Baseline Information Findings
To Support Development of a Regional Upland Disposal
Plan

Prepared for:

Lower Columbia Solutions Group
Toxics Subcommittee
September 7, 2007

Prepared by:

Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce
750 Commercial Street, Room 205
Astoria, OR 97103

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Baseline Information Report Findings

9/7/2007

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 II 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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1.0 Introduction
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 nongovernmental 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?
1
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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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2.0 Findings
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 Vancouver.
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)

Port
Port of Ilwaco
Port of Chinook
Port of Astoria
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1
Port of Longview
Port of Kalama
Port of Vancouver
Port of Portland
Total

2005
26,000
25,000
42,500
0
0
0
98,000
0
4,329

2006
24,166
25,000
32,196
14,000
28,000
0
0
33,525
0

2007
26,880
18,000
51,207
0
0
0
0
1,814
15,000

2008
27,000
25,000
14,000
0
0
10,000
150,000
0
15,000

2009
27,000
25,000
99,000
0
0
0
0
24,229
15,000

Average
Annual
Volume
26,209
23,600
47,781
2,800
5,600
2,000
49,600
11,914
9,866
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
4
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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
1%
2%
3%
6%
27%

Port of Longview
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2

7%

Port of Wahkiakum No. 1
Port of Portland
13%

Port of Vancouver
Port of Chinook
Port of Ilw aco

26%

Port of Astoria

15%

Port of Kalama

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.

5

LCSG Toxics Subcommittee
Baseline Information Report Findings

9/7/2007

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)

Port
Port of Ilwaco
Port of Chinook
Port of Astoria
Port of Wahkiakum No. 2
Port of Wahkiakum No. 1
Port of Longview
Port of Kalama
Port of Vancouver
Port of Portland
Total

2005
26,000
25,000
28,500
0
0
0
98,000
0
4,329

2006
24,166
25,000
0
0
0
0
0
33,525
0

2007
26,880
18,000
5,353
0
0
0
0
1,814
15,000

2008
27,000
25,000
0
0
0
10,000
150,000
0
15,000

2009
27,000
25,000
85,000
0
0
0
0
24,229
15,000

Average
Annual
Volume
26,209
23,600
23,771
0
0
2,000
49,600
11,914
9,866
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
Average Annual Upland Disposal Volumes
Port of Portland
Port of Vancouver
Port of Kalama
Average Annual Upland Disposal
Volumes

Port of Longview
Port of Astoria
Port of Chinook
Port of Ilwaco
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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 Volumes Disposed Upland (in cubic yards)

Port
Port of Ilwaco
Port of Astoria
Total

2005
26,000
28,500

2006
24,166
0

2007
26,880
5,353

2008
27,000
0

2009
27,000
85,000

Average
Annual
Volume
26,209
23,771
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
Clean Sediment
Contaminated Sediment,
49,980, 29%

Contaminated Sediment

Clean Sediment, 119,524,
71%

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 Ilwaco
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 Ilwaco2,3

$2.00

$2.14

$2.15

Port of Chinook2

$2.00

$1.40

$1.67

Port of Astoria1,3

$3.00

$3.00

$3.00

Port of Wahkiakum No. 21

-

$6.79

-

Port of Wahkiakum No. 11

-

$4.57

-

-

-

-

$5.82

-

-

Port of Longview

2

Port of Kalama2
Port of Vancouver2

$10.65
$36.00
$92 to
$40 to
Port of Portland2
$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 Ilwaco
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
Port
Port of Ilwaco

Operating
Budget
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

9
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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 Ilwaco

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 Portland1
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

% of Budget

Total Cost
of
Dredging
2005 to
2007

Port of Ilwaco

3%

$161,507

$116,100

Port of Astoria

2%

$518,098

$2,484,550

Port

Anticipated
Dredging
Costs in
2008 &
2009

As previously mentioned, two ports, Ilwaco 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.
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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 to Handle
Upland Disposal

No. of
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
Site

Port of Ilwaco

x

Capability
Ranking
low to
moderate

Port of Chinook

x

high

Port

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.
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Table 10. Individual Port’s Response to Interest in Participating in a Regional
Upland Disposal Plan

Port

Interest in Participating in
a Regional Upland
Disposal Plan

Port of Ilwaco

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
Plan

No. of
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.
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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 Ilwaco, 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
Port

Upland Disposal Site
Name

Part of a
DMMP1

Design
Capacity

Type of CDF

Potential
Lifetime of
Site

Ownership
of Site

Port of
Ilwaco

Port of Ilwaco

Yes, Site
# W-3.2

260,000 cy or
10.7 acres

Nearshore
CDF breakwater

3 dredge
seasons

Port-Owned

Port of
Chinook

Port of Chinook

Yes, Site
# W-8.8

20,000 cy or
3 acres

Upland CDF

?

Port-Owned

Port of
Astoria

"Volcano" Northern tip of
Pier 3

No

10,000 cy or
2.1 acres

Upland CDF

0 dredge
seasons

Port-Owned

Port of
Wahkiakum
No. 2

Vista Park Beach

Yes, Site
# W-33.4

250,000 cy

Upland CDF

?

Port-Owned

Port of
Longview

IP Site

Yes, Site
# W-67.5

? cy

Upland CDF

0 dredge
season

Port-Owned

Port of
Longview

Potential Fill site for
capping RCRA Site

No

100,000 cy or
10 to 12
acres

Upland CDF

2-3 dredge
seasons

Port-Owned

Port of
Longview

Howard Island

Yes, Site
# W-68.7

6.4 million cy
or 200 acres

Upland CDF

?

Corps
Disposal
Site

Port of
Kalama

South Port

Yes, Site
# W-76.8

200,000 cy

Upland CDF

∞ dredge
seasons

Port-Owned

Port of
Kalama

North Port

Yes, Site
# W-72

2 million cy

Upland CDF

∞ dredge
seasons

Port-Owned

Port of
Woodland

Austin Point

Yes, Site
# W-86.5

1.5 million cy

Upland CDF

~500,000 cy

Port-Owned
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Port

Upland Disposal Site
Name

Part of a
DMMP1

Design
Capacity

Type of CDF

Potential
Lifetime of
Site

Ownership
of Site

Port of
Woodland

Martin Bar

Yes, Site
# W-82

1.5 million cy

Upland CDF

20+ years

Corps
Disposal
Site

Port of St.
Helens

Tressel Beach

No

? cy

Upland CDF

?

Port-Owned

Port of
Ridgefield

Potential Fill site for
capping Brownfield Site

No

8 acres

Upland CDF

?

Port-Owned

Port of
Vancouver

Hickey Marine

No

450,000 cy

Upland CDF

?

Hickey
Marine

Port of
Vancouver

Ross Island Sand &
Gravel

No

? cy

Island CDF

?

Ross Island
Sand &
Gravel

Port of
Vancouver

Port of Vancouver Parcel
3

No

2 million cy or
500 acres

Upland CDF

20 years
(~2006 to
2026)

Port-Owned

Port of
Portland

Suttle Road Re-Handle
Facility

No

70,000 cy per
year

Upland CDF

∞ dredge
seasons

Port-Owned

Port of
Portland

West Hayden Island

No

1.6 million cy

Upland CDF

20+ years

Port-Owned

Port of
Portland

3 Regulated Subtitle D
Landfills

No

?

Daily Cover
for Landfill

20+ years

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.
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3.0 Conclusions & 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
Ilwaco. 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 Ilwaco 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.
− Identify key elements for long term sustainability of a Regional Upland
Disposal Plan such as beneficial reuse and treatment of sediment and the bistate regulations and policies that affect these elements.
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Appendix A
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