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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Barlow Point site, owned by the Port of Longview (Port), is located adjacent to the 
Columbia River and downstream of the current developed Port.  This report was developed 
to review the existing environmental conditions at the Barlow Point site, provide an analysis 
of environmental considerations for developing the site for industrial purposes, and also 
address other ancillary regulatory considerations.  The report includes a summary of existing 
conditions for the environmental elements considered, addresses key development 
considerations and potential fatal flaws, and provides potential mitigation measures for 
addressing potential environmental impacts.  The specific topics that are addressed in this 
report include:  cultural and historic resources, Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species, 
critical areas (including wetlands), shorelines and upland areas, as well as a section on 
potential mitigation opportunities and strategies for identified potential impacts.  Other 
regulatory considerations related to potential impacts of the project on land and natural 
resources include discussion of the Washington State and National Environmental Policy 
Acts process, water rights and availability, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 408 
requirements, and Port Management Agreements.  
 
In summary, there are potential impacts from the development of Barlow Point to each of 
the various environmental resources addressed in this report, as well as other ancillary 
regulatory considerations related to development of the Site.  However, no environmental 
impacts have been identified that could not be mitigated through design or implementing 
compensatory mitigation actions, and no fatal flaws from an environmental perspective were 
identified.  
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1 SITE OVERVIEW AND UPLAND HABITAT 

Barlow Point is a 282.5-acre property adjacent to the Columbia River.  The property is 
within the limits of the City of Longview, Washington (City), and is zoned Heavy Industrial.  
In 2010, the Port of Longview (Port) purchased 275 acres of this property at Barlow Point for 
future Port industrial development, with an additional 7.5 acres of tidelands acquired in 
2012.  The property is located downstream of the current developed Port at approximately 
river mile 64 (RM 64), which is on the west side of the City.  To better understand the full 
potential of the Barlow Point site, the Port determined that a comprehensive master 
planning process should occur. 
 
A market analysis and conceptual site planning exercise were performed in late 2014 and 
through early 2015 to identify possible types of use and site layouts.  Two options arose from 
those processes, which focus on production and export of dry or liquid bulk commodities.  
Specific industry types were identified from the market analysis to provide the basis to 
analyze demand and capacity requirements for Barlow Point.  The dry bulk option 
(Option 1) includes potash (export only), urea (production and export), and wood pellets 
(export only).  The liquid bulk option (Option 2) includes crude oil (export only), methanol 
(production and export), and biodiesel (production and export). See the Barlow Point 
Conceptual Planning report in Appendix B of the main report for further details. 
 

1.1 Existing Conditions 

The northeastern boundary of the Barlow Point site is formed by the edge of a drainage 
ditch, which separates the property from the adjacent Mt Solo Landfill.  The riverfront 
portion of Barlow Point is bounded to the southwest by the navigation channel of the 
Columbia River; the upstream reach is referred to as the Barlow Point Channel and the 
downstream reach as the Walker Island Channel.  Topography is relatively flat (0 to 2 
percent slopes) with occasional relief provided by agricultural drainage ditches. 
 
Barlow Point is currently managed for agricultural purposes (primarily hay production) and 
as such is dominated by herbaceous vegetation such as fescue (Festuca), velvet 
(Holcus lanatus), and orchard (Dactylis) grasses.  Grassy areas provide limited foraging 
habitat for waterfowl in the spring (when the ground is seeded) and in the fall (when crops 
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have senesced).  During the summer, larger mammals such as black-tail deer and coyote use 
the site for foraging and refuge.  Small mammals, such as field mice and meadow voles, use 
the herbaceous cover during the summer and provide a food source for coyotes and birds of 
prey.  The central portion of the site supports a forested component with a sparse shrub and 
herbaceous understory.  Stratified forested vegetation and canopy coverage provide greater 
habitat functions, primarily as an area of refuge, than are present in other areas of the site.  
 
Table 1 provides a summary of Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
terrestrial Priority Species that have been documented near or on the Barlow Point Site.  
 

Table 1  
Mapped Federal and State Important Species and Habitats that May Occur within and/or 

adjacent to the Port Based on Agency Databases 

Species 
Federal 
Status State Status 

Within or 
Adjacent to 

Port 
Property Location 

Mammals     

Columbian white-tailed deer 
(Odocoileus virginianus 
leucurus) 

Endangered Endangered Yes 
Biotic Detection at Barlow Point 
area in January 2010 (WDFW) 

Birds     

Waterfowl concentrations None None Yes Barlow Point (WDFW) 

Osprey  
(Pandion haliaetus) 

None None Yes 
Shoreline of Columbia and 
Cowlitz Rivers (WDFW) 

Peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus) 

None None Yes Lewis and Clark bridge (WDFW) 

Bald eagle  
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

Species of 
Concern 

Sensitive Yes 
Shoreline of Columbia River; 
Fisher Island 

Cavity nesting ducks None None Yes 
Fisher Island and Adjacent 
Properties 

Canada goose None None Yes 
Fisher Island and other Columbia 
River Islands 
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1.2 Key Development Considerations 

Development is unlikely to be affected by the existing upland habitat outside of wetlands, 
critical areas, and shorelines as described in Section 4.  There are no state or federally 
protected plant or animal species known to be present in the uplands, although many 
migratory bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) do utilize the site 
during certain times of the year.  Disturbance resulting in take of migratory birds is 
prohibited by the terms of the MBTA.  
 

1.3 Fatal Flaws Considerations 

No fatal flaws related to development of upland habitat are foreseeable for Barlow Point.  
 

1.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

Mitigation for upland development (non-wetlands) outside of any delineated jurisdictional 
wetlands will not likely be required. Wetland impacts and associated mitigation 
requirements are discussed in Section 4.  
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2 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

2.1 Existing Conditions 

2.1.1 Environmental and Cultural Setting 

The Barlow Point property is located along the lower Columbia River at its confluence with the 
Cowlitz River.  It is in the Picea sitchensis vegetation zone, found along the Washington and 
Oregon coasts, and is characterized by a wet, mild climate and dense, tall forests (Franklin and 
Dyrness 1973).  It is in the Coast Range physiographic province, a region characterized by steep 
topography, bedrock formations of Tertiary age, and a variety of soils (Franklin and Dyrness 1973).   
 
The Columbia River was in the vicinity of its current location by 6 million years ago.  During 
the last glacial maximum about 15,000 years ago, sea level was about 370 feet (112 meters) 
below modern sea level (Baker et al. 2010).  The Columbia and Cowlitz rivers incised deep 
channels through the underlying bedrock.  Catastrophic floods, caused when Glacial Lake 
Missoula broke its ice dam several times between 15,000 and 13,000 years ago, scoured the 
Columbia valley and further deepened the river channel (Alt 2001).  As the glaciers melted 
and sea level rose, the river rapidly deposited sediment in its deeply incised channel and on 
adjacent flood plains.  Baker et al. (2010) found that most of the sediment in the lower 
Columbia Valley was deposited prior to 9,000 years ago, after which “sediments were 
bypassing the nearly full tidal basin to the beaches and inner shelf.”  During most of the 
Holocene, deposition of alluvial sediments was relatively slower but still measurable.   
 
