7, and Appendix 4-C Engineering Drawings

14

34-347-CI-1152 to 1156 provide the layouts of the roads and RBT2 overpass.

15

The third paragraph on page 4-39 of the EIS should read (changes are bolded):

16

Railway infrastructure to be constructed on the causeway includes two new rail yards

17

and lead tracks between the existing RBRC rail network and the Project’s IYs, as

18

described in Section 4.2.2.1 and shown in Figure 4-6. Appendix 4-C Engineering

19

Drawings 34-347-RL-1052 to 1059 include layouts and cross-sections of the new

20

railway infrastructure.
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Request Number IR1-20: Truck and Road Traffic Volume
Information Request
Present a table of hourly, daily, and annual truck volume and road traffic volume for the
entirety of the construction period for all activities identified in the anticipated construction
schedule.
VFPA Response
1

Daily truck volume and road traffic volume for all activities identified in the construction

2

schedule (EIS Appendix 4-E) is provided in Figure IR1-20-1 showing annual fluctuations for

3

the entire five-and-a-half year construction period.

4

Hourly traffic cannot be provided at this time, as the construction activity schedule is

5

preliminary and is not defined beyond a daily activity at this stage of Project development.

6

Hourly traffic is available for the operation phase due to specifics known from existing terminal

7

operations, such as Deltaport Terminal (e.g., gate operation data, labour schedules; see EIS

8

Appendix 4-D).

9

Unlike the relatively steady throughput of an operating terminal for which traffic volumes can

10

be predicted and presented in a tabular form in hourly, daily, and annual numbers, the traffic

11

volumes over the entire construction period fluctuate significantly from almost zero to a peak

12

period of delivery and construction. These numbers are better represented in figure format

13

(see Figure IR1-20-1 below).

14

The peak single day activity is predicted to include 114 vehicles. EIS Section 23.7.2.1

15

described that during the peak traffic period, from May 2022 to May 2023, between 59 and

16

114 vehicles per day are projected to move into and out of the Project area for construction-

17

related work activities. During this peak period, the main construction activities include the

18

completion of pre-loading of the widened causeway and terminal apron, and the installation

19

of foundations for terminal buildings and operating equipment (for more details refer to the

20

preliminary construction schedule in EIS Appendix 4-E).

21

This construction traffic information was previously referenced as Port Metro Vancouver 2014b

22

in EIS Section 23.12 and is included below as Figure IR1-20-1.
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Figure IR-20-1
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Request Number IR1-21: Potential Quarries
Information Request
1. Update Table 4-3 to identify the potential quarries that would be used for all fill materials.
2. Describe the modes of transportation that would be used to transport these materials to
the proposed Project site.
3. Include a map that depicts the locations of these quarries.
VFPA Response
1. Update Table 4-3 to identify the potential quarries that would be used for all fill
materials.
1

Potential quarries include any existing large-scale production quarry sites that have the ability

2

to load seagoing barges. Inland quarries that would rely on truck or rail to transport their

3

material are not believed to be economically viable fill material sources. Potentially suitable

4

existing quarries, of which the VFPA is aware include the following:

5

1. Mainland Sand and Gravel – Cox Station Quarry;

6

2. Lafarge Canada – Texada Island, Pitt River Quarries, Earle Creek Pit;

7

3. Lehigh Materials – Sechelt Pit;

8

4. Polaris Materials – Orca Quarry; and

9

5. Jack Cewe Ltd – Jervis Inlet.
2. Describe the modes of transportation that would be used to transport these
materials to the proposed Project site.

10

While it is the intention of the VFPA to allow the Infrastructure Developer to determine how

11

best to transport material to the site, it is expected that water transport will be the only

12

economically viable means. Material from existing quarries will most likely be transported

13

using barges. It is assumed that the barges would be discharged using some combination of

14

front end loaders, clam shell cranes, and conveyors or trucks.
3. Include a map that depicts the locations of these quarries.

