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5.0 Facility Improvement Plan
5.1

Port Development Considerations

The purpose of this Strategic Master Plan is to provide the Port of Fernandina with the necessary
information and insight on the potential for changes to the Port’s current operations. These changes include
the potential for increasing or decreasing cargo handling opportunities and forecasted reductions as well
as recommendations on modifications that the port needs to make as a result of the forecasted changes in
cargo handling requirements. This Strategic Master Plan covers the ten year period from 2013 to 2023.
Although there are a number of considerations that are important to establishing a plan for cargo handling
activities for the next ten years, the three most critical considerations are the market demand and
projections for cargo growth over this time period, the expected trends in vessel types and sizes expected
to call at the port, and the existing conditions and constraints of the port. As noted previously, the Port of
Fernandina is well positioned to provide feeder service to various container hubs throughout the Caribbean.
As such, the Port needs to be well informed about the potential for growth in the next ten years and how
the impacts of growth will influence the port and their need to plan for the future.

5.2

Cargo Forecast

As calculated in Table 2.1.7, the existing container storage capacity was estimated to range from
approximately 30,000 TEUs to 35,000 TEUs per year depending on dwell times and other operational
factors. As discussed in Section 4, the potential market opportunities indicated that the current and planned
industrial development in Nassau County and the surrounding region is forecast to have significant growth
in the containerized cargo market. The market opportunities developed in Section 4 are summarized in
Table 5.2-1. The comparison of the annual container handling capacity of between 30,000 to 35,000
TEUs/year today at the Port to the forecasted container throughput number indicates that if operations
remain unchanged, the port will not have the capacity to handle the projected container cargo volumes
beyond the next several years and substantial market opportunities will be lost to other regional ports.
The steady annual growth rate noted for the general cargo and the significant growth forecast for the
containerized cargo are illustrated in Figures 5.2-1 and 5.2-2, respectively.
Table 5.2-1. Potential Cargo Opportunities 2015 - 2023
Containers
Containers (boxes)
Container (tons)
Total Equivalent Units (TEUS)
Breakbulk Cargo (tons)
Kraft Liner Board (KLB)
Lumber
Rebar
Steel
Woodpulp
Misc. General Cargo
Bulk Cargo
Total General Tons
Total Tons

June 2014

2015
18,002
113,032
23,327

2018
74,180
547,855
100,515

2023
139,324
1,348,657
203,376

125,000
3,500
74,000
100,000
9,000
22,500
845
334,845
447,877

87,500
3,500
85,750
135,750
6,912
27,313
1,095
347,820
895,675

75,000
3,500
96,500
158,000
11,500
30,000
1,250
375,750
1,724,407
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.
Figure 5.2-1. Breakbulk Cargo Opportunities

Figure 5.2-2. Containerized Cargo Opportunities
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By 2023, the main cargo opportunities for the Port of Fernandina will be mainly in handling containerized
cargo as shown in Figure 5.2-3.
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Figure 5.2-3. Potential 2023 Cargo Opportunities

June 2014

5-2

5.0 Facility Improvement Plan

OHPA Strategic Master Plan

Finally, as presented in Chapter 2, the current Port of Fernandina Beach site is severally constrained by
the adjacent historic zone, surrounding residential and industrial areas and environmental conservation
areas. The future Facility Improvement Plan for the Port needs to recognize these site constraints, while
evaluating potential developmental concepts that can maximize the future capacity of the Port by identifying
potential options for port expansion. This Facility Improvement Plan identifies a phased approach to
optimizing the container throughput potential of the Port. The recommended Facility Improvement Plan
begins by identifying ways to maximize cargo throughput on the existing footprint and then identified
possible improvement projects that will allow capacity to increase to meet the future cargo demand on the
Port. Because of the various constrains to expansion at the existing site, the options are somewhat limited.
With the identified market/cargo opportunities indicating that the majority of the growth in the region will be
associated with containerized cargo growth, the focus of the Facility Improvement Plan will be to identify
ways to improve container capacity within the Port. The weather sensitive breakbulk cargo market (pulp,
Kraft board, etc.) is forecasted to remain somewhat steady staying around 350,000 to 375,000 tons per
year. This will be within the capacity of the existing warehouses at the Port (approximately 375,000 tons
per year) and approximately what the port handled in 2011, so the existing warehouse capacity appears to
be adequate to handle this cargo type over the next few years. Therefore, the Facility Improvement Plan
focuses on modifications that will optimize container handling, while considering the impacts of the change
in vessel sizes that are expected to call at the Port of Fernandina and the constraints of the existing port
boundaries, as discussed below.

