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Executive Summary

This report was prepared for the Lower Columbia Solutions Group (LCSG) to present
findings from meetings with the ports in the lower Columbia River. These findings will
assist the LCSG in the development of a Regional Upland Disposal Plan by providing
baseline information on the lower Columbia River ports’ upland dredge material
management needs.
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Acronyms
CDF - Confined Disposal Facility
CREST - Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce
DEQ - Department of Environmental Quality
DSL - Division of State Lands
LCSG - Lower Columbia Solutions Group

LCREP - Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership
Definitions

Confined Disposal Facility - Includes any disposal location where dredged material is
contained, upland, in-water, or nearshore. Such disposal involves the controlled
placement of the dredged material at a designated dredged material disposal site. Such a
process may involve the construction of levees or other holding facilities as a means of
containing the material.

Contaminated Sediment — Sediments that have been tested to Tier Il testing
requirements and sediments that contain enough contaminants that they are not suitable
for unconfined in-water disposal, but are not hazardous or regulated under a clean-up
program.

Dredging — The removal of sediment or other material from an aquatic area for the
purpose of deepening the area, obtaining fill material, or maintaining existing structures.

Dredged material - Sediments, sand, gravel and other solids removed from an aquatic
area.

Dredged material disposal - Deposition of dredged material in aquatic or upland areas.
Flow-lane Disposal - In-water deposition of dredged material in or adjacent to the
maintained navigation channel. Flow-lane disposal is allowed only in development
management units between 20 and 65 feet below Mean Low Low Water (MLLW).
In-water Disposal - Deposition of dredged material in a body of water. Methods
include: beach nourishment, flow-lane disposal, estuarine open-water disposal, in-water
sump disposal, and agitation dredging and ocean disposal.

Maintenance Dredging - Dredging of a channel, basin, or other water-dependent facility
which has been dredged before and is currently in use or operation or has been in use or
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operation sometime during the past five years, provided that the dredging does not
deepen the facility beyond its previously authorized or approved depth plus customary
advanced maintenance dredging.

Upland Disposal - Deposition of dredged material on uplands or shorelands, including
on the top and landward sides of flood control levees.
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1.0Introduction

This report was prepared for the Lower Columbia Solutions Group (LCSG). The LCSG
is a bi-state organization comprised of local, state, and federal governmental and non-
governmental stakeholders. The LCSG was formed by the Governors of Washington and
Oregon to address dredge material disposal activities in the lower Columbia River area.

The purpose of the LCSG is to serve as a bi-state clearing house to coordinate policy,
projects, and research related to dredge material disposal and management. In April
2006, the Lower Columbia Solutions Group charged a subcommittee with exploring the
potential for a project to address the contaminated sediment issues. This subcommittee
has been come to be known as the “Toxics Subcommittee”.

The issue of contaminated sediment has become more prevalent in the lower Columbia
River as maintenance dredging needs in existing channels and berthing areas and
expansion and modernization of ports, harbors, and marinas continues. Some of the
sediments dredged from these areas contain elevated levels of heavy metals, pesticides,
and other contaminants. In most cases, the concentrations of these contaminants do not
approach hazardous levels. However, the sediments contain enough contaminants that
they are not suitable for unconfined in-water disposal. Disposal of any contaminated
dredged materials requires special management, permitting, and disposal practices.

The LCSG Toxics subcommittee identified a Regional Upland Disposal Plan as an
appropriate project for the LCSG to get involved in. A Regional Upland Disposal Plan
would identify shared upland disposal sites for ports and other users in the lower
Columbia River, located in areas that make sense for the environment, nearby
communities, and the ports (considering transportation and disposal costs). Additionally,
the plan would address regulatory issues in siting and managing a regional upland
disposal site for contaminated sediments in order to streamline the permitting process and
coordinate management of these sediments.

1.1 Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this report is to help define the issue. This will be done by presenting
baseline data related to current upland disposal practices and contaminated sediment
issues facing ports in the lower Columbia River. To help clarify the issue, this report
seeks to address the following questions:

1. How many ports should or could be a part of a Regional Upland Disposal Plan?

2. How much sediment is dredged from these ports each year and how much of that
material must be disposed of at upland sites due to contamination?

3. Which upland disposal facilities are these ports currently using, and how much
longer are those facilities expected to meet the ports’ need for upland disposal?

4. What cost efficiencies, environmental protections/benefits, and community
benefits could be gained through coordinated regional upland disposal planning,
and how can we maximize those efficiencies, protections and benefits?
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5. What percentage of the ports budgets are used for (1) dredging and (2) upland
disposal of contaminated sediments? What are the ports estimated costs for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments now and in the future?

Answers to these questions are critical to provide a foundation and direction in the
development of a Regional Upland Disposal Plan, additionally this work fulfills the
process adopted by the LCSG to evaluate proposed projects by providing a detailed
scoping of the issue.

1.2 Method

Interviews were conducted with twelve ports on the lower Columbia River. The data
summarized in this report represent findings from interviews with the following ports: in
Oregon, the Ports of Astoria, St. Helen and Portland; in Washington, the Ports of Ilwaco,
Chinook, Longview, Kalama, Ridgefield, Woodland, Wahkiakum No. 1, Wahkiakum No.
2, and Vancouver. Other entities that perform dredging in the lower Columbia River
were not included in the survey. The study group was selected by the LCSG Toxics
subcommittee and outlined in the Statement of Work in the contract between the Lower
Columbia River Estuary Partnership (LCREP) and Columbia River Estuary Study
Taskforce (CREST). This study group represents ports on the lower Columbia River
from river mile 2.5 to 105.

Figure 1. Map of Study Area
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A questionnaire (Appendix A) was developed so that a consistent review and survey
would be achieved. An in-person interview was conducted with each of the ports, and
the questionnaire was provided to the ports prior to the meeting. Meetings were
conducted between June 12, 2007 and June 26, 2007. Lora Eddy (CREST) was the
primary interviewer and attended every meeting. A general overview of the LCSG,
CREST, and the project was provided at the start of each interview, and the interviewer
attempted to remain neutral and not lead discussion during the process.

The questionnaire covered the following topics: ports’ dredging volumes, ports’ upland
disposal volumes, contaminated sediment volumes at the ports, cost of the ports’
dredging projects and the ports’ interest in participating in a Regional Upland Disposal
Plan. The questions were devised to answer the questions listed under Section 1.1, and
the questionnaire was provided to the project manager for review prior to interviews
occurring.

The survey collected quantitative comparable data on ports’ dredging volumes, ports’
upland disposal volumes, contaminated sediment volumes at the ports, and cost of the
ports’ dredging projects. Additionally the survey collected data on the upland disposal
sites that the ports are currently using in order to gauge the ports’ ability to handle upland
disposal in the future as well as gather preliminary information that can be included in the
Regional Upland Disposal Plan. The ports were asked to rank their capability to perform
upland disposal. The questionnaire used an open ended question format to gather the
ports’ interest in participating in a Regional Upland Disposal Plan. Additionally the ports
were asked to provide their thoughts on the largest challenges for their dredging projects
and a Regional Upland Disposal Plan, as well as any additional comments.
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2.0Findings

The following summarizes the findings from interviews with twelve ports on the lower
Columbia River between June 12, 2007 and June 26, 2007. See Appendix A for notes
and completed questionnaires.

2.1 Dredging Activities

Of the twelve ports interviewed in this survey the following ports are represented in this
topic, dredging activities: the Ports of Astoria, Portland, Ilwaco, Chinook, Longview,
Kalama, Wahkiakum No. 1, Wahkiakum No. 2, and VVancouver.

The Ports of St. Helens, Ridgefield, and Woodland do not perform dredging. These three
Ports were included as part of the study group due to the requirements of the contract, as
interested parties, and potential upland disposal recipients.

2.1.1 Annual Dredging Volumes

In order to answer the question: “How much sediment is dredged from these ports each
year?”” each port was asked to report the total amount of sediment dredged annually.

The nine ports reported their total annual dredging volumes for the time period of 2005 to
2009. The ports reported the total amount of sediment dredged annually in cubic yards.
The response from the ports varied. The results are represented in the table below in
actual volumes, the estimated future volumes, and average annual volume based on the

actual and estimated future volumes.

Table 1. Annual Dredging Volumes (in cubic yards)

Average
Annual
Port 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Volume
Port of llwaco 26,000 | 24,166 | 26,880 | 27,000 | 27,000 26,209
Port of Chinook 25,000 | 25,000 18,000 | 25,000 | 25,000 23,600
Port of Astoria 42,500 | 32,196 | 51,207 14,000 | 99,000 47,781
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 0 14,000 0 0 0 2,800
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 0 28,000 0 0 0 5,600
Port of Longview 0 0 0 10,000 0 2,000
Port of Kalama 98,000 0 0 150,000 0 49,600
Port of Vancouver 0 33,525 1,814 0 24,229 11,914
Port of Portland 4,329 0 15,000 15,000 15,000 9,866
Total 169,503

It should be noted that the estimated future dredging volumes for the Ports of Portland,
Vancouver and Kalama include efforts to deepen facilities to a 45-foot depth consistent

with the 45-foot navigation channel deepening. The volumes therefore, might not reflect
typical maintenance dredging volumes and slightly increases their annual averages. The
Port of Kalama and Port of Longview reported performing maintenance dredging every
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three to five years due to the river dynamics in their locations. For the period of 2005 to
2009 the total volume of material dredged in the lower Columbia River by these nine
ports is 896,846 cubic yards with an average annual volume of 169,503 cubic yards.