15

A map depicting the location of existing quarries providing potential source of fill is provided

16

in Appendix IR1-21-A.
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Appendices
Appendix IR1-21-A

Existing Quarries Map
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APPENDIX IR1-21-A
EXISTING QUARRIES MAP
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Request Number IR1-22: Location of Reserves, Communities, and Treaty Lands
Information Request
Provide a single map showing the location of each Indigenous group listed in Section 17.5 of
the updated EIS Guidelines, as well as the Musqueam Indian Band and Tsleil-Waututh Nation,
in a manner that clearly indicates the location of reserves and communities, or Treaty lands,
if applicable, for each Indigenous group. The map should clearly indicate which reserves or
treaty lands are associated with which Indigenous group and include the proposed Project
location, the associated marine shipping routes and the Canada – United States border. For
clarity, the names of the reserves, communities and treaty lands can be listed in a caption
outside of the map.
VFPA Response
1

As indicated in the Review Panel’s Information Request Package 1, the VFPA has provided

2

several maps that show the information requested. Per the Review Panel’s request,

3

Figure IR1-22-1 in Appendix IR1-22-A shows a single map showing the location of each

4

Aboriginal group listed in section 17.5 of the EIS Guidelines, as well as Musqueam First Nation

5

and Tsleil-Waututh Nation, indicating the location of reserves and communities, or treaty

6

lands, if applicable, for each Aboriginal group. Figure IR1-22-2 in Appendix IR1-22-A

7

shows a map with the traditional territories of each Aboriginal group as provided in the EIS

8

and Marine Shipping Addendum, per the clarification received from the Review Panel on

9

October 3, 2016 (CEA Agency Registry Document #563).
Appendices
Appendix IR1-22-A

Supporting Figures
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APPENDIX IR1-22-A
SUPPORTING FIGURES
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Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations

Area Name
Tsawwassen First Nation Lands*
Tsawwassen Rights of Refusal Lands
Other Tsawwassen First Nation Lands
Tsawwassen First Nation Water Lots