5.3

Vessel Size

The Market Study Chapter identified the development of regional “transshipment” hubs in the Caribbean
that are being developed in response to the widening of the Panama Canal and the introduction of larger
“Post-Panamax” container vessels in the South Atlantic. While the Port of Fernandina Beach is not
expecting to see the large “mega” vessel calling, we would however anticipate that as vessel sizes
throughout the region grow, it can be expected that larger, Class C type vessels would want to call at
Fernandina Beach. This Class C container vessel is commonly used to support feeder services between
the US South Atlantic ports and the various hubs in the Caribbean. As shown in Table 5.2.2, the typical
vessel calling at the Port today is a regional coastal vessel that has a capacity of 900- 2,000 TEUs, a LOA
of up to 640 ft, and a draft of 36 ft. While this vessel will still call at the Port, we envision that the vessels
which will want to call at the Port of Fernandina in the future are expected to increase in size over the 10
year planning period. The Class C Container Vessel has a capacity of from 2,000 to 2,900 TEUs, a LOA
of up to 800-ft, and a draft up to 38 to 40-ft that should be recognized in the Port’s planning window. We
feel that for the Port to be able to meet the cargo demands of the region, the Port facilities must be improved
to meet the requirements of this vessel type. The specifications for this type of feeder vessel are listed
below.
Table 5.3-1. Feeder Vessel Specifications
Feeder Vessel Specifications

June 2014

Vessel Type

Capacity (TEUs)

LOA

Draft

Coastal

900-2,000

345 – 640 ft

23-36 ft

Class C

2,000 – 2,999

775 – 800 ft

38 – 39 ft
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Considering a maximum design vessel with an LOA of 800 ft and a draft of 40 ft, the channel and berthing
depth requirements would be 45 ft and 40 ft, respectively. With a 6-foot tide, the current channel depth
could possibly accommodate these larger vessels on a limited basis, but for the Port to reach maximum
potential both berth and channel improvements would be required.

5.4

Use of Adjacent Properties to Increase Capacity

As discussed, the Port of Fernandina is highly constrained by the existing Port boundary and the limited
ability to expand the footprint of the Port. The Port is constrained to the north by RockTenn and to the east
and south by the historic district of the City of Fernandina Beach. Therefore, in order to support cargo
growth, improvements at the Port must include efforts to maximize the existing space, identify options for
the expansion of the port in the available adjacent properties, and identify off-site areas that could be
acquired by the port and used to support port operations. While off-site support facilities tend to increase
port operation costs due to the increased cargo handling requirements, they also help to increase port
productivity and efficiency. Operations with minimal value added potential could be moved off-site to
maximize those operations with high value added potential. For instance, the chassis storage yard could
be moved off-site and the existing general cargo operation consolidated in this area to allow further
expansion of the container yard. These are the types of factors that the Facility Improvement Plan evaluates
when making recommendations for port development. Figure 5.4-1 illustrates the existing Port of
Fernandina and several of the current and potential off-site properties that could potentially be used to
support port activities.
An approach to the current site constraints might be for the OHPA to evaluate how various land parcels
located outside of the existing Port of Fernandina Beach boundaries might help to support future cargo
operations and hence support Port growth.
The Port utilizes an off-port site on the outskirts of the City of Fernandina Beach, owned by Nassau
Terminals. This property could be used as a staging area to storage empty containers or other cargo prior
to ship arrival. If the cargo is transferred to the Port more than 5 days before schedule vessel departure,
this intermediate staging area could provide additional storage capacity for the Port. Likewise, if inbound
cargo stays at the marine terminal more than a reasonable number of days, say 3-5, then the Port could
move the boxes to an area outside of the marine terminal. Under both conditions, some additional handling
costs would be expected because of the need to dray the cargo to/from the marine terminal, but that costs
could be offset by additional “storage fees” charged to the shippers for using Port property. Such a charge
might make the Port more efficient in reducing the average “dwell times” for cargo at the marine terminal.
The other potential offsite property to consider as potential port use is the Nassau Fertilizer and Oil
Company site (Pogy Plant) located to the northeast of the existing Port. This site has been used for
waterfront related uses in the past and could be purchased/developed by the OHPA to provide for such
uses as a barge transfer facility or possibly leased to a cruise line or others to support port-of-call type
cruise operations.
Other similar properties might be available to the OHPA to support intermodal rail operations or other
methods to increase the overall capacity of the Port to respond to anticipated market opportunities in the
future.
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Figure 5.4-1. Existing Port Site and Vicinity
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5.5