The earliest archaeological sites in southwest Washington and northwest Oregon are upland 
sites assigned to the Young’s River complex, thought to date from 8,000 to 6,000 years ago 
(Pettigrew 1990).  The sites consist of sparse stone tool assemblages with leaf-shaped projectile 
points (Matson and Coupland 1995).  The earliest recorded sites along the Columbia River date 
to only 2,500 years ago, though “all sites located on the floodplain prior to about 3000 B.C. 
(4,950 years ago) have probably been drowned and covered with alluvium” (Pettigrew 1990).  
Intensive salmon fishing appears around 2,000 years ago, as indicated by the presence of net 
sinkers and salmon remains in faunal assemblages in the Seal Island Phase and Ilwaco 1 
Subphase (Pettigrew 1990).  The Ilwaco 2 Subphase is characteristic of late prehistoric phases 
in the Northwest Coast culture area.  Sites dating to the Ilwaco 2 Subphase contain exotic trade 
goods, bow and arrow technology, and permanent villages with large houses.  Salmon fishing 
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further increases in intensity with the appearance of elaborate weirs and traps, as well as 
permanent fishing stations (Pettigrew 1990).  
 
The property is in the traditional territory of the Cowlitz Tribe, a Salish-speaking group with 
villages north of the Cowlitz-Columbia confluence.  At the time of historic contact, villages 
along the Columbia River from around the midpoint of the Columbia River estuary to the 
location of present-day Kalama belonged to Cathlamet-speaking Chinook peoples 
(Silverstein 1990), though “the villages near the mouth of the Cowlitz were jointly inhabited 
by Cowlitz and Chinookans” (Hajda 1990).  Chinook and Cowlitz cultures shared many 
lifeways.  In both groups, permanent villages were the basic social unit, and were linked by 
trade and intermarriage (Hajda 1990; Silverstein 1990).  Canoes were the primary mode of 
transportation until the arrival of the horse in the early 1800s (Silverstein 1990).  
Woodworking was of primary importance for the manufacture of household goods, 
dwellings, and canoes.  Subsistence was based on fishing for salmon, smelt, and other 
freshwater fish, as well as gathering plant foods and hunting small and large mammals (Hajda 
1990; Silverstein 1990).  These activities were performed seasonally, with fishing and 
gathering in the summer, trade in the fall, and tool manufacture and ceremonial activities in 
the winter (Haeberlin and Gunther 1930).   
 
The first documented Euroamerican explorations of the river mouth area were by various 
Spanish explorers in the 1770s; American Captain Robert Gray was the first to cross the 
Columbia Bar in 1792 (Hayes 1999).  The project vicinity is first shown on a map by William 
Broughton of the British Vancouver expedition of 1792 (Hayes 1999).  More detailed maps 
were made by William Clark and Meriwether Lewis as they wintered on the lower Columbia 
River in 1805 and 1806 (Clark et al. 1814).  Figure 1 shows the project vicinity on the Lewis 
and Clark map.  Exploration and settlement of the area was slow over the next decades, 
increasing in the 1840s as Americans attempted to wrest control from the British (Mackie 
1997).  The Oregon Treaty of 1846 awarded the Oregon Territory to the United States.  The 
first detailed map of the project area was made shortly thereafter, in 1858, by the General 
Land Office (GLO; Figure 2).   
 
The first Euroamerican settlers arrived in the Longview area in 1849, founding a settlement 
they named Monticello.  In 1852, a convention gathered at Monticello to propose statehood 
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for what would become Washington State (City of Longview 2010).  Monticello remained a 
tiny frontier outpost until 14,000 acres of property were purchased between 1919 and 1922 
by lumberman Robert Alexander Long (Wilma 2005).  Long created a planned community 
that thrived until the Great Depression (McClary 2008).   
 
The Barlow Point property is part of the original 327-acre Donation Land Claim of Mr. and 
Mrs. George Barlow, a Michigan couple who settled on their claim in 1854 (Longview Daily 
News 1926).  A location labeled “Barlow” is shown on the GLO, which may be the Barlow 
home.  It may also be the Barlow Point geographical feature, which is shown on early coast 
survey and topographic maps.  The parcels that make up the property have changed hands a 
number of times, with owners that have included the Long-Bell Lumber Company, 
International Paper, and Terra Firma, Inc.  A 1985 USGS topographic map (Coal Creek 7.5-foot 
quadrangle) labels the adjacent property an “industrial waste dump,” and construction debris 
and wood waste from timber products was placed on the adjacent property.  This landfill is 
known as the Mt. Solo Landfill.  Terra Firma operated a motocross track on the property 
between about 2000 and 2010.  The property is otherwise undeveloped. 
 

2.1.2 Recorded Resources 

There are no recorded archaeological sites on the property.  The nearest site is 45CW003, 
Mt. Coffin, which is located 1.65 miles southeast of the property.  Once a Cowlitz burial ground, 
it was destroyed during gravel mining operations in the early twentieth century.  The site has 
been completely removed.  There is a collapsed residential structure dating from the 1920s to 
1970s (45CW164), 1.95 miles north of the property.  It has been determined ineligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (e.g., it is not historically significant).  There are no 
structures known to the Cowlitz County Assessor to be older than 50 years on the property. 
 
Two cultural resources surveys have been constructed on parts of the property.  The first was 
conducted on 55 acres of the northeastern portion of the property (Freed 2001).  The survey, 
performed for the Diking District, included pedestrian reconnaissance and 15 shovel probes 
at higher probability locations.  No archaeological materials were located.  It was noted that 
“if not for the levees along the Columbia, this area would flood frequently.  The soils can be 
quite saturated and are undoubtedly affected by the daily tidal fluctuations along this section 
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of the Columbia River” (Freed 2001).  The second was a pedestrian survey conducted along 
the Bonneville Power Administration right-of-way on the southeastern corner of the 
property (Oliver and Schmidt 2012).  No cultural materials were located. 
 
Two archaeological surveys were conducted nearby.  Anchor QEA conducted a survey of the 
neighboring parcel to the southeast, which included examination of geotechnical probes and 
the excavation of three shovel tests (Bundy 2010).  Archaeological monitoring of eight backhoe 
trenches on the same property revealed no archaeological materials (Punke and Fagan 2012).  
 

2.1.3 Archaeological Potential 

Previous archaeological surveys and historic maps reveal that the Barlow Point property was 
low-lying floodplain prior to historic activities (levee building, industrial disposal, and 
motocross track construction).  
 
Recent geotechnical investigation offers another source of information regarding sediment 
and groundwater.  Eighteen test trenches were excavated in April 2015 and logged by 
geotechnical engineers (Figure 3; see Appendix F, Preliminary Geotechnical Site Assessment, 
Hart Crowser).  The trenches were excavated using a standard 3-foot-wide toothed backhoe 
bucket, to approximately 4 feet deep.  There was no archaeologist present, and no cultural 
materials were noted by the engineers.  Water was encountered in most trenches between 
2.5 and 4 feet below the surface (Photograph 1).  Fill is clearly evident in the upper 1 to 2 
feet in all of the trenches, characterized by lack of soil formation, mottling, and presence of 
riprap-type rock (Photographs 2 and 3).  Sediments that appear to be native alluvium are 
present beneath the fill and generally appear saturated.  
 
Geotechnical investigations are consistent with historic documents, indicating that the area 
was low-lying and probably regularly flooded.  Prior to levee construction, it would probably 
not have been usable for settlement at any time during the Holocene.  However, the area was 
undoubtedly traversed and used by local communities for much of the Holocene.  It is 
possible that remains of this use, such as isolated artifacts, or fish weirs or traps, may still be 
present somewhere on the property.  Remains of the Barlow homestead—structures or 
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artifacts—may also be present beneath historical and modern fill.  The property has low to 
moderate archaeological potential.  