Crown Federal to be Transferred, Assigned or Subleased to
Tsawwassen First Nation
Musqueam I.R. 4
Musqueam I.R. 2 *
Musqueam I.R. 3
Semiahmoo*
Burrard Inlet I.R. 3*
Inlailawatash 4
Inlailawatash 4A
Say-La-Quas I.R. 10
Squaw-Hay-One I.R. 11
Oyster Bay I.R. 12
Chemainus I.R. 13*
Cowichan I.R. 1*
Theik I.R. 2
Kil-Pah-Las I.R. 3
Est-Patrolas I.R. 4
Tzart-Lam I.R. 5
Kakalatza I.R. 6
Skutz I.R 7
Skutz I.R 8
Cowichan I.R. 9
Halalt Island I.R. 1
Halalt I.R. 2*
Cowichan Lake I.R.*
Lyackson I.R. 3
Shingle Point I.R. 4*
Portier Pass I.R. 5
Tsussie I.R. 6
Penelakut Island I.R. 7*
Tent Island I.R. 8
Galiano Island I.R. 9
East Saanich I.R. 2*
Fulford Harbour I.R. 5
Saturna Island I.R. 7
Goldstream I.R. 13
Pender Island I.R. 8
Bare Island I.R. 9
Cole Bay I.R. 3*
Hatch Point 12
Goldstream I.R. 13
South Saanich I.R. 1*
Mayne Island I.R. 6
Senanus Island I.R 10
Goldstream I.R. 13
Union Bay I.R. 4
Pender Island I.R. 8
Bare Island I.R. 9
Goldstream I.R. 13
Saturna Island I.R. 7
Malahat I.R. 11*
Goldstream I.R. 13
Becher Bay I.R. 1*
Becher Bay I.R.2
Lamb Island I.R. 5
Fraser Island I.R. 6
Village Island I.R. 7
Whale Island I.R. 8
Long Neck Island I.R. 9
Twin Island I.R. 10
Esquimalt I.R.*
New Songhees I.R. 1A*
Discovery Island I.R. 3
Chatham Islands I.R. 4
(Deadman's Island) Halkett Island I.R. 2
T'Sou-Ke I.R. 1*
T'Sou-Ke I.R. 2
Pacheena I.R. 1
Gordon River I.R. 2*
Cullite I.R. 3
Queesidaquah I.R. 4
Ahuk I.R. 1
Tsuquanah I.R. 2
Wyah I.R. 3
Claoose I.R. 4
Cheewat I.R. 4A
Sarque I.R. 5
Carmanah I.R. 6
Iktuksasuk I.R. 7
Homitan I.R. 8
Oyees I.R. 9
Doobah I.R. 10
Malachan I.R. 11*
Ilclo I.R. 12
Opatseeah I.R. 13
Wokitsas I.R. 14
Chuchummisapo I.R. 15
Saouk I.R. 16
Anacla I.R. 12*
Clutus I.R. 11
Dochsupple I.R. 3
Haines Island I.R. 8
Hamilton Point I.R. 7
Keeshan I.R. 9
Kichha I.R. 10
Kirby Point I.R. 6
Masit I.R. 13
Nuchaquis I.R. 2
Numukamis I.R. 1
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Sachawil I.R. 5
Sachsa I.R. 4
Acous I.R. 1
Ahmacinnit I.R. 3
Amai I.R. 15
Artlish I.R. 12
Chamiss I.R. 7
Checkaklis Island I.R. 9
Granite Island I.R. 4
Hisnit I.R. 4
Houpsitas I.R. 6*
Hub-Toul I.R. 2A
Kaoowinch I.R. 10
Kaouk I.R. 13
Kashittle I.R. 9
Kayouk I.R. 8
Machta I.R. 16
Mahope I.R. 3
Malksope I.R. 7
Markale I.R. 14
Mission Island I.R. 2
Ououkinsh I.R. 5
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents

Label
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
39
44
45
46
39
47
40
41
39
38
48
39
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129

Aboriginal Group
Area Name
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Tahsish I.R. 11
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Upsowis I.R. 6
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Village Island I.R. 1
Ka:'yu:'k't'h'/Che:k'tles7et'h' First Nations Yakats I.R. 5
Toquaht Nation
Chenatha I.R. 4
Toquaht Nation
Chequis I.R. 3
Toquaht Nation
Deekyakus I.R. 2
Toquaht Nation
Dookqua I.R. 5
Toquaht Nation
Macoah I.R. 1*
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Toquaht Nation
Stuart Bay I.R. 6
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Cowishil I.R. 1
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Elhlateese I.R. 2*
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Uchucklesaht Tribe
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Clakamucus I.R. 2
Ucluelet First Nation
Ittatsoo I.R. 1*
Ucluelet First Nation
Kleykleyhous I.R. 5
Ucluelet First Nation
Lands Acquired by British Columbia and Canada from a Third Party
Ucluelet First Nation
Oo-Oolth I.R. 8
Ucluelet First Nation
Outs I.R. 3
Ucluelet First Nation
Quinaquilth I.R. 4
Ucluelet First Nation
Quisitis I.R. 9
Ucluelet First Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Referred to as Additional Lands within the treaty documents
Ucluelet First Nation
Ucluth I.R. 6
Ucluelet First Nation
Wya I.R. 7
Seabird Island First Nation
Seabird Island I.R.*
Seabird Island First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Scowlitz First Nation
Scowlitz I.R. 1
Scowlitz First Nation
Williams I.R. 2
Scowlitz First Nation
Squawkum Creek I.R. 3*
Scowlitz First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Soowahlie Band
Soowahlie I.R. 14*
Soowahlie Band
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Soowahlie Band
Grass I.R. 15
Kwaw'Kwaw'Apilt Frist Nation
Kwawkwawapilt I.R. 6*
Kwaw'Kwaw'Apilt Frist Nation
Grass I.R. 15
Kwantlen First Nation
Whonnock I.R. 1
Kwantlen First Nation
Langley I.R. 2
Kwantlen First Nation
Langley I.R. 3
Kwantlen First Nation
Langley I.R. 4
Kwantlen First Nation
Langley I.R. 5
Kwantlen First Nation
Mcmillan Island I.R. 6*
Kwantlen First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Shxw'ow'hamel First Nation
Ohamil I.R. 1*
Shxw'ow'hamel First Nation
Wahleach Island I.R. 2
Shxw'ow'hamel First Nation
Kuthlalth I.R. 3
Shxw'ow'hamel First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Chawathil First Nation
Hope I.R. 1
Chawathil First Nation
Schkam I.R. 2
Chawathil First Nation
Greenwood Island I.R. 3
Chawathil First Nation
Chawathil I.R. 4*
Chawathil First Nation
Tunnel I.R. 6
Chawathil First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Cheam Indian Bank
Cheam I.R. 1*
Cheam Indian Band
Tseatah I.R. 2
Cheam Indian Band
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Aitchelitz First Nation
Aitchelitch I.R. 9*
Aitchelitz First Nation
Grass I.R. 15
Aitchelitz First Nation
Skumalasph I.R. 16
Aitchelitz First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Yaalstrick I.R. 1
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Lackaway I.R. 2
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Lakway Cemetery I.R. 3
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Papekwatchin I.R. 4
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Aylechootlook I.R. 5
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Holachten I.R. 8
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Zaitscullachan I.R.9
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Skweahm I.R.10
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Lakahahmen I.R. 11*
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Sumas Cemetary I.R. 12
Leq'a:mel First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Matsqui First Nation
Sahhacum I.R. 1
Matsqui First Nation
Matsqui Main I.R. 2*
Matsqui First Nation
Three Islands I.R. 3
Matsqui First Nation
Matsqui I.R. 4
Matsqui First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Popkum First Nation
Popkum I.R. 1*
Popkum First Nation
Popkum I.R. 2
Popkum First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Skawahlook First Nation
Skawahlook I.R. 1
Skawahlook First Nation
Ruby Creek I.R. 2*
Skawahlook First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Skowkale Frist Nation
Skowkale I.R. 10*
Skowkale Frist Nation
Skowkale I.R. 11
Skowkale Frist Nation
Grass I.R. 15
Skowkale Frist Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Shxwhá:y Village
Skway I.R. 5*
Shxwhá:y Village
Grass I.R. 15
Shxwhá:y Village
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Shxwhá:y Village
Skumalasph I.R. 16
Squiala First Nation
Squiaala I.R. 7*
Squiala First Nation
Squiaala I.R. 8
Squiala First Nation
Skumalasph I.R. 16
Squiala First Nation
Grass I.R. 15
Squiala First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Sumas First Nation
Upper Sumas I.R. 6*
Sumas First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Tzeachten First Nation
Tzeachten I.R. 13*
Tzeachten First Nation
Grass I.R. 15
Tzeachten First Nation
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
Yakweakwioose Band
Yakweakwioose I.R. 12*
Yakweakwioose Band
Grass I.R. 15
Yakweakwioose Band
Pekw'xe:yles (Peckquaylis) I.R.
* denotes communities that are the most populated reserve.

Label
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
188
192
188
193
194
193
195
196
197
198
199
200
188
201
202
203
188
204
205
206
207
208
188
209
210
188
211
193
212
188
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
188
223
224
225
226
188
227
228
188
229
230
188
231
232
193
188
233
193
188
212
234
235
212
193
188
236
188
237
193
188
238
193
188