10-Year Facility Improvement Plan

5.5.1

Phase 1 Improvements

The most immediate need for the Port will be to maximize container throughput capacity within the existing
footprint of the port. As presented previously, there are very few options for expanding the Port outside of
the existing footprint. Between land use restrictions and the environmental conservation area, there are
limited options for Port expansion. What options there are will likely take from 2-4 years to be completed,
so the ability to maximize throughput within the existing terminal will be critical. Under the initial
Development Plan (Phase 1) a portion of the outside, breakbulk (steel, re-bars, etc.) storage could be
relocated to the operational area behind the existing wharf and gantry cranes, west of the railroad tracks,
allowing for the expansion of a higher density container storage operations into the existing flex-breakbulk
handling area. Refer to Figure 5.5.1 for the site layout plan. The container storage yard would be expanded
by approximately 2 ac, with 1.3 ac remaining for breakbulk storage in the existing yard, plus using the area
behind the berth for miscellaneous storage. This storage area is approximately .6 acres in size, resulting
in a total breakbulk storage area of 1.9 ac.. By expanding the container yard operation and relocating a
portion of the breakbulk handling area, the port is still able to handle the maximum annual throughput of
breakbulk cargo and the container throughput capacity would be increased from 35,000 TEUs to
approximately 60,000 TEUs annually. This annual capacity assumes the dwell time of empties would stay
at around 12 days for all cargo. (Annual throughput capacity would increase as dwell times became smaller,
resulting in more “tons” thoughout the year.)
Cargo dwell time is just one of several factors that impact the actual capacity of any cargo handling yard or
facility. Other key factors include size of storage area, cargo handling equipment, and storage density.
Table 5.5-1 identifies some of the assumptions made to estimate the breakbulk storage capacity. Based
on the assumptions in the table, and with a total of approximately 1.9 acres of storage yard available, the
maximum amount of non-weather sensitive breakbulk (steel, rebar, etc.) that can be stored at one time is
approximately 16, 300 tons. Applying the average dwell of 33 days to the static capacity, the theoretical
annual throughput capacity is estimated at approximately 180,000 tons. This storage area would then be
adequate to handle the 175,000 tons of steel and rebar type cargoes that are estimated for 2015. With the
additional dedicated container storage, there still appears to be adequate storage for these non-weather
sensitive breakbulk cargoes over the next few years.
Similar assumptions and a similar process has been used for estimating container handling capacity. The
additional area set aside for Container Storage would increase the amount of dedicated container storage
at the Port to approximately 7 acres and would increase the total number of “Ground Slots” for containers
from roughly 1000 (existing) to 2500, assuming new 5 wide, 1 over 4 RTGs. (Each Ground Slot is capable
of storing a 20-ft container, i.e., a 40-ft container would occupy 2-Ground Slots). The assumption is that to
maximize container storage and throughput the operating system would need to be as “dense” as possible.
At least 2 additional RTGs would be required to maximize the throughput capacity of the additional container
storage yard. As noted above, the capacity of the container yard with the expansion of the high density
container storage yard is estimated at between 60,000 to 65,000 TEUs per year depending on dwell times
and mix of cargo. (Capacity dwell time was assumed to remain near 12 days per container.) If an “empty”
storage area was established at the existing Port owned property and empty containers “drayed” to the
marine terminal when required by the shipping lines, the capacity would be towards the higher end of the
range, as empty containers traditional have the longest dwell time of any containers in the Port. As noted
previously, an improvement in dwell time by just a couple of days would have a significant impact on actual
yard capacity.