Figure 2. Annual Dredging Volumes by Percentage

% by volume
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The Port of Kalama is the largest dredging project and the Port of Longview is the
smallest dredging project by annual average in volume. Looking at the data
demographically and excluding the deepening volumes, the ports in the lower river past
river mile 44 dredged larger volumes of material annually with the exception of the Port
of Kalama.

2.1.2 Upland Dredge Material Disposal Volumes

Dredging projects are typically performed with the least cost or most benefit in mind.
Some of the ports are not close to in-water disposal sites and upland disposal is the more
cost effective alternative even though the material is approved for in-water disposal.
Additionally, several of the ports have large land holdings that are planned for
development and require fill, or they have land that is set aside for use as a dredge
material disposal site and they re-use or sell the material. So to determine which ports
perform upland disposal routinely and determine how much material dredged is placed
upland (out of the total volume dredged) by the ports, each port was asked to report the
amount of sediment disposed of upland.

The nine ports reported their annual dredging volumes for material disposed of upland for
the time period of 2005 to 2009. The ports reported the total amount of sediment
disposed of upland in cubic yards. A majority of the lower Columbia River ports dispose
of their dredge material upland, and the Ports of Astoria, Wahkiakum No. 1 and
Wahkiakum No. 2 are the only ports that reported in-water disposal of dredge material.
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The results are represented in the table below in actual volumes, the estimated future
volumes, and average annual volumes based on the actual and estimated future volumes.
For the period of 2005 to 2009 the total amount of dredge material disposed of upland by
these nine ports is 734,796 cubic yards and the total amount of dredge material disposed

of in-water is 162,050 cubic yards. The average annual volume of dredge material
disposed of upland is 146,959 cubic yards. This is approximately 87% of the average
annual dredging performed by the lower Columbia River ports.

Table 2. Annual Upland Disposal Volumes (in cubic yards)

Average
Annual
Port 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Volume
Port of llwaco 26,000 | 24,166 | 26,880 | 27,000 | 27,000 26,209
Port of Chinook 25,000 | 25,000 18,000 | 25,000 | 25,000 23,600
Port of Astoria 28,500 0 5,353 0 85,000 23,771
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Port of Longview 0 0 0 10,000 0 2,000
Port of Kalama 98,000 0 0 150,000 0 49,600
Port of Vancouver 0 33,525 1,814 0 24,229 11,914
Port of Portland 4,329 0 15,000 15,000 15,000 9,866
Total 146,959

Again it should be noted that the estimated future dredging volumes for the Port of
Portland, Port of Vancouver, and Port of Kalama include efforts to deepen berths and
terminals. The volumes therefore, might not reflect typical maintenance dredging
volumes and slightly increases their annual averages.

Figure 3. Average Annual Upland Disposal Volumes (in cubic yards) by Port
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The Port of Kalama is the largest upland disposal dredging project by annual average in

volume. The Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 and Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 have not done any
upland disposal dredging and do not anticipate having the funds to perform any
maintenance dredging in the next two years.

2.1.3 Contaminated Sediment Disposal Volumes

With the purpose of answering the question: “How much of that material must be
disposed of at upland sites due to contamination?” each port was asked to report the
amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized for in-water disposal) disposed of

upland.

Two ports reported disposal of contaminated sediment. The remaining ports reported no
contaminated sediment or that they were not dredging in areas of potential contamination.
The results are represented in the table below in actual volumes, the estimated future
volumes, and annual average based on the actual and estimated future volumes.

The Port of Portland Terminal 4 located on the Willamette is in the vicinity of a

Superfund site and the dredging and cleanup of this area is directed by U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The proposed Regional Upland Disposal Plan
would not address this level of contamination since the clean up and management of this
level of contamination is already directed under a federally administered program.

Table 3. Annual Contaminated Sediment VVolumes Disposed Upland (in cubic yards)

Average
Annual
Port 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 | Volume
Port of llwaco 26,000 | 24,166 | 26,880 | 27,000 | 27,000 26,209
Port of Astoria 28,500 0 5,353 0 85,000 23,771
Total 49,980

The average annual volume of dredge material that is contaminated and disposed of
upland is 49,980 cubic yards. Approximately 29% of the average annual dredging

performed by the lower Columbia River ports is contaminated sediment (not authorized
for in-water disposal), and 34% of the dredge material that is disposed of upland is

contaminated.
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Figure 4. Percent Contaminated of the Average Annual Dredging Volume

Percent Contaminated
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2.2 Cost of Dredging

With the aim of answering the question: “What percentage of the ports budgets are used
for (1) dredging and (2) upland disposal of contaminated sediments? What are the ports
estimated costs for upland disposal of contaminated sediments now and in the future?”
the ports were asked several economic questions geared toward collecting these answers.
Because each port is different operationally, in economic scale, and due to river location
these numbers are not easily comparable. Again only nine ports are represented in this
topic since the Ports of St. Helens, Ridgefield, and Woodland do not perform dredging.

2.2.1 Cost Per Cubic Yard

The ports were asked to report the cost of dredging in dollars per cubic yard of material
dredged. The cost was further broken down into the following categories: cost of routine
dredging, cost of upland disposal dredging and cost of upland disposal of contaminated
sediments.

Table 4 represents the ports’ routine dredging cost in dollars per cubic yard. The Port of
Astoria is the only port that reported a different cost per cubic yard for disposal of
contaminated sediment. The Port of Astoria reported a cost of $29.32/cy to dispose of
contaminated sediment upland. The increased cost to the Port of Astoria is a result of a
contractor performing the dredging and re-handling (trucking) the material. The Port of
Ilwaco which is the only other port reporting disposal of contaminated sediment reported
$2.15 per cubic yard for disposal of the contaminated sediment. The Port of llwaco
routinely disposes of dredge material upland while the Port of Astoria typically performs
in-water disposal of dredge material as a practice.
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Table 4. Cost of routine dredging per cubic yard of material

Port 2005 2006 2007
Port of llwaco™* $2.00 $2.14 $2.15
Port of Chinook® $2.00 $1.40 $1.67
Port of Astoria"® $3.00 $3.00 $3.00
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2’ - $6.79 -
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1’ - $4.57 -

Port of Longview” - - -

Port of Kalama® $5.82 S =

Port of Vancouver? - $10.65 $36.00
$92 to $40 to

Port of Portland? $240 $40.00 $200

Note: (1) These ports routinely dispose of dredge material in-water and are located in close proximity to
in-water disposal sites.

(2) These ports routinely dispose of dredge material upland and have upland disposal sties in close
proximity to the areas they dredge.

(3) These ports are the only ports that reported disposal of contaminated sediment. Port of llwaco
reported the same cost per cubic yard for disposal of the contaminated sediment while Port of Astoria
reported a cost of $29.32/cy to disposal of the contaminated sediment.

2.2.2 Operating Budgets

The ports were asked to report their total operating budget, the percentage of the port’s
operating budget used for dredging, and the percentage of the port’s operating budget
used for disposal of contaminated sediment.

Table 5. Port’s Total Operating Budget

Operating
Port Budget
Port of llwaco 2,300,000
Port of Chinook 400,000
Port of Astoria 6,800,000
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 180,000
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 964,850
Port of Longview 16,000,000
Port of Kalama 9,000,000
Port of Vancouver 17,500,000
Port of Portland 61,510,000
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Table 6 represents the percent of each port’s budget used for dredging and disposal
inclusive of contaminated, non-contaminated sediment and in-water and upland disposal.

Table 6. Percentage of the Port's Operating Budget used for Dredging

Port % of Budget
Port of llwaco 3%
Port of Chinook 13%
Port of Astoria 4%
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 53%
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 17%
Port of Longview 1%
Port of Kalama 6%
Port of Vancouver 2%
Port of Portland’ -
Note: (1) The Port of Portland did not report a value. The port indicated that due to inevitable

overlapping of line items for the numerous significant constituent costs that would contribute to this
percentage it is not possible to extract a meaningful and accurate number.

Table 7. Evaluation of Port's Cost for Disposal of Contaminated Sediment

Total Cost | Anticipated
of Dredging
Dredging Costs in
2005 to 2008 &
Port % of Budget 2007 2009
Port of llwaco 3% $161,507 $116,100
Port of Astoria 2% $518,098 $2,484,550

As previously mentioned, two ports, llwaco and Astoria routinely dredge sediment that
has a level of contamination not suitable for unconfined in-water disposal. Table 7
represents the percent of those Ports’ total budget that is spent on disposal contaminated
materials only. These ports perform maintenance dredging annually. The Port of Astoria
is constrained by the lack of adequate upland disposal sites in close proximity to the
port’s facilities which necessitates increased handling of dredge material that must be
placed upland. The Port of Ilwaco is limited by the capacity of its current disposal site
and needs to remove the material in order to sustain the sites’ use.

10
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2.3 Port’s Interest in Participating in a Regional Upland Disposal
Plan

Each port was asked if they would be interested in participating in a Regional Upland
Disposal Plan and to rate their capability to handle upland disposal. These questions
where aimed at answering the question: How many ports should or could be a part of a
Regional Upland Disposal Plan?