 
Photograph 1  

Test Pit No. 15, Showing Water Table 
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Photograph 2  

Test Pit No. 16, Showing Fill in Upper 2 to 3 Feet 
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Photograph 3  

Test Pit No. 2, Showing Saturated Alluvium 
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2.2 Key Development Considerations 

Archaeological investigation and coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) and Native American tribes will be required for any of the development options.  If 
the selected project receives federal funding or a federal permit, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act would apply.  If not, review would still be required under the 
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  Greater volume of ground disturbance 
will correlate with a greater likelihood of discovering archaeological materials.  Therefore, 
development alternatives that minimize ground disturbance will also minimize the amount 
of survey required and the chance of encountering archaeological materials. 
 

2.3 Fatal Flaws Considerations 

Although archaeological sites may be present on the property, discovery of a site is unlikely 
to cause a fatal flaw for any potential development.  Impacts to sites can be mitigated under 
federal or state cultural resources laws.  Early coordination with SHPO, tribes, and federal 
agencies (if any) can reduce risk and uncertainty associated with developing mitigation 
measures for impacts to archaeological sites. 
 

2.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

Mitigation for impacts to archaeological sites is not standardized under state or federal 
cultural resources laws, regulations, or guidelines.  Mitigation is determined through 
consultation.  Typical mitigation for impacts to archaeological sites includes professional 
excavation of a portion of the site and curation of the resulting artifacts and samples.  As part 
of mitigation, additional measures are occasionally implemented, such as tribal monitoring of 
the excavation or development of interpretive materials about the site. 
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3 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT ISSUES 

The proposed development at Barlow Point has the potential to impact species protected 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) due to work in the Columbia River and work in the 
uplands.  Fish species listed under the ESA are known to occur within the Columbia River at 
and in the vicinity of Barlow Point.  Avian and terrestrial ESA-listed species may occur in 
the vicinity of Barlow Point both along the shoreline and in the uplands, though the uplands 
of Barlow Point are not known to support these ESA-listed avian or terrestrial species.  
Because ESA-listed species are known to occur in the vicinity of the proposed Barlow Point 
project, ESA Section 7 consultation will be required to be completed for any proposed 
development concept.   
 
The list of species to be included in an evaluation of potential project-related effects for an 
ESA Biological Assessment will depend upon the extent of the proposed action area, which is 
established based on the entirety of the proposed action.  The proposed action includes the 
project development at Barlow Point, as well as the area affected by all potential direct, 
indirect, interrelated, and interdependent effects; cumulative effects; and any avoidance, 
minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures.  As a result, the action area can be 
significantly larger than the project area, and may include more than one distinct location.  
Additionally, recent National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Biological Opinions 
completed by the Lower Columbia River division staff for projects with discharge of waters 
or fill into the Willamette or Columbia rivers have extended the in-water portion of the 
action area to the Pacific Ocean.  Finally, the in-air portion of the action area is based on an 
evaluation of the potential noise effects of construction actions.  Use of impact pile driving 
methods to drive large-diameter steel pipe piles can extend the in-air portion of the action 
area several thousand meters or possibly several kilometers into the uplands.  It should be 
noted that many of these ESA considerations will also be required to be addressed as part of 
the overall permitting process for the project. 
 

3.1 Existing Conditions 

The Columbia River at the Barlow Point site provides habitat to numerous ESA-listed species 
of salmon, trout, and other fish, which are identified in Table 2.  Each of the listed fish 
species would be required to be considered in a Biological Assessment for the proposed 
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action because they all have designated (or proposed) critical habitat located within the 
Columbia River adjacent to Barlow Point. 
  

Table 2  
Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Fish Species and Critical Habitat 

that May Occur in the Project Area 

Species Status Agency Critical Habitat Status 

Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 
Snake River fall ESU 3 Threatened NMFS Designated 

Snake River spring/summer ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Upper Columbia River spring ESU Endangered NMFS Designated 

Lower Columbia River ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Upper Willamette River ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) 
Columbia River ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) 
Lower Columbia River ESU Threatened NMFS Proposed 

Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) 
Snake River Basin ESU Endangered NMFS Designated 

Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 
Snake River Basin ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Upper Columbia River ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Middle Columbia River ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Lower Columbia River ESU Threatened NMFS Designated 

Upper Willamette River DPS 4 Threatened NMFS Designated 

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Threatened USFWS Designated 

Eulachon (Thaelichthys pacificus), southern DPS Threatened NMFS Designated 

Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), southern DPS Threatened NMFS Designated 

Notes: 
ESU = Evolutionarily Significant Unit 
DPS = Distinct Population Segment 
NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service 
USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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There are other ESA-listed terrestrial avian and mammal species that are potentially found in 
Cowlitz County, but these are unlikely to occur at the Barlow Point site, due to lack of 
suitable habitat, and are therefore not mentioned in this report.  Barlow Point is dominated 
by pasture grasses with a deciduous forested component in the central portion of the site.  
According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the preferred habitat of streaked 
horned larks includes wide open spaces with no trees and few or no shrubs.  They nest on 
the ground in sparsely vegetated sites dominated by low stature grasses and forbs.  Data 
indicate that streaked horned larks are generally found in open landscapes of 300 acres or 
more.  Some sites may be smaller in size if they are adjacent to fields or open water and 
provide open landscape with the appropriate habitat characteristics.  Given the dense 
herbaceous vegetation and lack of open, sandy ground, it is unlikely that streaked horned 
larks would use the site for any life stages.  Ecological Land Service (ELS) conducted bird and 
lark surveys in 2014 and 2015 at the Barlow Point site and concluded there is no lark habitat 
present and that no lark observations were recorded at Barlow Point.  
 
Columbia white-tailed deer inhabit riparian forest, brush land, and pasture on islands and 
within the floodplain of the lower Columbia River.  The species is currently listed as 
endangered, but on October 6, 2015, the USFWS announced plans to downgrade the listing 
to threatened due to evidence of moderate species recovery (USFWS 2015).  The Columbia 
White-tailed Deer National Wildlife Refuge was created in 1972 to protect 5,200 acres of 
Columbia River shoreline and island habitat near Cathlamet, Washington.  Recent 
reintroductions of Columbia white-tailed deer have expanded the deer’s range up the 
Columbia River to islands near Longview.  It is likely that additional subpopulations will 
become established as a result of the reintroduction efforts.  However, an important 
component of deer habitat selection is the availability of thermal and secure cover.  
Columbia white-tailed deer prefer forest communities.  The existing habitat within the 
project area consists mainly of pasture grasses.  Although a single biological detection in the 
Barlow Point area was recorded by WDFW in 2010 (WDFW Priority Habitat and Species 
Mapping), it is ELS’s opinion that Barlow Point does not provide preferred habitat for 
white-tailed deer.   
 
Other ESA-listed birds, including yellow-billed cuckoo, marbled murrelet, and northern 
spotted owl, appear on species lists for Cowlitz County but are not known to occur in the 
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project area due to lack of suitable habitat (northern spotted owl), lack of suitable habitat and 
foraging sites (marbled murrelet), or are believed to be locally extirpated (yellow-billed 
cuckoo).  
 