June 2014
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Figure 5.5-1. Phase 1 Site Layout
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Table 5.5.1. Breakbulk Storage Areas – Phase 1
Existing Steel/Rebar
Storage Area

Additional Breakbulk Area
West of RR

Gross Breakbulk Area

1.3

gross ac

0.7

gross ac

Net Storage Area (assume 75% of
gross area)

1.0

net ac

0.5

net ac

0.65

tons/sf

0.65

tons/sf

Yard Strength
Average Dwell Time

33

days

33

days

Average Cycles per Year

11

turns

11

turns

Maximum Storage Density
Maximum Static Capacity
Annual Throughput Capacity

0.25

tons/sf

0..25

tons/sf

10,890

tons

5,445

tons

119,790

tons

59,900

tons

Total Breakbulk (steel, re-bar, etc.) annual capacity would be approximately 179,700 tons per year with this
storage arrangement, adequate to handle estimated demand.
Improved operational efficiency, with lower dwell times, has the capability to increase annual throughput
significantly without increasing the footprint of the port. It also assumes that the equipment is provided that
can achieve higher stacking densities in the yard. Using a 1 over 4 RTG, and assuming an 80% stacking
efficiency, the 750 ground slots would have a static capacity of approximately 2,400 TEUs.
Phase 1 Costs
In order to implement this initial expansion, there would be some additional equipment costs associated
with the implementation of Phase 1, as additional RTGs would be required. Smaller RTGs cost $1.3 million
(new) with larger models somewhat more expensive. There is also likely a “used” equipment market where
used RTGs could be available at a lower cost. The Capital Costs for this improvement would also depend
on the existing pavement strengths in the proposed new container yard. Assuming that the pavement is
designed for heavy breakbulk storage (steel, etc.) and the containers would be stacked only 4 to 5 high,
little pavement improvement costs would be anticipated. Assuming a 3” Asphalt Pavement Overlay for
approximately 3-4 acres would costs approximately $550,000 (assuming no other capital improvements are
required). Total costs, with equipment and contingencies, etc. would then be approximately $4 million. The
increase in container handling capacity is associated with optimizing the efficiency of the space currently
used within the port’s footprint. Based on market projections, it is anticipated that the improved efficiency
associated with Phase I and the relocation of the cargo handling activities will be sufficient to support cargo
handling increases through 2015 - 2017.
5.5.2

Phase 2 Facility Development Plan

The implementation of any improvements beyond Phase 1 will be contingent on actual cargo growth
realized at the port. For infrastructure planning purposes, it is assumed that cargo will grow consistent
with the forecasted cargo opportunities, but all projects and phased implementations beyond Phase 1,
should only be implemented on an as-needed basis.
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The second phase of the development plan would consist of several capital projects aimed at increasing
the overall capacity of the Port to handle the anticipated future cargo and shipping opportunities. The Phase
2 Facility Development Plan would take place between 2015 and 2018 and would include three possible
projects to expand the capacity and footprint of the existing port.
•
•
•

Filling in the 0.7 acre area behind the northern end of the existing wharf;
Expanding the existing wharf an additional 400 ft and possibility including an additional 200 ft
expansion with concurrence from RockTenn;
If possible for an environmental permitting standpoint, fill in the 1.25 ac. area behind the wharf
extension to provide additional operational and cargo storage area.