When the nine ports that perform maintenance dredging were asked to rank their
capability to handle upland disposal, ports were divided into three groups with about
equal numbers in each group. One third rated their ability to handle upland disposal as
high, one third were moderate, and one third reported low potential to handle upland
disposal.

Table 8. Port’s Capability to Handle Upland Disposal

Capability t_o Handle No. of %
Upland Disposal Responses

Low 3 33%
Low to Moderate 1 11%
Moderate 2 22%
Moderate to High 0 0%
High 3 33%
Total 9 100%

Following the query on capability to handle upland disposal, a space was provided for
additional comments. The comments varied with certain remarks related to the preceding
questions on the dredging volumes and dredging economics. The most notable detail is
the fact that the ports vary regionally as well as in their operation, equipment, and
financial resources (See the completed questionnaires in Appendix A for additional
information). In order to compare the rankings in a different manner the table below is a
comparison of the reported capability ranking and whether or not the port has an upland
disposal site.

11
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Table 9. Comparison of Ability Ranking and Disposal Site

Upland
Disposal Capability
Port Site Ranking
low to

Port of llwaco X moderate
Port of Chinook X high
Port of Astoria low
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 moderate
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 low
Port of Longview X low
Port of Kalama X high
Port of Portland X high
Port of Vancouver X moderate

All twelve ports were asked if they would be interested in participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan. The Ports of St. Helens, Ridgefield, and Woodland are included
in this response as interested parties and potential upland disposal recipients. 58% of the
respondents indicated that they would be interested in participating in a Regional Upland

Disposal Plan.

12
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Table 10. Individual Port’s Response to Interest in Participating in a Regional

Upland Disposal Plan

Interest in Participating in
a Regional Upland

Port Disposal Plan
Port of llwaco yes
Port of Chinook yes
Port of Astoria yes
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 yes
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 yes
Port of Longview yes
Port of Kalama no
Port of Portland yes
Port of Vancouver maybe
Port of St. Helens maybe
Port of Woodland maybe
Port of Ridgefield maybe

Table 11. Interest in Participating in a Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Interest in Participating in a
Regional Upland Disposal No. of %
Plan Responses
Yes 7 58%
No 1 8%
Maybe 4 33%
Total 12 100%

Of the seven ports that indicated that they would be interested in participating in a

Regional Upland Disposal Plan, all mentioned key factors for their involvement to be

limited liability, feasibility of cost and logistics for the port, and agency adoption.

13
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2.4 Port’s Upland Disposal Sites

With the purpose of answering the question: “Which upland disposal facilities are these
ports currently using, and how much longer are those facilities expected to meet the
ports’ need for upland disposal?”” each port was asked to name the upland disposal site(s)
they use, the type of upland site, the design capacity, the potential life time of the site,
and the ownership of the site. All twelve ports are represented in this section because the
three ports which do not dredge are potential upland disposal recipients. The responses
to these questions are represented in Table 9.

There are many caveats to the table below. While the Ports of llwaco, Chinook, and
Portland have upland disposal sites that they use regularly, the ports need to remove the
material periodically in order to sustain their use. The Port of Astoria has a small upland
confined disposal facility (CDF) but it is currently filled to capacity.

The Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 and Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 have not done any upland
disposal dredging, but the Port of Wahkiakum No. 2 has a disposal site that the Corps has
used for maintenance of the navigational channel and could potentially be used by the
port. Additionally, the Port of Wahkiakum No. 1 is proximate to two upland disposal
sites (W-38.1 Huntington Island and W-38.4 County Sand Pit) identified in the CREST
Columbia River Estuary Dredge Material Management Plan (DMMP).

The Port of Longview has one upland disposal site for maintenance of their berths, but
the port is planning to develop this site. If needed the Port of Longview could potentially
use a site that the Corps is using for the Columbia River Channel Deepening Project, but
the port performs very little dredging and has naturally deep berths. The Ports of Kalama
and Vancouver have upland disposal facilities that will sustain their dredge material
disposal needs for several years.
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Table 11. Port’s Upland Disposal Sites

. . : Potential ]
Upland Disposal Site Part of a Design o Ownership
el Name DMMP! Capacity Ve @i Cils Llfeélirtr;e el of Site
. Nearshore
Port of Port of llwaco Yes, Site | 260,000 cy or CDF - 3 dredge Port-Owned
llwaco #W-3.2 10.7 acres seasons
breakwater
Port of . Yes, Site | 20,000 cy or o
Chinook Port of Chinook #\W-8.8 3 acres Upland CDF ? Port-Owned
Port (_)f Volcano Northern tip of No 10,000 cy or Upland CDF 0 dredge Port-Owned
Astoria Pier 3 2.1 acres seasons
Port of Yes, Site
Wahkiakum Vista Park Beach ’ 250,000 cy Upland CDF ? Port-Owned
No. 2 # W-33.4
Port of . Yes, Site 0 dredge
' 2 -
Longview IP Site £ W67 5 ? cy Upland CDF season Port-Owned
ot 100,000 cy or
Port pf Poter)tlal Fill site for No 10to 12 Upland CDF 2-3 dredge Port-Owned
Longview capping RCRA Site acres seasons
. - Corps
Port of Yes, Site | 6.4 million cy " )
Longview Howard Island #W-68.7 | or 200 acres Upland CDF ? D|sSp;t<;sal
Port of Yes, Site « dredge
Kalama South Port 4 W.-76.8 200,000 cy Upland CDF S6aSONS Port-Owned
Port of Yes, Site - « dredge
Kalama North Port # W-72 2 million cy Upland CDF Seas0NSs Port-Owned
Port of . . Yes, Site - -
Woodland Austin Point 4 W-86.5 1.5 million cy | Upland CDF 500,000 cy | Port-Owned
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. : ; Potential ]
Upland Disposal Site Part of a Design e Ownership
Port Name DMMP! Capacity T Sif G2 Llfegirtr;e el of Site
, Corps
Port of . Yes, Site . )
Woodland Martin Bar # W-82 1.5 million cy | Upland CDF 20+ years D|sSpi>%sal
Port of St. Tressel Beach No ?cy Upland CDF ? Port-Owned
Helens
Port of Potential Fill site for
? 2
Ridgefield capping Brownfield Site No 8 acres Upland CDF ’ Port-Owned
Port of Hickey Marine No 450,000 cy | Upland CDF ? Hickey
Vancouver Marine
Ross Island
Port of Ross Island Sand & No 2 oy Island CDF ” Sand &
Vancouver Gravel
Gravel
- 20 years
Port of Port of Vancouver Parcel No 2 million cy or Upland CDF (~2006 to Port-Owned
Vancouver 3 500 acres
2026)
Port of Suttle Road_Re-HandIe No 70,000 cy per Upland CDF « dredge Port-Owned
Portland Facility year seasons
Port of -
Portland West Hayden Island No 1.6 million cy | Upland CDF 20+ years Port-Owned
Port of 3 Regulated Subtitle D > Daily Cover .
Portland Landfills No ' for Landfill | 20t vears Varies
Note: (1) From the Columbia River Estuary Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) dated July 2002 by CREST or the US Army Corps of Engineers
DMMP.
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2.5 Additional Comments and Suggestions from the Ports

During the interview process, the ports were asked to include their thoughts on the challenges for
a Regional Upland Disposal Plan as well as any ideas for a project to help address the
contaminated sediment issue. The ports consistently stated that the site would need to be close
by to limit re-handling and transportation costs as well as be economically feasible for the port.
Several ports mentioned concern about the liability associated with operating a facility that
accepted potentially contaminated material. However, overall the ports were interested in a plan
that would identify upland disposal sites as part of a Regional Sediment Management Plan and a
beneficial use of dredge material.

Another recommendation that came out of the research was development of long term
monitoring of the contaminated sediment issue to provide data on the extent and nature of the
problem. Several of the ports that had experience in upland contamination and remediation
suggested that an investment in the development of in-water treatment or technology or a shared
resource such as a contained treatment barge would be a valuable alternative. Additionally, a
majority of the ports reported that the permitting process was the largest challenge for their
dredging projects. The ports reported that the sediment evaluation process and permitting
turnaround timeframe was very lengthy.

17



LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Baseline Information Report Findings 9/7/2007

3.0Conclusions & Recommendations

The LCSG Toxics subcommittee identified a Regional Upland Disposal Plan as a
potential project to address issues related to contaminated sediment disposal and
management. As part of the process adopted by the LCSG to evaluate proposed projects
interviews were conducted with twelve ports on the lower Columbia River to help define
this issue. The information gathered from these interviews is summarized below.

Summary of the findings:

— Approximately 169,503 cubic yards of material is dredged by the ports on the
lower Columbia River annually.

— Approximately 29% (or 49,980 cubic yards) of this material is classified as
contaminated sediment that is not authorized for in-water disposal.

— Additionally, a large portion of the sediment that is dredged annually in the
lower Columbia River (approximately 146,959 cubic yards) is disposed of
upland. This is approximately 87% of the annual total dredging volume.

— Two ports in the lower Columbia River dredge and dispose of contaminated
sediment. Of these two ports both reported a low capability to handle upland
disposal and limited capacity for future dredging disposal needs.

— The ports involved in disposal of contaminated sediment are the smaller (in
regards to tonnage or budget) ports.