3.2 Key Development Considerations 

No federal, state, or locally important terrestrial animal or plant species were observed by 
ELS during Barlow Point surveys.  Due to the documented presence of Columbia white-
tailed deer in the vicinity of Barlow Point, permitting for site development may require ESA 
consultation for this species. 
 
Development considerations at the Barlow Point site that are relevant to evaluation of effects 
on ESA-listed fish species include the following:  

• The amount of new overwater structure (OWS).  The presence of OWS can affect 
critical habitat for ESA-listed salmonids through shading and provision of habitat for 
predators.  

• The location of new OWS relative to water depths.  Shallow, nearshore waters are 
used more extensively by juvenile ESA-listed salmonids for foraging and migration, 
and the presence of OWS in shallow waters may be considered to have greater effects 
on salmonid critical habitat compared to OWS in deeper water habitat because the 
effects of shading are reduced in deeper waters.  

• The amount and area of bank armoring or stabilization required.  Shoreline 
stabilization with armor material can alter the riparian and shoreline habitat and 
functions that support ESA-listed salmonids, including rearing, foraging, and 
migration.  

• The amount and area of riverbank/ground stabilization (e.g., deep soil mixing or stone 
columns) required.  Ground stabilization measures may be required to create load-
bearing sub-surfaces for the proposed piers or wharfs, as well as to prevent 
liquefaction in the event of seismic activity.  Some ground stabilization measures may 
require installation of piling, which may produce regulatory concerns around in-
water or in-air noise impacts.  Certain types of ground stabilization measures may 
result in altered substrate conditions, which may in turn affect the presence and 
abundance of benthic organisms.  Various alternatives for ground stabilization are 
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discussed in more detail within the Barlow Point geotechnical report (see Appendix F, 
Preliminary Geotechnical Site Assessment, Hart Crowser).   

• Increased potential for wake stranding of juvenile fish.  Barlow Point has been 
identified in other studies as a location where fish stranding has occurred on the 
upper shoreline.  Understanding the mechanisms driving the fish stranding events is 
important to ensure that alterations to the shoreline conditions at Barlow Point do 
not further increase the likelihood of fish stranding.    

• Potential new outfalls discharging permitted waters (process water, wastewater, 
stormwater, etc.) directly to the Columbia River.  While discharges may be permitted 
under appropriate authorizations (e.g., industrial general stormwater permits), a new 
outfall construction permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) provides 
NMFS with an opportunity to review water quality standards of the discharge waters 
to ensure that the parameters are protective of ESA-listed species, particularly 
salmonids.  Water quality criteria suggested by NMFS for the protection of salmonids 
for metals, such as copper and zinc, may be well below the Industrial General 
Stormwater Permit thresholds and detectability thresholds for some laboratory 
analyses.  Potential ESA-consultation Biological Opinion requirements may include 
additional monitoring and reporting, with re-initiation of consultation for 
exceedances.  Additionally, new outfalls may also have ESA-related impacts based on 
screening and the amount of scour protection required.  

• Installation methods and size of piling.  The use of impact hammer installation and 
use of large-diameter steel piles produce elevated in-water and in-air noise levels that 
may be injurious to listed fish and bird species.  Although there are no ESA-listed 
marine mammals in the Columbia River, there are sea lions and occasionally seals 
within the Columbia River that are protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Act.  
There may be an opportunity to use a number of noise-reducing measures, from the 
type of pile used to hammer dampening and bubble curtains.  

• Upland site management.  ESA-listed or MBTA birds (e.g., streaked horn lark) use 
habitats similar to those created by stockpiles or cleared and scarified spaces in upland 
areas. 

• WDFW maps a “biotic detection” of the Columbia white-tailed deer at Barlow Point 
in 2010; ELS has been unable to confirm white-tailed deer presence during 
subsequent surveys completed between 2010 and 2015.   
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3.3 Fatal Flaws Considerations 

During ESA pre-application review and consultation, components of the proposed action 
may receive a high level of scrutiny from the USFWS and NMFS, and additional 
conservation measures or best management practices (BMPs) may be required to be 
incorporated into the proposed action.  It is likely that a project of the size and scope being 
proposed for Barlow Point would result in a determination of “likely to adversely affect” for 
many of the ESA-listed fish species.  There have been few new industrial facilities permitted 
and constructed along the Lower Columbia River in the last decade; however, the lack of 
construction has not necessarily been related to inability to obtain a Biological Opinion for a 
shoreline development project.  Based on an initial consideration of proposed potential site 
design concepts, including any related mitigation measures, there do not appear to be any 
aspects of the project that would lead to a jeopardy/adverse modification determination 
under ESA.  Therefore, no fatal flaws related to ESA-listed fish species are noted in the 
current development concepts for the Barlow Point site.  
 

3.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

Potential mitigating (e.g., avoidance and minimization) measures to consider for protection 
of ESA-listed fish species as part of the conceptual designs for Barlow Point include measures 
to reduce the extent, extremity, or duration of direct effects to the aquatic (in-water) 
environment from construction, as well as measures to avoid or minimize effects related to 
the size and location of built components located along the shoreline.  General construction 
BMPs are widely available to control and minimize construction-related direct impacts to 
water quality and in-water noise-generating actions.  Avoidance and minimization measures 
that may reduce the effects of the project on ESA-listed fish species include configuring 
docks, piers, and wharves such that the OWS components are located in deep water, as well 
as using materials that allow for light transmission (e.g., grated decking for walkways or 
gangways).  Potential forage or rearing impacts from shoreline stabilization measures can be 
minimized by using bioengineering methods where practicable, such that vegetation along 
the shoreline riparian zone is maintained to provide shading and nutrient/prey inputs to 
support foraging juvenile salmonids.    
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Additional compensatory mitigation to address impacts to shoreline/riparian habitat may be 
included or required to offset losses in function.  Such mitigation may be achieved through 
implementation of permittee-led restoration projects or purchase of mitigation bank credits, 
depending on the type and location of impacts and the availability of credits.  
 
For impacts to upland habitat and species, if future surveys detect the presence of white-
tailed deer at the site, mitigation measures may be appropriate through consultation with 
WDFW, depending upon the extent of the species occurrence, its habitat, and the type of 
development proposed. 
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4 WETLANDS, CRITICAL AREAS, AND SHORELINES 

Ecological Land Service (ELS) was contracted by KPFF Consulting Engineers to assess the 
presence or absence of wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, 
frequently flooded areas, geologic hazard areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas (CARA) on 
site at Barlow Point.  In addition, ELS also reviewed the current shoreline Environment 
Designations applicable to the Barlow Point site based on the City of Longview’s current 
Shoreline Management Plan.  
 

4.1 Existing Conditions 

4.1.1 Methodology 

When identifying wetlands on site, ELS followed the USACE Routine Determination 
Method described in the Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and 
the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western 
Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (USACE 2010).  For regulatory purposes 
under the Clean Water Act (Section 404) the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
defines wetlands as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at 
a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted 
for life in saturated soil conditions” (EPA 2014).  Wetlands are regulated as “Waters of the 
United States” by the USACE, as “Waters of the State” by the Washington State Department 
of Ecology (Ecology), and as “Critical Areas” by the City.  When mapping streams, ditches, 
and other surface drainages, ELS uses standard methodology defined by the Ecology 
publication, “Determining the Ordinary High Water Mark on Streams in Washington State” 
(Ecology 2010).  The presence or absence of fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, 
frequently flooded areas, geologic hazard areas, and CARA are based on map and data sources 
referenced in the City of Longview Municipal Code (LMC) and on site observations.   
 