These projects are described in more detail in the following sections and can be seen in Figure 5.5-2.
Fill Behind Existing Wharf
Because of the limited available options for expansion of the current Port footprint, the initial project could
be to fill in the small 0.7 acre area behind the existing wharf. This project would cost approximately
$500,000, but would provide for additional operational and breakbulk storage area so that the existing
storage yard could be converted to additional container storage.
Extend the Existing Wharf
Based on the changes that will be happening to the shipping industry within the South Atlantic and
Caribbean region, we believe that vessel sizes throughout the region will be getting larger as the new, wider
Panama Canal comes on-line. While the Port of Fernandina will not see the new Panamax sized vessels
calling at the Port, we do believe that with the development of multiple “Transshipment” hubs throughout
the region, there will be an overall increase in the use of the larger, Class C container vessel being used
as the main “feeder” type vessel in the region. This class of vessel has a capacity of 2,000-2,900 TEUs
and has a maximum length of approximately 800 ft and a maximum draft of 40 ft.
In order for the Port of Fernandina to be able to fully serve this growing feeder industry, there will be a need
to have at least two berths for operations available. While the existing 1,200 foot wharf provides for two
berths for the smaller coastal vessels that now call at the Port (average length of 600 ft), a two berth
operation under the assumption that the Class C vessel will call at the Port, would require at least 1,600 ft
of berthing. At this extended length, the overall wharf length would accommodate the simultaneous berthing
of a 640 ft vessel and an 800 ft vessel, with additional space required for mooring lines, etc. A 1,800 foot
long berth would accommodate two Class C vessels (800 ft in length) simultaneously.
Increasing the port’s capability to service two larger ships at the same time is critical to improving both
productivity and berth utilization. Adding a berth to allow for the simultaneous berthing of two larger vessels
increases maximum berth occupancy factors from a maximum of 35% - 40% for a single berth, to a
maximum of 55% - 60% for a 2-berth terminal. This increased berth occupancy for the larger vessels results
in maximizing the “berth availability” that is critical to attracting shipping companies to the Port. (Ports need
to have adequate berth availability in order to be attractive to the shipping lines.)
Currently, the port’s property lines would support a 400 foot extension of the existing wharf. This 400 foot
extension would increase the length of the wharf from 1,200 ft to 1,600 ft. This extension has been
discussed for several years and preliminary plans and environmental permits have been developed.
However, the current preliminary plans were based on the wharf extension supporting a bulk type cargoes
and do not include the extension of the current crane rails needed to support the current STS container
cranes. The recommendation of this Facility Development Plan is to revisit the current wharf extension
plan and to include the provision/designs for the extension to include crane rails for the STS (Ship-to-Shore)
cranes and to be able to handle container vessels at this extended berth.

June 2014

5-9

5.0 Facility Improvement Plan

OHPA Strategic Master Plan

*
*

*
*

*These areas were previously permitted under FDER Permit # 451730689 with mitigation completed. This permit has since expired and would require filing a new
permit. The intended use for this area may occasionally include pre-staging cargo but would not be considered a cargo deck or container laydown area.

Figure 5.5-2. Phase 2 Site Layout
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In order to extend the wharf an additional 200 ft (to a 1,800 ft total length), it will be necessary to negotiate
an agreement with RockTenn to either purchase the property rights for the additional 200 ft extension or
to agree to jointly extend the wharf. This full wharf extension would give the port the capacity to
accommodate two Class C Container Vessels (2,500 TEU capacity) berthed at the wharf at the same time.
A more detailed shipping/berthing study is recommended to determine the specific requirements of the Port
before this wharf extension program is finalized.
Dredging Requirements
An issue that will need to be addressed during the implementation of a final berthing/shipping analysis will
be the possible need for additional dredging of the channel, widening and deepening the existing turning
basin and required dredging at the berth. The existing channel is “declared” at 36 ft. While it is much
deeper along the majority of the channel there are several locations where the channel is less than the 43 to -45 ft of water depth required by a fully-loaded Class C vessel.
In addition to the need to deepen the navigational channel, the existing Turning Basin would also need to
be widened and deepened. Under “normal conditions”, today’s container vessels require approximately
1.5 times LOA for a turning basin. The existing vessels that are 600 ft (+/-) can turn within the existing 900
foot diameter turning basin. However, a vessel that is closer to 800 ft long will require a 1,200 foot diameter
turning basin. Because of the shallow nature of the western side of the existing Turning Basin, dredging
an additional 300 ft of turning area would result in a significant cost.
Finally, the possible need for dredging at the berth should be analyzed. The existing berth water depth is
-36 ft. Dredging to allow for the berthing of a vessel with a -40 foot draft might result in some structural
issues with the existing wharf structure. The berth dredging and impact on the existing wharf will need to
be addressed in the detailed shipping/berthing study.
More details on the proposed dredging requirements and issues are included in section 5.7.
Filling Behind the New Wharf Structure and Expand Container Yard
The third project proposed for expansion of the existing Port would be the filling and reclamation of
approximately 1.25 acres between the proposed wharf extension and the existing railroad. This expansion
area would allow the Port to provide additional storage area for general port operations and for the storage
of various non-weather sensitive breakbulk cargoes. This expansion would allow all breakbulk activity to
be consolidated in this area behind the wharf, freeing up additional space for expanded container operations
in the existing port storage yards. This expanded container yard would increase annual throughput by
approximately 10,000 TEUs per year, increasing total capacity to approximately 75,000 TEUs, assuming
the same dwell times discussed in Phase 1. The viability of this reclamation project is contingent on the
applicable environmental regulations and the ability to get the necessary permits to place fill material behind
the wharf.
If both infill projects are completed, the breakbulk storage areas behind the wharf would increase by
approximately 1.9 acres, resulting in a total of approximately 2.6 acres available for breakbulk storage and
additional operational areas behind the wharf. Assuming that 75% of this area is available for breakbulk
storage, and dwell times can be improved by 10% to an average of 30 days (the industry standard), then
there would be adequate capacity to storage the anticipated 2023 breakbulk requirement for open storage.
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Table 5.5.-3. Breakbulk Storage Behind Wharf
Gross Open Storage Area