— The two ports dealing with contaminated sediment are the Ports of Astoria and
llwaco. The Port of Astoria is constrained by the lack of adequate upland
disposal sites in close proximity which increases re-handling of dredge
material and cost of dredging. The Port of llwaco is limited by the capacity of
its” disposal site and needs to remove the material in order to sustain the sites’
use.

— Seven ports that indicated that they would be interested in participating in a
Regional Upland Disposal Plan, but indicated that the following factors would
need to be addressed in order to assure their participation in a plan: limited
liability, feasibility of cost and logistics for the port, and agency adoption.
The ports were interested in a plan that would identify upland disposal sites as
part of a Regional Sediment Management Plan and a beneficial use of dredge
material.

The Benefits of a Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Developing a long term management strategy such as a Regional Upland Disposal Plan
would identify environmentally preferable disposal sites and develop a unified approach
to management of contaminated dredge material and upland disposal. A Regional
Upland Disposal Plan would provide a centralized permitted upland site for contaminated
sediment, established testing and monitoring protocols, and a long term management
strategy.
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A regional upland disposal site would provide permitting efficiencies since one site
would have multiple users, and would address the management of contaminated sediment
regionally and eliminate case by case evaluation. Permitting for dredging projects would
be more streamlined through legislative and regulatory adoption of this plan. Better
environmental controls would be provided through consistent testing, monitoring, record
keeping and inspections. For these reasons permitting and developing a single site would
provide cost savings.

Challenges for a Regional Upland Disposal Plan

— Locating a large site that is on the Columbia River, located in an area with
limited environmental constraints or land use issues.

— Identifying a land owner willing to allow such a facility to be located on their
property.

— Obtaining or organizing funding for the design, permitting, development and
operation of the site.

— Identifying a site that is cost effective for multiple users.

— Development of a management plan for the site that addresses the potential
liability associated with the contaminated dredge material.

— Only two ports near the mouth of Columbia River have been affected by
contaminated sediments; there may not be enough incentive at this point in
time to effectively implement a Regional Upland Disposal Plan.

Next Steps for a Regional Upland Disposal Plan

— Evaluate the findings in this report and determine the direction the LCSG will
take in development of a Regional Upland Disposal Plan.

— Assemble the current bi-state regulations and policies that guide upland
disposal sites.

— Assemble a taskforce to develop a regulatory road map and guide to outline
the current requirements for upland disposal sites.

— ldentify key elements for long term sustainability of a Regional Upland
Disposal Plan such as beneficial reuse and treatment of sediment and the bi-
state regulations and policies that affect these elements.
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LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Lower Columbia River Solutions Group
Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Introduction

The Lower Columbia Solutions Group (LSCG) was formed by the Governors of
Washington and Oregon to address dredge material disposal activities in the
Lower Columbia River area. The initial focus of the LCSG was on beneficial use
of dredge material and coordination of dredging projects for this purpose. In April
2006, the Lower Columbia Solutions Group charged a subcommittee with
exploring the potential for a project to address toxic sediment issues.

The toxics issue has become more prevalent in the lower Columbia River as
maintenance dredging needs in existing channels and berthing areas and
expansion and modernization of ports, harbors, and marinas continues. Some of
the sediments dredged from these areas contain elevated levels of heavy metals,
pesticides, and other contaminants. In most cases, the concentrations of these
contaminants do not approach hazardous levels. However, the sediments
contain enough contaminants that they are not suitable for unconfined in-water
disposal. Disposal of any contaminated dredged materials requires special
management, such as placement in a confined aquatic disposal site, capping, or
disposal in an upland site.

Since, managing contaminated sediment is fundamental to managing sediment
in general, the LCSG Toxics subcommittee agreed that there is an appropriate
and important role for the LCSG to play in addressing contaminated sediment
issues by leading the development of a Regional Upland Disposal Plan.

A Regional Upland Disposal Plan would identify shared upland disposal sites for
ports and other users in the Lower Columbia, located in areas that make sense
for the environment, nearby communities, and the ports (considering
transportation and disposal costs).

Purpose

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather baseline data on the upland
disposal practices and contaminated sediment issues that the ports are facing to
help define the scope of the problem. Communication with each of the Ports in
the lower river is essential in developing a complete representation of the issues
related to contaminated sediment and upland disposal. Thank you for
participating in this effort. i



Port of Tlwaco

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
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Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name: ‘P(-y_(, OF II V\,/C%CO
Contact Name: T"m ‘\XE\JO\_ ’ ?QY + Maﬂa(@f/

E-mail: me\/ o@portofilwaco. org
Phone: | ( 2,0) H4R - 3143
Fax: | (2,(,0) (4L - 21UE
Interviewer Name: | | Oy (i ,dd

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
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Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. g?@ [ CY 5.id oy 2.5 | 0/
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If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated
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Total Port operating budget A Do)
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Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for ~. &3
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Port of Tlwaco

Low

Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal?

Y s

—~ X

Additional comments:

\eed to e aldle. to remore. Stock k) mostricd fromn Portt, k,plom@)
disposad site. | i gpest chall
putit

*Describe routine dredging
and material disposal method:

e 1s find N\& Someone | Sorrewirere o

'S pumprdtoports disposad SHE

Name of upland disposal sites
currently in use:

1. P-Fload area. Sooth

2.

3

Type of site:
(istand, upland, or nearshore)

1: &,pkowo —voreaiuoate”

2.

Upland site design capacity in
cy:

3.
1Q@D,d)DC\i = 1OTacre

2.

3.

Potential lifetime of site:

1. 2 Mot O)ﬁid(@@ SE2aEONS = DyeS

Ownership of site

1. Port-otIThnwacO

Corps DMMP ID

CRE DMMP ID

Private Site: Tax lot

W-2.2
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Questionnaire

Tort oF Thwaco

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for your
dredging projects?

Site special conditions or
limitations:

3.

— , = ,, O:{u UN @c v, nd — — _

Lol in 3o 4 moreneads

2.

dcﬂu)az%@/ed dr@d@emﬁr’ﬂm CUr(@nJr ”He uJi“‘mH o

Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

yeg

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a
Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?
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Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name: ?f;’ st ofF Ytlwero

Contact Name: Marvie vl ik XY Meva,

E-mail:

Phone:

Fax: RGpO— Ll 2SN E

Interviewer Name:

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Total amount of sediment dredged annually in ey /,,;7? {;_: L 1 6({1‘;“»
cubic yards (cy). 2 Ty My@s \JA@ 3 gEL oy O »CV

Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy.

Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized
for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy.

s e

Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. ;{w ,5"5&5,’? wrl/, 7 J/m
X X ) ';_N\,! ~ -
Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. l i 4?;/ 7. fj—

If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated
sediments in $/cy.

TOD reverves $200,000
Total Port operating budget i

Todo revenue. s $B1000 7

Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for | I
dredging 4 /,‘““" o

Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for

upland disposal of contaminated sediments ’ \~\ b ({5\
o A

00
. o
Port capacity (tonnage) or annual volume of
freight handled. \FD\
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Low Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal? x - y
Y

Additional comments:
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*Pescribe routine dredging -
and material disposal method: P ™y ¢ { "
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t
Ownership of site | 2. P o rYoe f‘
3.
Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot
1.
3
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Port—of Tlwaco

Site special conditions or
limitations:

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for your
dredging projects?

_ em/m nce Nanné
Oisposal
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Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a
Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

Jod |pe. cost

A A
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Additional comments:
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Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire
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LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Port of Astonc.

Organization Name:

oot of Actoriol

Contact Name:

o Lolsey | Traevirn Divector”

E~-mail:

r CM8€V(@DOH ofastorice.com

Phone:

(503) 335 -UDal

Fax:

(B502) 225 -4 505

Interviewer Name

‘

2008

2009

2006
Total amount of sediment dredged annually in dr:) 500 = -
cubic yards (cy). l 753\1 \Cﬂﬁ =) /D‘ UT ‘“L"lODO OH)ODO
Amount of sediment disposed of upland In cy. — \)' 25 3 O %% VOO
)
Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized 95;,,500 ‘
for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. - D35 @ ?5 | DOO
' - S
Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. $ 3/(4\, d'; 3/(:7/ $3 ! C\/
Cost of upland disposal dgredglng in $/cy. A f q; 459 R $§q Q?’/
BooD + (SR 5000y K310 1500+ BTEDL Cy Cy
e Ht, Pl Siie [ i
If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated T,

d . - - . .
sediments In $/cy ; soﬁal&/tdc\\:rr Costin 00T |= 634,019
Total Port operating budget $ lq O ﬁabz’ :Sb% e |

il il

6‘{
Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for ) L} lo
dredging . /@Mfa
Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for s
upland disposal of contaminated sediments ' 9 ls

ok ]y 1
Port capacity (tonnage) or annual volume of ao Mmoot ardte A1 (3‘2‘4{\'\/
freight handled. o e . 1 :
L usn Rita O (i Skl Zone Hand Port Cpports Mneries
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Torrof-Retoneo

LCSG Toxics Subcommitiee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Low Moderate High

Vs
Capability te handle upland dispeosal? }&

Additional comments:

[ﬂnjﬁykznofawﬁhﬂdcckﬁgky

o pOcowredy
nydravlicpipeline dredge

O O 6 o8

rAcder o
*Describe routine dredging | Voren ol BIuey VYot 1 Chadnrel dorina ebb W
and Doscribe Foutine dredging HO Colurrioio-Blvey Novidpdioral Ch | OO oo 1B

1\NOolcano

Name of upland disposal sites

currently in use: 2.