ELS conducted site visits during April of 2015 to assess the site and identify potential wetland 
locations.  Barlow Point is actively farmed by the Port for hay production and, due to 
ongoing farming activities, wetland determinations can be complicated.  For this reason, 
wetland boundaries and categories should be treated as preliminary and used for planning 
and development strategy rather than agency verification.  ELS identified 21 individual areas 
that potentially met wetland conditions within the levee, northeast of the Columbia River, 
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totaling an estimated 28.5 acres of wetland on site.  In addition to wetlands, ELS located 
approximately 12 man-made drainage ditches currently maintained for agricultural land use.  
Because of their connectivity to wetlands, the man-made ditches may be regulated by the 
USACE; filling or altering the ditches for development may require a USACE permit.  The 
man-made ditches on site are low-flow, shallow, warm water systems that do not have a fish-
bearing designation and are not considered to provide fish habitat or the potential for fish 
habitat.  Two adjacent large drainage ditches at the edge of the property are designated as 
fish bearing (Type F) by the Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR): one is 
located north of the site, identified as a private drainage facility (PDF) by the City of 
Longview, and the second is located to the east, identified as Ditch 14, which is owned and 
maintained by Consolidated Diking and Improvement District #1 (CDID #1).  PDF and Ditch 
14 are slow-moving, warm waters that provide habitat for warm-water fish, primarily bass, 
perch, and other species in the sunfish family (Centrarchidea macropterus), together with 
non-native species such as grass carp (Ctenopharyngodon idella).  PDF and Ditch 14 do not 
provide suitable habitat for steelhead, salmonids, or other anadromous fish, and do not 
support such fish.  They are not identified on the WDFW fish mapping web portal as 
potential for anadromous species.  PDF, Ditch 14, and man-made ditches on site have 
connectivity to one another by culverts.  There is no connectivity between PDF, Ditch 14, or 
man-made ditches on site and the Columbia River except artificially.  Waters on site and 
adjacent to the Site reach the Columbia River through pump stations maintained by 
CDID #1.  Fish located in PDF or Ditch 14 cannot pass through the pump station into the 
Columbia River, and fish from the Columbia River cannot reach the project Site.  Any 
proposed development impacts to Type F waters at or below the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM) will be subject to regulation.  Ditch maintenance, which includes excavation and 
removal of accumulated sediment and vegetation occurring within ditches, mapped as 
Type F waters, is considered an exempt activity due to the routine nature of such activities.    
 
Preliminary wetland boundaries and ditch locations were mapped using a hand-held Global 
Positioning System unit with sub-meter accuracy.  The approximate OHWM for the Type F 
water north (PDF) was located using aerial photography.  One mapped wetland outside of 
the levee is located immediately adjacent to the Columbia River within the Urban 
Conservancy zone of the shoreline located in the furthest downstream reach of the river at 
this site.  This wetland, which is mostly off-site and not on Port property, was not delineated 
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by ELS, but it occurs beyond the toe of the levee on the Columbia River side.  Because of the 
Urban Conservancy designation, no fill can occur within this wetland.   
 

4.1.2 Summary of Additional Critical Areas Information 

Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas on or adjacent to the site consist of two Type F 
waters (Ditch 14 and Ditch PDF), and one Type S water (the Columbia River).  Jurisdictional 
criteria of fish and wildlife conservation areas are discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.1.   
 
LMC identifies frequently flooded areas as all flood hazard areas identified by Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
(LMC 17.10.130).  Flood areas near Barlow Point are identified by FEMA on the attached 
Figure 4 Site Map.  They consist of floodplain and floodway, and are limited to lands 
waterward of the levee.   
 
Geologic hazard areas are defined in LMC 17.10.140 as areas with landslide potential or 
potentially unstable soil.  Geologic hazard includes areas of historical failure, slopes greater 
than 15 percent on permeable soils, slopes greater than 40 percent with 10 feet of vertical 
relief, areas subject to rock fall during seismic shaking, rapid stream incision, or areas located 
in a canyon.  The average slope at Barlow Point is between 0 and 2 percent in all locations 
except the levee embankments; these are engineered and meet or exceed City stability 
requirements.  There is no historical land stability failure on site.  CARAs are not mapped in 
the City area and consequently are not anticipated to affect development of the site.    
 

4.2 Key Development Considerations 

4.2.1 Critical Area Protections and Land Use Designations 

If site development is proposed, a more detailed jurisdictional wetland determination will be 
necessary for regulatory verification, impact assessment, and determining any mitigation 
needs.  On-site wetlands were rated using the Washington State Wetland Rating System for 
Western Washington, 2014 Update (Ecology 2014).  Using this system, the majority of 
wetlands on site score a preliminary Ecology rating of Category IV.  Wetlands with forested 
vegetation in the central portion of the site have slightly higher habitat and water quality 
potential and may receive the higher rating of Category III.  Standard buffer widths for 
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wetland categories were determined using Ecology’s guidance, as described in Wetlands in 
Washington State, Volume 2: Guidance for Protecting and Managing Wetlands (Ecology 
2005), and LMC 17.10.110(4).  
 
City wetland buffer designations are based on wetland category, water quality, or habitat 
functions, as well as the current or proposed land use intensity (LMC 17.10.110(4)).  Barlow 
Point is zoned by the City as Heavy Industrial.  For the following buffer designations, ELS 
assumes that future development of the site will meet the high intensity land use 
designation.  According to LMC, Category IV wetlands with high intensity land use receive a 
designated buffer width of 50 feet to protect water quality functions (habitat functions are 
assumed to be too low for protection).  Category III wetlands with high intensity land use 
and a final habitat score of 4 points or less receive a designated buffer width of 80 feet 
(LMC 17.10.110(4)(c)).  Type F waters greater than 5 feet wide receive a designated buffer 
width of 150 feet regardless of the land use intensity designation.  However, the PDF and 
Ditch 14 Type F waters are maintained as a slough/ditch by the Port and/or the CDID #1 and 
it is unlikely that LMC would require a buffer.  The Columbia River is a designated a 
“Shoreline of the State,” and is considered a “Shoreline of Statewide Significance.”1 
Shorelines of the State have a designated management area of 200 feet, measured landward of 
the OHWM, and are subject to shoreline use designations. 
 
According to the City’s Draft Shoreline Master Program (revised November 2014; City of 
Longview 2014), Columbia River shoreline designations adjacent to Barlow Point include 
High Intensity, Urban Conservancy, and Aquatic.  The purpose of the High Intensity 
environment is to provide for high intensity water-oriented commercial, transportation, and 
industrial uses while protecting existing shoreline ecological functions and restoring 
ecological functions in areas that have been previously degraded.  The purpose of the Urban 
Conservancy environment is to protect and restore ecological functions of open space, 
floodplain, and other sensitive lands where they exist in urban and developed settings, while 
allowing a variety of compatible uses.  The purpose of the Aquatic environment is to protect, 

                                                 
1 “Shorelines of Statewide Significance” are a component of “Shorelines of the State.” There is no regulatory 
difference between these two designations.  
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restore, and manage the unique characteristics and resources of the area waterward of the 
OHWM.  
 