2.6

gross ac

Net Storage Area (assume 75% of gross area)

2.0

net ac

Average Dwell Time

30

days

Average Cycles per Year

12

turns

Maximum Storage Density

0.25

tons/sf

Maximum Static Capacity

21,780

tons

Annual Throughput Capacity

261,360

tons

Projected Open Storage Requirements (2023)

255,000

tons

Based on the assumptions used in these calculations, the implementation of the additional storage areas
increases annual breakbulk open storage capacity to approximately 261,000 tons. Developing the entire
existing storage area into a higher dense (i.e., RTG operations) container storage area will increase overall
container throughput capacity to approximately 75,000 TEUs per year, approximately double current
storage capacity.
As discussed previously, the actual capacity will depend on the efficiency of the operations procedures
utilized. One factor that will have a significant impact on the operational efficiency will be the availability of
off-site property to support port activities. For instance, if empties and/or chassis can be stored off-site,
there is more space available for cargo handling and dwell times can be kept at a minimum. As discussed
previously, shorter dwell times translate into greater throughput capacity.
Development Plan Costs
The cost associated with the various projects could be included as one major improvement program or as
separate projects. Even if proposed as separate projects, it is assumed that the projects would be designed
and constructed concurrently and that the resulting capacities could support the projected cargo growth
through 2018. The capital costs associated with these improvements are summarized below:
•
•
•
•
•

Fill in 0.7 acres behind the existing wharf structure – Cost of $500,000;
Expand the existing Wharf 400 ft as a General cargo/Bulk Wharf - $10 million (w/Contingencies)
Expand the existing Wharf 400 ft as a Container Berth, with crane rail - $15 million (with
contingencies)
Expand the existing Wharf 600 ft as a Container berth, with crane rail - $21 million (with
contingencies)
Fill in 1.25 acres of wetland behind the extended wharf - $1 million (with environmental mitigation
and contingencies)

Additional equipment costs will be required to add additional RTG storage for the containers. Two or three
additional RTGs would likely be required to maximize container storage and hence throughput capacity.
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*

*This is part of a designated conservation easement and not permitted for fill. Filling in this area would be inconsistent with OHPA Resolution 2014-4 (Appendix
H). Alternative efficiency improvements may be identified over time.

Figure 5.5-3. Phase 3 Site Layout
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5.6