—

-uplard
Type of site:
(island, upland, or nearshore) )

1. 4D, UDOC\V;

Upland site design capacity in 2
cy: | 7

1ded%a£agyﬁ

Potential lifetime of site: | 2. I

L PoF ool

Ownership of site | 2.

Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot

“Z




Povt of AStornc.

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Questionnaire
1.
Site special conditions or 2
limitations: ’

3

What i inion is th |
Iar:es!tnc‘l{l:llllre:::anil’:: yl:)ure d ‘S\OOSCL(

dredging projects?

Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

Surtable upland disposat sHes [ocation-wef] jm@)

What in your opinion is the s . - n .
e, [1950%C and disturee, Sum Port
Plan?

Additional comments:




1ot of Wahkiakum No. &

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name: ?OYJF of WO K] okom I\JQ oL
Contact Name: S-}—e\fe M CC la'[m

Por+ Manaoerv
E-mail: | DO(+valh @ @ teleport: com
prone: | ( 3,0 795 ~ BLOS

Faxi | (3(,0) TA5- bl

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total amount of sediment dredged annually in . 13K ]LLK —_—
cubic yards (cy). da‘m‘fj T 174
Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. —_ 3| — —
Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized
for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. — — o
20,79

Cost of routine dredging* in,$/cy. ,_ — % —
410,000 e Pt 35,0000k ey

U 1 ) \_/ '
Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. . - _ -
If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated
sediments in $/cy. — — ——

Total Port operating budget jlfFO\Q ‘! Toykto T
R e e Sl e AL

Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for T &
dredging = 30Y%0 —_—

Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments P e e

Port capacity (tennage) or annual velume of
7Fireight handled.

\/W{ \Aﬂ)ﬁl/ ( | e — « rv‘
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Ma Agg erant i“gmm@/\f)

4



|

Por+ of Wahidiakom No. 2

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Low Maoderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal? )(

g’g&?igmggpev m«'“H'a'w% /\G_O(Uil/t’mt”mﬁ i alleodHo ke Visioc Teue
Beach ard Not requirdd To orebiic a geﬁ?fn&pord

*Dascribe routine dredging A f
and material disposal method: 'PGV“FOV P()\QC'? oY COV&)

1 —

Name of upland disposal sites | , |~ - vsed ammoiowoe Vista Pavikl
currently in use: | ° C g{%é Uses site For Nov. Crannel

3.

1

Type of site: 5. UP‘ G Y‘d

{island, upiand, or nearshore)

3

1, —

Upland site design capacity in | , 9501()&307
oy: |

3.

1.

, 7 Madercd 1§ rermovad asheadad anol sol Povt coilects
\Ncome and retur s oy el IETTO e State of WA

Potential lifetime of site:

3
1.
Ownership of site 2 Srode, C\Y\O\ The LPOV"Z' has a MOV\&%QP()@/\‘(— (:Lg{‘&fmmk
ot WA DR
3.
Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot

L

1. @ﬂ?
2. \,\] B3




Tort of Wankiakora \a2

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

1.

Site special conditions or 7 S@@ []Z_E DM (\;ﬂ?

limitations:

3. e s s e ey s L e T R T s S

U i' "
largest challenge foryour. | 210 Cidlenog (S p@/mﬁh?%

dredging projects?

'Jes i e praject qwved Hhe ot R and JonF
Would you be interested in | oyt UCIN < i) Fonds ysrmad! Port

Upland Disposal Plan?

lel@ﬂ%«i would loe leaving 1ndividual Merect<
rgest gt | qside 0 deal with Tre ovdel( (hallenge

Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

Additional comments:
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LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Tort of Warnkiokom Nol

Organization Name: POHL (7_F \/\/QhKl akum MO L
Contact Name: ja ck ,“6 Leq
Tort Marage?”
E-mail: J \eaportaistl@ccenturytel. net
Phone: | ( A(,0) 795 -350)
Fas:
Interviewer Name: g_OVOk @d\

2005 ( 2006 2007 2008 2008
0 cerhye SPCon (s et
0
Total amount of sediment dredged annually In ¢ '
cubic yards (cy)- O A 351 CX)O O Q Q‘ B\fﬁﬂ\/{?
WOr KNG
Amount of sediment disposed of uplahd in cy. @ O O _Q _@ N H
dCﬂO%
Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized ot C'pﬁt
for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. Q Q O O O d rﬁﬂg
4 O hhavi
Cost of routine dredging* [n $/cy, — $‘-}fiﬂ / ~ — fndw
AU Sony Del‘m“r}g,d!t‘s’?zirgiL 15,000 | have. &
oo ) ' |ofchtagdsd
Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. — — — ol (ﬂ ‘H OOlJ:/Q
et reer)
If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated — h?pq i~
sediments in $/cy. - —_
& et = PTILER
Total Port operating budget h ; AT AR %\
g : (0% 580 B et Paet 850
P ¥, ‘b“ . 570
ercentage of the Port's operating budget used for . %%
dredging . ; S
$47 000 —tav. bhage. ‘ :
Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments T - —_—
\ =7
et TO creade Qommarciia)
Port city (tonnage) or annual volume of = )
it Ly — [2620] — | fmypicraingiaratom,
TONS racy oy v modsrace g

in 2005 -20006 Vg Hick
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Port of Wahkiarumiol.

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Questionnaire
Low Moderate High
Vs
Capability to handle upland disposal? X

A/(\iditional comments: E}(\d (}P WI@!QV@ PO#—QH{’\(}(/( \;H{;}CV dﬂ&p@éCL}
tov Yoot basiny or HmM%Iglam?%g‘;cmin?

cre Tmdr=2e. 4 (oo Sard P | _
but Trese dies nove né\grer oeen yged%\(jkf mé/i@ef—ona Port os hao Corps OOH’P>
i NEDOSC 1otV es

o

~ ol Nol o S ee

*Describe routine dredgin Y ; ' ‘
and material disposal metgodgé \N) '\/\/jS‘/ @ EUO% ( ‘\“ IS Tav &S Jacy G W/D’ ZHM> ‘
ave glviays ordlgethis way  terforred by o contrugto’’

1,

Name of upland disposal sites
currently in use;

Type of site:
{island, upland, or nearshore)

Upland site design capacity in
cy:

Potential lifetime of site: | 2.

Ownership of site | 2.

3.
Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot
1.
2. |
3.




Port-of ankiakom Kb, 1

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Uptand Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Site special conditions or

limitations:

forgest chatenge o your | (110 PO

dredging projects?

\es | but e Fort would loe dhaltengead o
Would you be interested in ?VO\} (d@ "F?.)Y‘dﬁ/‘%

participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

Vistance bjw posts ) might-nant fo divid e
s damenptor s ™ |00 regionally, ,
li:leagr:;nal Upland Disposal Dﬂ’;éf en C@ ba U—) _{_&,/\e U [Q,.Hw |

Diference ) e, ard SOollOrS [caR(

\

Additional comments:

Tueldo

KV Npol-LL |

(G SHes rentals . L g
Sﬁ)@%@ ondS [trallev Storage Fort Brnent 3(%0 5§
(Coing

coul P’H‘t’:“

\MODVOL%&

oot ‘Eamp




Port of U)ﬂ%\/l@u)

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

nver mile, (1.5, Port nandles Qo lccadetlon anarea intre rivey
WS VR\GEr 1S [hialn, rivev s narrou S0 -Hne leerth are nadurall o
A% USVaHNONI3reder ardurd bevtn @ where Cowhitz Biver is Jepositing Sedinmentt
NOOD oF U0 wiak last Hree Povt Aredced

Organization Name: ?OY \(._ O_F (_/OY‘ O{ \/lw
Contact Name: dudg 6\/ 'O‘(@@
r OFA ) )
Manooer Of Environmentad Affairs
E-mall: | Oy qo\@ por toflonayiew.com
Phone: (’5 bO) L“;)S - ’550’1:\)
Fax | (3(,0) (Bb-D1%6
nterviewer Name: | | Or o E0l0ly and) Dianne Pey
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
; 1 f i - Y Y
5{ I::;?c ;I‘a\':-(:’l;n(t c:).sed ment dredged annually in O 6 O / D) DD O
Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. O O O ‘OI oW, O
F i d i hori
:’:‘: ?:Pvt:te:odr;::l:;:f)tsis:zgend}eo':’tu([;‘;l:l‘;fl g;:zed D O o O O
Y10 k20 hovertt
Cost of routine dredging* In $/cy. — - A% / )
- _AORECOL0
. a\ _h$a ;(; mC‘C" (X)é
Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. I /( \/ eshiades
If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated ’
sediments in $/cy. T—
Total Port operating budget \ (OMI‘ ) W
Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for g f-\d,' £ CD l"\'ﬁ '\LLM 0“1562’
dredging . o @9% W OSSR 1.3,
Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments ' -
Port capacity (tonnarge) or annual \_l_o_lume‘oi‘om)aS Fomil | 14
freight handled.. \ 5D e \\l\gvf;/\,/ AT



LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Tortof Lonqview

Low Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal?