The shoreline at Barlow Point is designated critical habitat for species of salmon listed in 
Table 1.  Critical habitat includes primary constituent elements (PCEs) that are important for 
the survival of the species, including riparian areas with natural vegetation and shallow 
sloped shorelines to facilitate the migration of juvenile salmonids to the estuary and Pacific 
Ocean.  The critical habitat designations for salmonids within the Columbia River occurred 
in 2005, and the critical habitat PCEs are based on the condition of the habitat at the date of 
designation.  In 2005, the Barlow Point shoreline condition was already in a modified 
condition and, therefore, the PCEs for natural shoreline were not present or were in a non-
functioning state at the time of designation.  An evaluation of the functions provided by the 
shoreline is based upon existing conditions or conditions at designation.  The existing 
conditions provide the baseline for measuring the change in function that occurs as a result 
of implementing a development project that may impact the shoreline areas.  Aside from 
wetland and streams, there are no other critical areas associated with the upland habitat that 
are likely to require mitigation.  
 
FEMA has designated portions of the site south of the levee as FEMA floodplain and FEMA 
floodway.  If a future development of the site includes portions of FEMA-designated areas, a 
floodplain permit may be required by the City.  
 

4.2.2 Buffer Modifications 

Wetland buffers can be modified using Buffer Width Averaging or Buffer Width Reduction.  
In the case of buffer averaging and buffer reduction, the minimum buffer width cannot be 
less than 40 feet at its narrowest point for Category III wetlands, or 25 feet for Category IV 
wetlands.  Buffer reduction and buffer averaging cannot be used on the same resource on the 
same site.  
 
Shoreline and other typed water buffers can be modified using Internal Riparian Zone 
Averaging, or Buffer Width Reduction.  Portions of the internal riparian zone may be 
reduced up to 50 percent from the normal standards if riparian zone widths are 
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correspondingly increased elsewhere within the applicant parcel.  Buffer width may be 
reduced by up to 50 percent if an applicant undertakes approved enhancement measures.  In 
some instances, riparian area widths may increase to protect sensitive wildlife species such as 
bald eagle nests or heron rookeries that depend on streams and wetlands, or to protect 
surface waters from slope failures and soil erosions.  These standards are applied on a case-
by-case basis, using site-specific and watershed system information.  At this time, there are 
no known sensitive wildlife species within the project area that would initiate wider 
shoreline or stream buffer widths. 
 

4.3 Fatal Flaws Considerations 

It is reasonable to assume that future development of the property will involve impacts to 
Category III and Category IV wetlands and wetland buffers in the internal area of the site.  
The wetlands are relatively low functioning, as they occur within an actively farmed parcel.  
Any large-scale development could impact 10 to 30 acres of wetland, or other potentially 
jurisdictional surface waters such as sloughs and ditches.  Avoidance and minimization 
measures will be addressed through an Alternatives Analysis in accordance with Section 
404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act, a necessary step when acquiring a USACE permit to 
impact wetlands and other Waters of the U.S.  If an alternative location with fewer wetland 
and other environmental resource impacts cannot be found, a development project is 
typically permitted in tandem with an appropriate mitigation plan.  The low functions of on-
site wetlands will be taken into account during site analyses and mitigation planning efforts.  
Higher functioning wetlands that occur along the Columbia River shoreline waterward of 
the levee will likely be the focus of avoidance and minimization efforts.  In contrast, lower 
functioning farmed wetlands can be mitigated using preservation, enhancement, 
rehabilitation, and/or re-establishment of higher quality wetlands located in the same 
watershed.  In consideration of these factors and scenarios, ELS finds no fatal flaw 
prohibiting development of the site, assuming that any impacts would occur on lower 
functioning wetlands in portions of the site that are currently farmed. 
 

4.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

Mitigating measures for potential development of the property include the implementation 
of avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts to wetlands, jurisdictional waters, 
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critical areas, and their buffers.  Consideration of practicable alternatives with fewer 
environmental resource impacts will be completed as part of the CWA Section 404(b)(1) 
alternatives analysis, and the final proposed action may include compensatory mitigation to 
address unavoidable impacts to wetlands and critical areas.  
 



 
 
 

Riverfront Environmental and Other Regulatory Considerations March 2016 
Barlow Point 26 150159-01.01 

5 MITIGATION STRATEGIES AND OPPORTUNITIES  

The development at Barlow Point may result in unavoidable impacts to aquatic and upland 
habitats and ecological functions associated with habitat and species.  These impacts are 
expected to require compensatory mitigation to address requirements of the Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1), as well as impacts to critical habitat under the ESA or other state and local 
requirements, including but not limited to WDFW fish habitat conservation measures and 
City-designated critical areas impact mitigation.  As the project moves forward, potential 
mitigation approaches and/or replacement ratios will need to be proposed by the Port.  The 
final mitigation plan will be determined after a comprehensive permitting process involving 
the agencies listed above.  Other agencies that may require permitting, or may comment on a 
proposed mitigation plan, could include the Cowlitz Indian Tribe, the Yakama Nation, 
NMFS, and Ecology.   
 
Mitigation is typically required to be sequenced in the following order: avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts.  Adverse impacts to aquatic resources should first be avoided through the 
design and permitting processes.  If impacts cannot be avoided, appropriate and practicable 
steps to minimize any potential adverse impacts should be taken.  Finally, if unavoidable 
adverse impacts remain, compensatory mitigation for the impacts is required.  The amount 
and quality of compensatory mitigation is typically not considered by regulatory agencies to 
be a substitute for avoiding and minimizing impacts. 
 
Compensatory mitigation is typically accomplished through the following three ways:  

1. Mitigation Banks:  A mitigation bank is a wetland, stream, or other aquatic resource 
area that has been restored, established, enhanced, or preserved.  This resource area is 
then set aside to compensate for future impacts to aquatic resources resulting from 
permitted activities.  Upon the approval of regulatory agencies, permittees can acquire 
mitigation bank credits to meet their requirements for compensatory mitigation.  

2. In-Lieu Fee Mitigation:  A permit applicant may make a payment to an in-lieu fee 
program that will conduct wetland, stream, or other aquatic resource restoration, 
creation, enhancement, or preservation activities.  In-lieu fee programs are generally 
administered by government agencies or non-profit organizations that have 
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established an agreement with the regulatory agencies to use in-lieu fee payments 
collected from permit applicants.  

3. Permittee-Responsible Mitigation: A permittee may be required to provide 
compensatory mitigation through an aquatic resource restoration, establishment, 
enhancement, and/or preservation activity.  This compensatory mitigation may be 
provided at or adjacent to the impact site (i.e., on-site mitigation) or at another 
location, usually within the same watershed as the permitted impact (i.e., off-site 
mitigation).  The permittee retains responsibility for the implementation and success 
of the mitigation project.  

 
The Port of Longview currently owns 76 acres of land downstream from the Barlow Point 
site at the Willow Grove Wetlands site.  The Port-owned property could be used for advance 
mitigation, such as a restoration project that could address future compensatory mitigation 
requirements for development of shoreline and upland features at the Barlow Point site.  An 
additional 229 acres at this site are owned by the Columbia Land Trust for a Site total of 
305 acres.  Under the terms of the sale agreement, the Port could obtain mitigation credit for 
restoration work done on this part of the Site.  The specific nature, magnitude, and 
applicability of any proposed restoration project in this area to mitigate for Barlow Point 
impacts would need to be further designed and studied. 
 