203

12
11
205
207
229
230
202

206

10

201
187
191

7
8

199
200

183

218
212
219
221
220

196
197
198

195

166

188

154
178

171

175

180

158

150
155
156
157

165

176

30

173

169
170

181

172
163
153
151

148

159
161
160
162

94

182

97

96
92

101

234

193
231
238
232
237

214
215

1

9

226

236

34

95

26
14
13

84

102

100

32

82

89

27

28

81

98
80

85

90

209
228

33

16

83

88

233
194

35

99
87

227

192

4

31

164

3

217
223

5

15
186
179
185

17A

213

235
211

222

225
224

6

2
167

152
149

174

29

168

177

210
190

216

184
17

189

91
86

45
24
23

79

17
38

76

37

78
68

93

25

21

77

18
19
20

75
73
69

72

70

41

43
47

48

71
74

40

22

66

65

67

42

46

36
44

64

39 57

62

58

61

60

59

63
56

49
51
50
52
53
54 55

Notes:
First Nation Treaty Lands and Areas provided by Government of British Columbia. 2014. Available at: https://data.gov.bc.ca/. Accessed October 18, 2016.
Aboriginal
groups'
most
populated
reserves
were
aadnc.gc.ca/fnp/Main/Search/SearchFN.aspx?lang=eng)
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Hul’qumi’num Treaty Group Core Area and Marine Area are being used as proxy for the Asserted Traditional Territory boundaries of these Aboriginal
groups: Cowichan Tribes, Halalt First Nation, Lake Cowichan First Nation, Lyackson First Nation, Penelakut Tribe, and Stz’uminus First Nation.

6

Hul’qumi’num Treaty Group traditional territory provided by Government of Canada. Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System. 2015. Hul'qumi'num
Nation. Writ of Summons (Fishing). Available at: http://sid ait-atris.aadnc-aand c.gc.ca/ATRIS_O NLINE/Content/Search.aspx. Accessed May 22,
2015.

7

19

Hwlitsum Asserted Traditional Territory boundaries are as per the Hwlitsum Statement of Intent Boundary, September 2008.

7
7

Tsleil-Waututh Nation Asserted Traditional Territory has been digitized from Tsleil-Waututh Nation Consultation Area Map, November 2008.
Musqueam First Nation Asserted Traditional Territory boundary registered with the BC Treaty Commission as of October 2005 and produced by PWGSC for
INAC under the Information Sharing Protocol for the Federal Treaty Negotiation Office, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, and Integrated Land
Management Bureau, Ministry of Agriculture and Lands for the Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation. Musqueam First Nation secondary use
area is not identified.

19
7

19

19

The Asserted Traditional Territories of the WSÁNEĆ Nation includes the following First Nations: Pauquachin First Nation, Tsartlip First Nation, Tsawout First
Nation, Tseycum First Nation. WSÁNEĆ Nation traditional territory provided by Government of Canada. Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System.
2015. WSÁNEĆ Nation Writ of Summons. Available at: http://sidait-atris.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/ATRIS_ONLINE/Content/Search.aspx Accessed May 13, 2015.

7

7

Malahat
Nation
Traditional
Territory
provided
by
Te'mexw
http://www.temexw.org/SOI_Hillshade_E2.pdf. Accessed June 12.

7

Treaty

Association.

Statement

of

Intent

Map.

Available

at:

Beecher Bay (Scia'new) First Nation Traditional Territory provided by Te'mexw Treaty Association. Statement of Intent Map. Available at:
http://www.temexw.org/SOI_Hillshade_E2.pdf. Accessed June 12.
Esquimalt Nation Land Use Areas have been drawn from Figure 5.1 “Esquimalt Traditional Land Use Areas Identified during Map Review” from the report
entitled Traditional Marine Resource Use – Marine Transportation Technical Report for the Trans Mountain Pipeline ULC Trans Mountain Expansion Project
(2013).
Songhees First Nation Traditional Territory provided by
http://www.temexw.org/SOI_Hillshade_ E2.pdf. Accessed June 12.

Te'mexw

Treaty

Association.

Statement

of

Intent

Map.

Available

at:

Semiahmoo First Nation Traditional Territory provided by An Interim Report on the Traditional Land and Marine Resource Use (TLMRU) and Practices of the
Semiahmoo First Nation for the Proposed Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Port Metro Vancouver (PMV), British Columbia. 2014.
T'Sou-ke
Nation
Traditional
Territory
provided
by
Te'mexw
http://www.temexw.org/SOI_Hillshade_E2.pdf. Accessed June 12.

Treaty

Association.

Statement

of

Intent

Map.

Available

at:

Pacheedaht First Nation Traditional Territory provided courtesy of Government of Canada. Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System. 2015.
Pacheedaht First Nation Writ of Summons. Available at: http://sidait-atris.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/ATRIS_ONLINE/Content/Search.aspx. Accessed May 15,
2015.
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