Environmental Constraints

All of the above projects will be dependent on obtaining environmental approval from both the FDEP and
the USACE. While the initial fill project (0.7 acres of previously disturbed jurisdictional lands) appears to
be environmentally permittable with mitigation, the wharf extension project and the larger infill behind the
new wharf will likely both require new environmental studies and might be difficult to permit.
For the initial project of filling behind the existing wharf structure, the area is less than an acre and is
currently a highly disturbed area which, while considered a jurisdictional wetland, has little natural resource
function. The existing area has considerable riprap and broken pieces of concrete piles scattered
throughout. The identified project will have some improved efficiency from a storage and transfer standpoint
to have this area filled to eliminate the gap between the existing pier and the rail line going into the
RockTenn mill. In the short term, it would likely not be permittable to fill this small area since there are no
salt marsh mitigation banks in the region that the OHPA could purchase credits to offset the limited impacts
of filling this small wetland area. There is a mitigation bank that is near final approval that would serve this
area and due to the disturbed nature and sufficient justification for the natural resource agencies; it is
possible that permits could be obtained from the USACE and FDEP to fill this area in the foreseeable future.
The existing plans for the wharf extension have been reviewed and (as we understand) an existing permit
for that plan is currently available. However, if the design of the proposed wharf extension changes, then
the new project would likely need to go through a new environmental review and permitting process.
The third project of filling behind the proposed wharf extension would also require environmental reviews
and a possible new environmental permit study, such as an Environmental Assessment (EA). If the
extension of the existing wharf is approved, there would be approximately 1.25 acres behind the new wharf
that would be proposed to be filled to serve as port storage/operational area (see Figure 5.3-3 Phase 3 Site
Vicinity). This area is currently high salt marsh wetlands today. The OHPA would have to go through the
formal process of trying to avoid and minimize these impacts through creative design and engineering
before employing mitigation to achieve the purpose and need for filling these wetlands. Strong justification
would be required for the USACE Regulatory Division to determine that filling these wetlands would be the
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative under its Section 404b(1) guidelines. It is possible
that a National Environmental Policy Act EA would need to be completed to analyze the spectrum of
environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts, from the proposed action.
Figure 5.5-3 shows a portion of the wetland area east of the storage area that could be considered for fill
in Phase 3 in order to square off the corner of the storage area and improve the overall efficiency of the
storage area. This fill in the marsh, currently included in the recorded environmental conservation easement
area, would be approximately 0.75 acres. This acreage is located within a permanent conservation
easement and is part of a Mitigation Plan created in 1990 for Port Expansion (see Appendix D for Mitigation
Plan and a map of the conservation easement). While the filling of this area would be subject to all
environmental permitting requirements, the OHPA does not find it appropriate or economically feasible to
fill these wetlands for the purpose of expanding the cargo storage deck area.
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Figure 5.7-1. Dredge Requirements
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5.7

Dredging – Detailed Analysis

As discussed previously one of the most significant issues that the Port will need to address is the amount
of dredging that might be required to accommodate a larger class of container feeder vessel in the future.
The Port’s ability to service a Class C container vessel without any operational constraints will require
additional dredging along the face of the wharf extension, as well as deepening and widening the turning
basin and some dredging along the navigational channel. See Figure 5.7-1. The design vessel will require
the channel and berth frontage to be dredged from an existing depth of 36 ft MLW to over 40 ft MLW. Impact
to the structural integrity of the wharf will have to be accounted for during the design. The estimated
dredging volume for the Berth area is 37,500 cubic yards (CY).
Access to and from the berths at the Port of Fernandina is through the Amelia River, which connects the
Port to the St. Mary’s River Channel and the Atlantic Ocean. The Amelia River Channel and turning basins
are authorized at a depth of 36 ft MLW and the St. Mary’s River Channel is authorized to a depth of 47 ft
MLW. The berthing areas are currently maintained to a depth of 36 ft.
For the Port to support the Class C design vessel, the Amelia River Channel will need to be dredged to a
depth of 43 - 45 ft MLW to accommodate the full depth of the vessel, “squat” (the amount of additional draft
required when the vessel is “under way”) and safety and over-dredge factors. In addition, the turning basin
will have to be dredged and the radius increased in size. The estimated required dredging volume for the
channel and the turning basin are 838,000 CY and 633,000 CY respectively.
Alternatives to dredging might require that any larger vessel that needs to call at the Port to enter the port
at high tide, call at less than full capacity (meaning that the vessel is at less than full “draft”) or call at the
Port under some other operational restriction. Regardless of the operational constraint on the shipping
line, any operational restriction imposed on the shipping lines will have a negative impact on the
“attractiveness” to call at the Port of Fernandina. If the Port can only serve up to a maximum vessel that is
650 (+/-) ft in length and with a maximum draft of -36 ft, some of the opportunity for the Port to attract the
growing container market in the region might very well be lost to other regional ports without such
restrictions.
Dredging Costs
The ability to get federal funding for dredging projects has become much more difficult in recent years. The
USACE has a limited capital improvement budget and, even if the projects are approved, would only fund
50% of any new capital dredging project.
For the OHPA, the cost of dredging the approach channel, turning basin and berthing areas to
accommodate larger vessels could be prohibitive. Assuming disposal of the material in the federally
approved ocean disposal site (the Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site [ODMDS]) it is estimated that
dredging would cost around $15 - $20 per CY. This pricing would result in Capital costs of:
•
•
•