%

Additional comments:

donward toplace@drtionod maderiad on g

1P Site —FH&%
Since Plannirgon de\;dopm%

*Describe routine dredging
and material disposal method:

(YC\(}(\I*\EQ\%O@O&%%O ed an dcgl =) ”% artretort e

once vByenrs Qoo RS :dand—mor oderiod

A

Name of upland disposal sites
currently in use:

Klt

. 1 PSite
2. PCRA site, — IntevnocHonod fogeer (g

£3.Howard TS\ard Cor ps Sike, In DMMP £ bl Maue (e

H‘r‘ﬁd’—?}?

Type of site:
(island, upland, or nearshore)

U

L Uplang
2. \JP(CLV\O!

3.
1.
Fill +
Upland site design capacity in 2. 100 | 000 CL/ 10 T laae s (O;S G RV.VIe\N _fOCCLP §\+@>
cy:

7. .4 eiilion Cy ( 2Coaeey)

1.~ e~
Potential lifetime of sitez | 2. | \/ SOV
3.
1. Poff—-owmeo(
Ownership of site | 2. ?Oﬁ”’ OU_)ﬂ?d '
3.
Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot

1.

2 "‘ Port-owned

3. - %77




Torr of Lorg View)

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

largest challenge for your

dredging projects? TYAT (f) AP )

What in your opinion is the m‘d” rakec Mo A \\\// e 1990, Pm@@{gg b\/ “H"\Q/

1.
Site special ct::'lr:::;:':n‘;r 2. e UL UJQ)\d Nowveo ke O‘PPYOWCO‘ b\fDOE é’gmig p;:g%m

Would you be interested in b\{ agen Ckgg -%, e gH'@"i'O e %(’d

participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

Nes, COst of Transpor = — wodd ﬂmbﬁagreemem%

Findmaya.site (Lo 10V 8o Thod™it 1S economic
What in your opinion is the %&S\ \0
largest challenge for a

l;gg:lignal Upland Disposal U Cub" i H»\j l SSUe,

1\\&

Additional comments:

?OH' nas o \O\jv’. MOLM{’QY\OLV\CQ,OY(—’C)%) ;\:ew/r‘n’llr for 10 OOOQ,J/\/@O/

, cally oeep ertns ano scouwm&lnem, Corre; Y seeingso
e in-sand Fom He Cowl itz Bver Brano. motteria) ﬂroﬁ W,
St Herenl . Q000 or 2001 was e last hime +Hey dred%cd’ 0o Oonivy
Oervn g < which is dusest Fo tre Cowh 2 Rver. May need 1o dredge berth
L +niscom ENVES /.
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Port of Ialamo_

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name: | Povr+ of Kalame.o
Contact Name: | Mot Lil<on
Manaoer of Plannina,
E-mall: | oy K wot lSon@ portof kKalamed . com
Phone: | | R(,0) (013 -2325
Faxi | (30,0) 673-5017T
imervewer tame: | Lovo EA0y ond Davne Peray

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

%’1 I:lt)?cl: ;?r%:n(tc;;'sediment dredged annually in q% (my - . l 5 O, @OD

Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. qg)w)c\i — —_ ‘501 oo

Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized
for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. — _ — —
controctoi— $1570,000 | el
Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. £ =4
S ey POBA
—EO&‘Z,I%]&V‘& Sond+ Gradl / C\/ /Q\i

7 T

Cost of upland disposal dredging In $/cy. 1)

If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated |, \ / N
sediments in $/cy.

Total Port operating budget q mil.

; NS
Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for 0
dredging

Percentage of the Pori's operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments I — -—_ —_— —

Port capacity (tonnage) or annual volume of
freight handled.

S Port does aintenance redg Ag @ueny 35 Nears Ty picadiv ; in 2008 Plan
10,000 ¢y of ynederiod for d(Derrrn not Mol For e perns
‘Hﬂ&?@ﬁ:&lg et e :Lppilcom nC It the a enc&g%f +irig d%peﬂ,r\&ww(

O oD re-Use. apohcain \$—Hor
A Aredopd i durea 1S COoarse -roﬁwe ardand g \
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Similhontong




Pot of Kalamac

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Low Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal? ><

Additional comments: . B . ) ) »

Hoyent dp@d@?n) Uarine, Much | JustTuwice since MarkkBas hbeen@ The
Tt vsvaliu rave o Jdo Tier It €ach ,««23 (cnemicad )in vorinc_loutina s
Qe beerdciean  pnly do Tiev 12 4@@11% fov beiths

*Describe routine dradging >

C?S&
and material disposal method: | Ol \ ¢ GCH\Z/ P p"() o ¢ JlSPOSO~ Q\+@ ( OQWQW @Y\f

L South pord
Name of upland disposal sites by )
currently in use: 2. ‘\)Ovﬁl‘—h PD{_\/

3.
1. 5 \an d
Type of site: 5 \
(island, upland, or nearshore) Q
3.
1. QOO ] @O
Upland site design capacity in "
o | 2 7 v \
3.
L P
Potential lifetime of site: | 2. @g
3.
L Port-owneo)
Ownership of site | 2. PDH——_ ownN é’(‘jl J
3.
Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot

SR |
2 Q. .& not in ddgpenind.,
(4




Port of Kalamac

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Site special conditions or
Iimitations:

3

Otainina, e per Mt
What | infon s th , | R o
largaestnc%:llll:::genfg: yf)ure M&W S | Of‘\;@\ i Lov PS < POV‘H C‘M‘d

dredging projects?

\Jot needed Hor Fort

Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

(Voo\/(“)mod’i/@ " ang) ey m thnp of site,
What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a
Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

Additional comments:

Jalk v Evic Johnson WA Pl cPor-l < Assec. \/\/ovkj%

on contamnatadl sedirnent=, N
, - all Porte involved
(20)94>3 - 0760 \D\O,Ob/‘

locod 1 ssurs

PRWA & fedesal dredqngissues
Hene Leverton - Cconom (oF wWho hag loored at eneficiol
use Opdrﬁfj)%e,mo&ev'ual on Hr (olumlot e

Frotoy — Beotecirnical %ﬂ%ineeo/




Port of Ridgefeld

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name: OY+ OC ’—E\d(}d’;(\(/ ("p

Contact Name:

Execuhw@ Drréé'@/ U

E-mail: bg\(\p(\”{\o\@ ’POY‘\'Y{d%@H ‘J DK(K

Phone: 5(00) (gT 7 75

Fax | (3,0) 48T -3403

Inerviwr Name: L Q_ Eddt\,

2005 2006 2007

2008

2009

Total amount of sediment dredged annually in
cubic yards {(cy). —_ - e
Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. — —
Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized
for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. - —_— —_
Port
Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. —_ - d )
" AR NoF dredag
Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. _ — . FJL&TJCJ St w? /C\)mmemagl,
l&’\o‘ hddline< on|ale

If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated ’R\UQX/[ VDM@ Q {CL% %

di s | . — —_— R
sediments in $/cy , Bl ¢ ifa%bp oN

N ) (,l 4 O'F"bf { "’-)‘ .

Total Port operating budget % : i{DO\ OO ]DCO a N‘%O 1_7 = }(\‘)}JMSS

W ithout dlean uo

Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for
dredging —

Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments

Port capacity (tonnage) or annual volume of |\) / A

freight handled.
inAushno | /fmmmpvrlraf Jar }mmflﬁ,/




LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Port of Kidgefrield]

Low

Moderate High

Capability to handie upland disposal?

Additional comments:

*Describe routine dredging
and material disposal method:

Name of upland disposal sites 2
currently in use: :

L DOterrricd T Site, Tor BlownfieldSie

3.
. Uplard

Type of site: 5

{island, upland, or nearshore)

3. MO

Upland site design capacity in 2
ey |

4
LRLGCrs Cap witn DT B feetof Clean fl ]

Potential lifetime of site: | 2.

L YOrT-0wned)

Gwnership of site | 2.

3.
Corps DMMP ID CRE DMMP ID Private Site: Tax lot
1.
2. \
3

TPort nas o. drownfield pojedt ot mi
\Ml%—@ﬂal for c-CoP

%’1’ need Some cleon



LCSG Toxics Subcommittee

Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Questionnaire

Povt of E(dﬁé&*ﬁe\d

Site special conditions or
limitations:

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for your
dredging projects?

does ntadredoc.
N/ A

Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

i\ﬂa\lbé wooul\d ctterd developme

pneety 1O Nave on urnderstand
g\am WOOIO Serve. —the Por Ow/

ovte, eed s

[ Sta vf'

of %W\é/
t Yo Tha

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a
Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

wcaﬂ‘v?%e'\f@

\nave_ Somme. meong

ditional comments:
S@ED ol intread et 1e¢

10 Financ &\%&@DJ@ s

(f‘mom)% e O(W@STV\Q%DQD/ IS AN




oot of Woodlard

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name: | POy (5f | /\/OOd lard
Contact Name: | Ty, 1] 2 PP
Manaoer
Emall: | POr-Hoood GO worldaccess net. com
Phone: | (3(50) A5 - (559
Fax | (30) 335 - (DD

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total amount of sediment dredged annually in . S

cubic yards (cy)- —

Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. - P o

Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized _—

for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. —_— ? . -
ort|Dore N0 dfeé%é,

Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy- — — —

Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. S S— —

If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated
sediments in $/cy-

Total Port operating budget

Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for
dredging

Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments

Port capacity (tonnage) or annual volume of
freight handled.