Additionally, the Port has completed advanced mitigation through removal of a berth 
docking structure on Port property.  There may be an opportunity to apply the advanced 
mitigation credits from the dock removal to offset the development of new OWS at Barlow 
Point.  If these mitigation credits were applied, it is expected that a Habitat Equivalency 
Analysis model that details the specific impacts resulting from the Barlow Point development 
would need to be developed to demonstrate what credits from the advanced mitigation could 
be used towards the Barlow Point development. 
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6 OTHER REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS 

6.1 Water Rights and Availability 

The purpose of this section is to summarize existing water rights information and analyze 
potential water sources for the Barlow Point site that would meet the needs of potential 
alternative development scenarios being considered by the Port.   
 

6.1.1 Water Needs 

Water needs are being investigated for the two potential site development options identified 
in the Section 1.  The amount of water needed for Barlow Point is dependent on the 
development assumptions for each option being evaluated.  Process water use for the two 
options, including a variation on the liquid bulk option, is estimated in Table 3.   
 

Table 3  
Estimated Process Water Needs – Barlow Point Industry 

Potential Site 
Development Options 

Instantaneous 
Withdrawal1  

(gallons per minute) 
Annual Volume2  

(acre-feet per year) 

Options 1 – Dry Bulk 6,500 10,466 

Option 2a – Liquid Bulk 2,000 3,220 

Option 2b – Liquid Bulk 
(Methanol/Ammonia Plant) 

8,300 13,365 

Notes: 
1.  Source of instantaneous withdrawal from KPFF Consulting Engineers (KPFF, 2015).   
2. Annual volume assumes maximum instantaneous withdrawal occurs 24 hours per day,  

365 days per year. 
 
The water use assumes that the maximum flow rate is required continuously (24 hours per 
day, 365 days per year).  The estimated values could be much greater than the actual quantity 
of water required because it is not likely that the full flow rate is required 100 percent of the 
time, and information is not available regarding the potential for process water reuse in 
industrial operations.  Once this information is available, it can be used to confirm or refine 
the annual quantity requirements.  The annual quantities in Table 3 are more appropriately 
described as maximum amounts. 
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6.1.2 Water Sources 

There are several potential water sources due to Barlow Point’s location, including existing 
Port water associated with existing groundwater and surface water permits, existing City 
surface water from the Columbia River, and groundwater wells.  Additional options were 
identified but not evaluated, including the use of reclaimed water from the City and 
identifying other water rights in the area held by other parties and exploring whether one or 
more of these rights (or portions of these rights) could be acquired and transferred to Barlow 
Point.  These additional options could be evaluated in the future, depending upon the 
outcome of the two options identified in Section 1.  Results of the Port and City potential 
source options analyses are provided below. 
 

6.1.2.1 Port of Longview 

The Port currently has four groundwater rights and one surface water right.  Three of the 
groundwater rights are certified, and one groundwater right and the surface water right are 
in permit status.  Table 4 summarizes information on the Port of Longview’s water rights. 
 

Table 4  
Port of Longview Water Rights 

Number Source(s) 
Water Right Type 

and Status 

Instantaneous 
Withdrawal  

(gallons per minute) 

Annual Volume  
(acre-feet per 

year) 

138-D, 139-D, 1732-A1 

4 wells (W-1, 
W-2, W-3, and 

W-4) 

Groundwater, 
Certified 

1,580 956 

S2-29973 Columbia River 
Surface Water, 

Permitted 
6,1002 6,650 

G2-29973 10 wells 
Groundwater, 

Permitted 
11,500 13,300 

Notes: 
1. Number 138-D, 139-D, and 1732-A were considered together in a change application in 2001. 
2. The instantaneous withdrawal was calculated from a permitted diversion of 13.6 cubic feet per second. 
 
It is assumed that the existing certified water rights for the Port are currently being fully 
used, and that the permitted water rights would be used to develop Barlow Point.  Using this 
assumption, the combined surface water and groundwater permitted rights are sufficient to 
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supply any of the potential industry options listed.  If only one source is desired 
(groundwater or surface water), permitted water rights may not be sufficient.   
 
For a surface water diversion, the permitted water rights are sufficient in instantaneous 
withdrawal rate and annual volume for a liquid bulk operation.  Permitted surface water 
instantaneous withdrawal rates are not sufficient for an Option 1 Dry Bulk or Option 2 
Liquid Bulk 2b. 
 
For groundwater extraction, the permitted water rights are sufficient for liquid and dry bulk 
potential developments.  For Option 2b, the instantaneous withdrawal rate is sufficient, but 
the annual volume is not sufficient if it is assumed that the maximum withdrawal rate is 
needed 100 percent of the time.  However, the annual volume would be sufficient if the 
maximum withdrawal rate was not needed 100 percent of the time.  If there is no 
withdrawal for an average of 4 hours per month, permitted groundwater rights would be 
sufficient for the two-tenant option. 
 
The Port of Longview’s permitted water rights currently do not include Barlow Point as a 
place of use.  The legal place of use is currently “Area served by the Port of Longview, 
located within Sections 4, 5, 6, 9, & 10 of T. 7 N., R. 2 W.W.M., in Cowlitz County, 
Washington” (see Figure 1).  In order to be able to use the Port’s water rights for Barlow 
Point, a change in the places of use and points of diversion for the surface and groundwater 
permits will need to be filed with Ecology. 
 
The proposed groundwater change in water withdrawal area would include evaluating 
existing groundwater rights in the area and demonstrating that the existing rights for other 
users are not diminished.  These existing rights include the City’s Mint Farm Wellfield, 
which is located approximately 2 miles from Barlow Point.  According to the Report of 
Examination for the Port’s groundwater permit, potential wells at Barlow Point should be 
placed in the unconsolidated alluvial unit that is hydraulically connected to the Columbia 
River in order to minimize interference with nearby wells, and to support the proposed 
increased groundwater withdrawal rates from the permit.  Additionally, it should be noted 
that it may be unlikely that the Port’s groundwater permits could be transferred to or include 
the City’s Mint Farm Wellfield as an option.  In the Report of Examination for the Mint 
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Farm Wellfield, well logs show the wells in the Mint Farm Wellfield are 350 to 370 feet 
deep, which is in the deep aquifer system.  This aquifer appears to be different than the 
hydraulically connected aquifer to the Columbia River that was targeted for supply by the 
Port’s groundwater permit, but this should be confirmed through a more detailed 
hydrogeologic investigation. 
 
Additionally, the City’s 2012 Comprehensive Water System Plan shows that Barlow Point is 
within the Wellhead Protection Area boundary for the Mint Farm Wellfield.  The 
southeastern portion of Barlow Point is within the 5- and 10-year source areas (see Figure 2; 
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2012).  Potential industrial development at Barlow Point will 
need to demonstrate that protective measures are in place to maintain groundwater quality.  
 

6.1.2.2 City of Longview 

The City’s water service area includes Barlow Point, so their water supply can be used to 
supply the Barlow Point property.  The City has been shifting from surface water to 
groundwater and has groundwater rights for their Mint Farm Wellfield for city supply.  
Surface water rights are secondary to the groundwater rights.  As of the 2012 Comprehensive 
Water System Plan, the City has water rights of 28,250 gallons per minute for the maximum 
instantaneous flow rate and 14,629 acre-feet per year for the maximum annual volume. 
 
Currently, the City of Longview uses 6,373 gallons per minute and 5,560 acre-feet per year.  
Table 5 summarizes the existing use, 6-year forecast, and 20-year forecast of water right 
adequacy for the City of Longview. 
 