Channel Dredging (estimated at 840,000 CY) = $12.6 million to $16.8 million
Turning Basin Dredging (estimated at 635,000 CY) = $9.5 million to $12.7 million
Berth Dredging (estimated at 37,500 CY) = $562,500 to $750,000

Total dredging costs could therefore range from $22.7 million to $30.3 million. At best, with USACE
approval, the OHPA would still need to fund 50% of the total amount as the “local sponsor”. However, the
USACE may determine that these costs are not justified based upon revenues generated by the port and
require that the OHPA pay 100% of these costs for the channel deepening and widened Turning Basin and
future maintenance cost if their benefit/cost analysis does not support federal cost-sharing of these costs.
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Dredge Disposal Sites
Should dredge activities occur within the next 10 years the spoil disposal would be apportioned towards the
following sites in descending order of preference and depending on the quality of the spoil and relative
expense of disposition:
1) Spoil disposal in cooperation with ACOE, DEP & City/County beach or coastal zone renourishment programs.
2) Fill behind the bulkhead where needed and possible based on project engineering and permitting
3) Fill within other contiguous Port operation area slated for expansion of port storage yards or
within retaining walls to be placed along existing limits of fill/wetlands.
4) Spoil disposal in cooperation with the Florida Inland Navigation District program and identified
disposal sites.
5) Export of spoil to Counties outside of Nassau County where active landfill operations require fill
and Tip Fee credits or revenues may be negotiated to off-set haul distance
6) Export of spoil to Locations in the County or adjacent Counties where large scale site
development or roadway development is occurring or scheduled to occur.
7) Disposal of excess spoil to the ACOE maintained off shore disposal area.

Dewatering facilities would be site designed to consist of a fully diked area to enclose the disposal area,
thereby isolating the dredged material from the surrounding environment. Following placement of dredged
material, the sediments would be allowed to consolidate, settle, and dewater. The effluent water would be
contained until sufficient time to meet state water quality standards and would be allowed to be returned to
surrounding water bodies via overflow through a weir system. After the water no longer flows over the weir,
the remaining water would evaporate or percolate into the ground. The exterior slopes of the dredge
dewatering facility berms would be seeded with grass to minimize erosion and regularly inspected during
the dredging operation to ensure their operational integrity.

5.8

Summary of Port Development Plan

In summary, while potential cargo opportunities being developed in Nassau County and the surrounding
region will continue to grow, it will be difficult for the Port of Fernandina to capture these opportunities
because of the existing constraints to being able to expand the current port site. Developing properties that
are located outside of the current port boundaries could help to improve port operational efficiencies and
hence improve cargo throughput capacities, but will also impact overall operational costs for the various
shippers and beneficial cargo owners.
That said, several projects have been identified that could increase cargo handling capacity at the existing
port site. These include:
•

•
•

•

Initial relocation of some of the open breakbulk storage areas to underutilized areas behind the
existing wharf and expanding the high dense container storage operation (i.e., using RTGs) into
the current bulk storage area. Capital Costs of $650,000, plus equipment costs.
Filling in the .7 acres of open space behind the existing wharf. Capital cost of $500,000.
Extending the existing wharf a minimum of 400 ft to be able to accommodate simultaneous berthing
of larger feeder type vessels. Capital cost from $10 million to $15 million depending on
incorporating STS crane rails into the design.
If the wharf is extended, filling the additional 1.25 ac. area between the wharf extension and the
existing rail siding to be used for cargo storage. Capital cost of $1 million.
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•

Developing the entire existing Port storage yard to a high-dense container storage operation.
Capital cost of $500,000 plus additional equipment costs.

A key issue that will need to be addressed in a more detailed berthing/shipping study is the potential to
serve larger, Class C, container feeder vessels. These vessels have a larger capacity (2,000-2,900 TEUs)
than the vessels that are currently calling at the Port, and have a LOA of approximately 800 ft and a draft
of 40 ft. The potential for these vessels to call at the Port will result in the need to deepen the current
navigational channel and berths, plus deepen and widen the existing turning basin. If all the required
dredging is funded at 100% by the OHPA, then total dredging cost could range from $22.7 to $30.3 million.
More study on this issue is clearly warranted.
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