LCSG Toxics Subcommittee

Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Questionnaire

Port of wWoadlord

and material disposal method:

Low Moderate High
Capability to handle upland disposal?
Additional comments:
*Describe routine dredging ?OFT JO = %‘7

-

Name of upland disposal sites
currantly in use:

2. Mav+m Bav

1{5‘@% N Pond- & on Martin1s

ln

7
At

[o%

Type of site:
(island, upland, or nearshore)

C
Q.
0
S
|65

Upland site design capacity in
cy:

N

| 5 rtilTom Q\,(

—

2 < loodd ke tre Corps 1D use e it

Potential lifetime of site: | 2. — X \]’@Ou/i '1%{ COTPS) de@pf"f }\f\% "P‘\fod(fd’
3.
1. Port=ouwned
Ownership of site | 2. pD’/ += oo EC?
3.

Corps DMMP ID

CRE DMMP ID

£

Private Site: Tax lot

L -3

4% W-%2

3,
~Borp d%@fﬁ,?:& S milliion Oﬂ of moder (el Over next JoNaears
/PD‘(‘JF sells d@\@ Modericd oy Ut a2 H"‘(T){‘Q((



Port of Looodlanal

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Questionnaire /

Site special conditions or
limitations:

What In your opinion is the
largest challenge for your M ‘ p\
dredging projects?

Would like 4o here. more aloout- —the plan
e pea | 10 Tecros of leerefittoPorts needs a
Upland Disposal Plan? OP@/Q_{,{ O\(LS\, N\O;FQ/

Peym Hh \;%
What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a

Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

Additional comments:




Port-of & telen g

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

orgmniation Name: | b of Gt Heleng

Comact Namet | Kivy Simde.
Operoiiorg Manaoer g
"% | Shde @ portsin. ora,
Froret | (502) 397 - 2422

Faxt:

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total amount of sediment dredged annually in
cubic yards (cy). —_

Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. —

Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized

for in-water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. - - ’DOH—— dc s ﬁw d p@d%@/

Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. — —

Cost of upiand disposal dredging In $/cy- . _—

If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated
sediments in $/cy. B —_—

Total Port operating budget

Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for
dredging

Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for
upland disposal of contaminated sediments

Port capacity (tonnage) or annual volume of
freight handled.




LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Portof Sk Heleng

Low

Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal?

Additional comments:

*Describe routine dredging
and material disposal method:

Name of upland disposal sites
currently in use:

1710%ee] 2Pacin - \eay Peey Taland

2.

Type of site:
(island, upland, or nearshore}

—

- UPl O

Upland site design capacity in
cy:

P llion C\{

Potential lifetime of site:

Ownership of site

= | W

2.

tort-ooned |

Corps DMMP ID

CRE DMMP ID

£

Private Site: Tax lot




L.CSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Povt- of St Heleng

Site special conditions or
limitations:

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for your
dredging projects?

N (Q\

Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

MQ\JP\D@ Lo

COmmihatel o MJWHS& concere

| assecated with p@rﬁnﬁ(‘(ﬂj

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a
Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

NOt Sure_

Additional comments:
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LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan

Questionnaire

Organization Name:

Port of Portland

Contact Name:

Eric Burnette, Sr. Waterways Planner

121 NW Everett Street, Portland, Oregon, 97209

eric.burnette@portofportland.com

E-mail:
Phone: 503 944 7791
Fax: 503 548 5595

Interviewer Name:

Lora Eddy Gnd,“)%‘icm 2 deepepm@(f

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 67-09
&

Total amount of sediment dredged annually in cubic 40K cy 10-20K cy
yards (cy). 8000 400 4329+ planned but per yr

—_ - . P not estimated

Hrorn Mroninals QJVJ of{p }ﬁﬂ/:ﬁ;{'ﬁ“ performed
Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. All of it. All of it. All of it. N/A. TBD
Amount of contaminated sediment (not authorized for in-
water disposal) disposed of upland in cy. . (note 1) (note 2) (note 2) (note 2) N/A. 8D
. s $45.06 to $450.00 $92.46 to $40 $40-200
Cost of routine dredging™ in $/cy. $213.73 $240.43 budgeted | estimated
. L $45.06 to $450.00 $92.46 to

Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy. $213.73 $240.43 N/A. TBD
Total Port operating budget (Port of Portland Marine and
Navigation Divisions, excluding depreciation and other $67.18M $55.48M $43.01M $61.51M TBD
ancillary expenses)
Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used for (note 3) (note 3) (note 3) (note 3) (note 3)
dredging.
Percentage of the Port's operating budget used for (note 3) (note 3) (note 3) (note 3) (note 3)
upland disposal of contaminated sediments
Port capacity (tppnage) or annual volume of freight 11.5M 12.4M 11.9M 11.8M TBD
handled. (In millions of short tons.)

A

CU/\d 5
o 43

o of

Pev g

Tor HE in Awoter workl windod
Port does Mwe Sornz. porenTicd contaminodion

IS Wh\{ they dion't dred og_., not

a emM



Povt of Povtlaund

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Low Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposal? X

Additional comments:

(1) Any material dredged from our Terminal 4 (on the Willamette) is not authorized for in-water disposal. However, materials
dredged from our Terminals 2 or 5 (on the Willamette) or Terminal 6 (on the Columbia) may be disposed of in-water, although
we currently have no approved site for in-water disposal.

(2) For Port of Portland, this question is moot since we currently have no approved in-water disposal site. Thus, all of our
dredged material must go to upland sites. That said, we routinely perform due diligence testing to Tier 2 levels, since we use a
re-handle facility, and we need to know that the material placed in the re-handle facility for dewatering will be suitable for
eventual beneficial use elsewhere.

(3) Due to inevitable overlapping of line items for the numerous significant constituent costs that would contribute to this
percentage, (i.e., sediment testing costs, permitting overhead, community outreach, legal expenses, hydro surveys, etc.) it is not
possible to extract a meaningful and accurate number.

- - dredor_ Oreqon~nyOoraulicprpeline—Cing
*D ib tine dredgi d
S aterial disposal method: mmome& bucket Jredge-4- oevHng

1. Suttle Road re-handle site.

i nov Hazavdoss wasie|Sie
Name of upland disposal sites 2. West Hayden Island site. - -

currently in use:
3. Three Regulated Subtitle D Land Fills; Columbia Ridge Landfill in Arlington OR, Northern
Wasco County Landfill in Wasco County OR, and Finley Buttes Landfill in Morrow County,
OR.

1. Upland (PLEASE NOTE: This is a de-watering and transfer site that is used to prep
materials for dry disposal at other final locations.)

Type of site:
(island, upland, or nearshore) 2. Upland

3. Regulated landfills in which the material is used as daily cover.

1. In theory, the capacity of this site is unlimited since it is a throughput facility and not a
final destination. However, it can only handle materials in batches of 70,000 cubic yards or
less, with an annual maximum of throughput of two batches per year.

Upland site design capacity in cy:

2. The capacity of this site is approxnmately 1.6M culyd. << Just s not Wnole 8 2100} o 9%\0,\0‘%

C

3. The individual capacities of these sites are unknown.

1. The lifetime is indefinite since this is a reusable site.
Potential lifetime of site: | 2. 20+ years.

3. 20+ years.
1. Port of Portland

Ownership of site | 2. Port of Portland \

3. Varies by regulated landfill site.

e

She ear uf Hayden vpard site aguell s in-woder <rie
AONr. (At By Corps Progct



LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Tort OF Fortlard

Corps DMMP 1D

CRE DMWMP ID Private Site: Tax lot

1. No known ID designator.

2. 0-105.0

Varies by regulated landfill site.

Site special conditions or
limitations:

What in your opinion is the largest
challenge for your dredging
projects?

1. Suttle Road site: Since this site is designed for the initial dewatering and subsequent
transfer of dredge materials, capacity really depends on rate of use. Dredge materials
placed at this site must be clean and ultimately suitable for beneficial use in other upland
locations.

2. West Hayden Island site: Capacity at this site is for the most part dedicated to meeting
ACOE local sponsor requirements for current and future Columbia and lower Willamette
River projects. Eventually the site will be used as a maritime/industrial development location.

3. Regulated Landfills: Conditions and limitations vary, and specifics are based on the
individual site licenses. l.e., dredge materials must usually meet the “paint filter” dry material
test, after which they must be suitable for beneficial uses such as daily cover or road bed
material

In fact, there are two: 1.) A lack of suitable and approved in-water dredge material disposal
sites in the Columbia and Willamette. 2.) The high cost and slow pace of the regulatory
process for approving routine but essential dredging projects.

Would you be interested in
participating in a Regional Upland
Disposal Plan?

Potentially yes, but only if participation in a RUDP makes clear economic and operational
sense for the Port of Portland.

What in your opinion is the largest
challenge for a Regional Upiand
Disposal Plan?

" liability exposure burden for disposal site owners may prove to be unworkable.

There are three significant challenges that we see: 1.) The transportation and offloading
costs required to move dredge material from the dredge site to the disposal sites may prove
to be unacceptably high. 2.) Obtaining regulatory approval for a sufficient number of

disposal sites, spaced at appropriate intervais along the river, may not be practical. 3.) The

Additional comments: 7 r\n\’wgwbm«doﬁm(\')'}\) LA )
105Gl Cu baselina :m%@*m camphn mdqdmbw conoifierld
(K> 8\f\ A "é'ﬁs 50 A% N Of {\m\i@,jllod i-m/m((\,u( “S’J(g
Cr WY N - I 3 oepo S,H O’W{(WIHF-IﬁC{AN Ty
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Portof Vancowe”

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Organization Name:
g Port of Vancouver, USA

Contact Name: C(d\ﬁiué\'”\ mc\/}@/ Patty Boyden
C/

E-mail: pboyden @portvanusa.com
Phone: 360-693-3611
Fax:

360-735-1565

Per

Interviewer Name:

‘ +D|Cmn€

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Total amount of sediment dredged annually in
cubic yards (cy): NA 33525 1814
Amount of sediment disposed of upland in cy. 33525 1814

Amount of contaminated sediment (not
authorized for in-water disposal) disposed of NA NA
upland in cy.

Cost of routine dredging* in $/cy. $10.65/cy* | $36/cy™*

QOsHinclias H—dmdg%cmm

Cost of upland disposal dredging in $/cy.

If different, upland disposal cost for contaminated NA NA
sedimentsin $/cy.

Q<\.
(W)
Iz

for dredging

Percentage of the Port’s operating budget used
for upland disposal of contaminated sediments

Port capacity (tonnage) or annual velume of
freight handled. TO% QurapP ,gmm,somvu A ‘
loul¥ Mhatenad (DOt mbosteruolend )

ONiy ISSe With ContaminaMs s Alco Exevapeendici iy, 100£11g af purdrast
m‘ﬁd&ﬁ&aﬁ%?@& C\Jufﬁde(m@fj%‘b INJUSH ied Clean Strinoh gleeq%{e purdrase
ThisOeveloprment 15 cuunuie ouw i+ re-develop would Provodd U Dlace. olecyy
Maderiol eredo cop it7 el o prnd Place cleco




LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

KoYt of \Janouwer”

Low

Moderate

High

Capability to bandle upland disposal?

X

Additional comments:
“Two separate dredging projects in 2006. One project, dredge material was disposed of at Port
upland disposal site (7500 cy). The other project, material was disposed of at Hickey Marine upland
disposal site (26,025 cy).
**Includes mobilization and dredging

*Describe routine dredging
and material disposal method:

The majority of routine dredging performed at the Port of Vancouver consists of using a

clamshell bucket

Name of upland disposal sites

currently in use:

1.

2.

Hickey Marine

Ross Island Sand & Gravel

3. Port of Vancouver — Parcel 3 (~ BOOGCrL fo WEST Of Port Terminals )
1. Upland '
T ite:
. ype of site 2. Island
(istand, upland, or nearshore)

3. Upland
1. 450,000 cy

Upland site design capacityclyr! 2. unknown
3. 2 million cy
1. unknown

Potential lifetime of site: | 2. unknown

3. Approximately 3 years

Ownership of site

. Hickey Marine

,
f

. Ross Island Sand & Gravel

. Port of Vancouver '

Corps DMMP ID

CRE DMMP ID

Private Site: Tax lot

<




Port of Vancovves”

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

1.

Site special conditions or
limitations:

2. Restrictions set by Oregon DEQ

:ﬁ’:‘aetsltncizl:lggplenlfg: 'iﬁ':e Where to place the material. Future development projects will require large amounts of fill.
9 g y Fill placement logistics are a challenge.

dredging projects? i
Asfor as perm iH\T&K’ESN’W £ revirew) procecs for SAP

“:.lt'lilg y:t?nbeian;e;:sﬁii;? This may be a possible long-term option for the Port of Vancouver. As stated above, the
lplplandpDisp%sal Plang'-' Port would like to use dredge material as fill for upcoming development projects.

' T Port16 in good shape for He nexdt 7o lovearsastuy as

pplcu\d d(SpO;!JUl
- . - . | - \ e ,,

What in your opinion s the | T1POIN® SHeg ingeneral and Fird '@ A1eC tat are
largest challenge for a c -4 o ; o
Regional Upland Disposal (oGt efrec jOO/ OJCU 56 %@Lp
Plan?

Additional comments: Torad Mot tor e pe s
Fort has o Byeas permito oredge 10,000 for Mauntencnce. of

+errrinale 1o ol 4o d@PFh, Wor King oM O P@ffr{;;y +oO @6’5* %VPA‘I'PQ('S’J!’D
U2/ e e crannel bt pwont be ¥o ‘%ﬁ% B and 5 unti] impown
o Pievs are made. Tris addtiovod maderiad wolld ke placed yolandas
11| for Parcel 2 developrrent hope +o dotnis in 2007 . Additionad I Wil

2. "new) * 9redd renc parcel 3 Tor oturn 1S TN cavﬁirm(g NOT]
S wnen mczgge 2013 £-aopn Moderad wi [ lee uged as fll on Ta

2 Sl

Port 1< loceded in o se(%swuwv\%ioc&ﬁm

Had oo sediment transport study, done on Todslermninale w Eold

Wader 2 in perenidhig, for Rucel = sotod fhey could Place tne
Mmadev e quCU\C) not - wode/

Corps drﬁedg\“%p\@‘@ec#m e areo. placed the moderiod) (n Porce | 2
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LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regionai Upland Disposal Pian
Questionnaire

Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

TFort of Vancouver”

Organization Name;

Port of Vancouver, USA

Contact Name:

Director of Ehy.Sevees Patty Boyden / Craig Heimbucher Env. Sovvices Soeciadish

-mail:
Fme pboyden@portvanusa.com / cheimbucher@portvanusa.com
Fhonst 360-693-3611
Fax:

360-735-1565

Interviewer Name:

TPerny

2005 2006 2007 2008|2009
Total amount of sediment
dredged annually in cubic yards NA 33525 1814
(cy).
Amount of sediment disposed of
upland in cy. 33525 1814
Amount of contaminated
sediment (not authorized for in- NA NA
water disposal) disposed of
upland'in cy.
Cost of routine dredging* in * ok
$/cy. $10.65/cy $36/cy
Cost of upland disposal dredging
in$/cy. .
If different, upland disposal cost
for contaminated sediments in NA NA
$/cy.
Total Port operating budget Total = 58M Total = 67M Total = 83M
? e Operating=9.4M Ogerating=15.3M Operating=17.5M
Percentage of the Port's 65K 470K 355K
operating budget used for — 1% = 3% = 29
dredging =17 =27 = <70
Percentage of the Port’s
operating budget used for upland
disposal of contaminated NA .f NA NA
sediments
3,979,939 metric . 6,089,719 metric
Port C?Pafit,y (t°f“f“a?egt°r tons handled — all fol :\2461?]%'6 dmet;lﬁ tons handled - all
annual volume of freig s - e
e odities
handled. commodities commodities comm e

(projected)




LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

Port oF vancouver”

Low

Moderate High

Capability to handle upland disposai?

X

Additional comments:

*Two separate dredging projects in 2006. One project, dredge material was disposed of at Port
upland disposal site (7500 cy). The other project, material was disposed of at Hickey Marine upland

disposal site (26,025 cy).

**Includes mobilization and dredging

*Describe routine dredging.
and material disposal method:

The majority of routine dredging performed at the Port of Vancouver consists of using a
clamshell bucket.

Name of upland disposal sites
currently in use;

1. Hickey Marine

2. Ross Island Sand & Gravel

3. Port of Vancouver — Parcel 3 Corps Channel Improvement Disposal Site (40-acres)

1. Upland
T ite:
. ype of site: \ 1 jand
(isfand, upland, or nearshore) .
: 3. Upland
1. 450,000 cy
Upland site design capacity in 2. unknown

cy:

3. 2 million cy

Potentiai lifetime of site:

1. unknown
2. unknown

3. 20 years (~2006-2026)

Ownership of site

1. Hickey Marine

2. Ross Island Sand & Gravel

3. Port of Vancouver

Corps DMMP ID

CRE DMMP ID

4

Private Site: Tax lot




Port of Vancouver”

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Regional Upland Disposal Plan
Questionnaire

, ; L 1. Parcel 3 disposal site subject to Channel Improvement permit conditions
Site special conditions or

limitations:

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for your
dredging projects?

2. Limited vehicular access for removal of materials from the disposal site.

1. Obtaining permit approval in a timeframe that is consistent with project needs. In
particular review time by the Regional Sediment Management Team can be lengthy.

2. Where to place the material. Future development projects will require large amounts of
fill. Fill placement logistics are a challenge.

Would you be interested in
participating in-a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan?

This may be a possible long-term option for the Port of Vancouver. For the next ~ ten
years, the Port requires approximately 7 million cubic yards of fill for industrial and marine
facility development. In the future, the Port may have a need for a regional disposal site.

What in your opinion is the
largest challenge for a
Regional Upland Disposal
Plan?

Site selection: Finding multiple, large pieces of land (likely on the Columbia River) with
limited environmental constraints that can be permitted at a reasonable cost.

Finding a site that is cost effective for a variety of users.

Defining on-going liabilities for landowners and users that dispose of contaminated materials
at regional facility.

Obtaining funding for site selection, permitting, and operation.

Identifying willing partners to operate facilities.

Additional comments:

an ecological benefit.

In addition to disposal/storage site, would be helpful to identify locations for sediment disposal that would create