As shown in Table 5, water rights are available from the City of Longview supply.  There is 
available instantaneous flow available from the City of Longview for Barlow Point industry 
beyond the 20-year forecast.  Excess annual volume for the 20-year forecast is not sufficient 
for two of the three different types of potential industrial development, per the water usage 
assumptions provided in Table 3.  Table 6 presents the deficiency and off-time required for 
the industry types to stay within City of Longview water rights assuming the 20-year 
forecasted use. 
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Table 5  
City of Longview Water Right Adequacy 

Forecast 

Instantaneous 
Flow Rate 

(gallons per 
minute) 

Annual Volume 
(acre-feet per 

year) 

Excess 
Instantaneous Flow 

Rate (gallons per 
minute) 

Excess Annual 
Volume (acre-feet 

per year) 

Water Rights 28,250 14,629 - - 

Existing Use 6,373 5,560 21,877 9,069 

6-Year Forecast 6,952 6,052 21,298 8,577 

20-Year Forecast 8,227 7,169 20,023 7,460 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2012  
 

Table 6  
Barlow Point Industry Deficiencies Using City of Longview Water Rights 

Potential Industrial 
Development Options 

Full Time Deficiency 
(acre-feet per year)1 

Percentage of Time 
Available2 

Hours Per Month 
Shortage3 

Options 1 – Dry Bulk 3,006 71.3% 210 

Option 2a – Liquid Bulk 0 100.0% 0 

Option 2b – Liquid Bulk  5,905 55.8% 323 

Notes: 
1.  Full-time deficiency compares the 20-year forecasted City of Longview adequacy to the annual volume 

required by the industry type assuming the maximum instantaneous withdrawal rate occurs 100 percent of 
the time.  

2. Percentage of time available assumes the maximum instantaneous withdrawal rate occurs when withdrawal 
occurs. 

3. Hours per month shortage refers to the average time (in hours per month) no withdrawal can occur if the 
maximum instantaneous withdrawal rate is used. 

 
From the results in Table 5, Option 2a (Liquid Bulk) can be fully supplied using City water 
rights.  For Option 1 (Dry Bulk) and Option 2b (Liquid Bulk), City water rights cannot 
supply Barlow Point in full assuming the maximum instantaneous withdrawal rate occurs 
100 percent of the time.  City water rights can supply 71.3 percent of the annual volume for 
dry bulk and 55.8 percent of the annual volume for Option 2b (Liquid Bulk 2-tenant). 
 
Per the City’s 2012 Comprehensive Water System Plan, the existing infrastructure in the 
vicinity of Barlow Point could potentially serve potable water needs but would not be 
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adequate to serve potential industrial process water demands.  Discussions with the City 
indicate that new infrastructure would need to be extended to Barlow Point to serve the 
large water demand for the potential industrial users identified in the options. 
 
In the City’s 2012 Comprehensive Water System Plan, The Three Rivers Regional 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (TRRWTP), which treats sewage for Longview, Kelso, Beacon 
Hill Water and Sewer District, and Cowlitz County, is permitted to produce Class A effluent 
but currently treats to a secondary level.  Reclaimed water is currently used for on-site 
irrigation and wash-down water.  Other reclaimed water uses are not currently economically 
feasible.  The distance to convey Class A effluent (5.7 miles) from the TRRWTP makes this 
option likely economically infeasible for providing reclaimed water to future industrial water 
users at Barlow Point.  Further investigation would be needed to verify whether this is a 
potentially viable supply source. 
 
The City also encourages on-site water reuse where possible.  Other area industrial users 
have implemented on-site reuse programs that have reduced demands.  Potential industries 
developing in Barlow Point should consider the feasibility of reusing water to reduce the 
withdrawal required. 
 

6.1.3 Summary 

Water needs for potential industrial uses at Barlow Point were analyzed and compared against 
available water rights from the Port and the City.  The Port currently has groundwater and 
surface water permitted for use.  Groundwater permitted use quantities are sufficient to supply 
any of the industrial options analyzed.  Surface water permitted use is sufficient for Option 2 – 
Liquid Bulk use but not sufficient for Option 1 – Dry Bulk or the Option 2 Liquid Bulk 2-
tenant option.  A change in permit would need to be submitted because the place of use and 
source location would be different than that currently indicated on the permit.   
 
The City has sufficient water rights to supply the instantaneous quantity for the Barlow Point 
future potential industrial development options, but only has enough annual volume to 
completely supply the liquid bulk (Option 2a) under current assumptions.  If City water was 
used to service Barlow Point, new infrastructure to convey water to the site would be needed.  



 
 

Other Regulatory Considerations 

Riverfront Environmental and Other Regulatory Considerations March 2016 
Barlow Point 34 150159-01.01 

Other options would require seeking other perfected water rights in the area that are no longer 
needed by the current owners, seeking supplemental water rights, or reducing water 
requirements through reuse or process design approaches to reduce water demand.  Reclaimed 
water from the TRRWTP does not appear to be a feasible option but needs further investigation.  
 
The Port and City groundwater permits appear to draw water from the different aquifers; the 
Port’s targeted aquifer identified in the permit Report of Examination is much shallower 
than the City’s wellfield wells.  However, both permits note unconfined sand and/or gravel 
units of similar thickness, so further analysis is needed to confirm aquifers.  
 

6.2 Section 408 Considerations 

Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and codified in 33 United States Code 408 
(commonly referred to as “Section 408”) authorizes the USACE, via the District Engineer, to 
grant permission for the alteration, occupation, or use of a USACE civil works project if the 
USACE determines that the activity will not be injurious to the public interest and will not 
impair the usefulness of the project.  Due to the presence of the USACE-maintained levee 
along the Columbia River (operated by the Cowlitz CDID #1) and the proximity of the 
Columbia River Federal Navigation Channel, development at Barlow Point will be subject to 
Section 408 review by the USACE.  
 

6.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The CDID levee and Columbia River Federal Navigation Channel are both currently 
operable civil works projects maintained by the USACE.  There are no encroachments on the 
levee nor the navigation channel associated with the existing conditions at Barlow Point.   
 

6.2.2 Key Development Considerations 

Section 408 review may require development of substantial engineering-related information 
related to the impact of the proposed development at Barlow Point and specifically any 
associated structures crossing the CDID #1 levee or near the federal channel on the 
continued operation of these federal features.  The USACE has developed scalable procedures 
and required information to make determination on Section 408 projects.  Based on the 
proposed alteration, the USACE Portland district will determine the data, analyses, and 
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documentation necessary to make a determination regarding whether the proposed 
alteration does not impair the usefulness of the project and is not injurious to the public 
interest.  The proposed development at Barlow Point could impact the aforementioned 
USACE civil works projects and is expected to be considered a major (as opposed to a minor) 
development based on the existing USACE guidance on completing Section 408 review.  It 
should be noted that encroachments or impacts to the levee or federal channel may be 
allowed by the USACE but must be addressed through mitigating measures, developed 
during the design phase through coordination with the USACE and CDID #1.  The general 
nature of the analysis and documentation expected to be required by the USACE for a major 
development can be found in Attachment A.   
 

6.2.3 Fatal Flaws Considerations 

In order to grant permission under Section 408, USACE must determine that the proposed 
alteration does not impair the usefulness of the USACE project, which includes retaining the 
project’s authorized purpose, and is not injurious to the public interest.  It is expected that, 
with the inclusion of specific mitigation measures recommended by either USACE or 
CDID #1, the proposed development at Barlow Point would meet the conditions for 
permission under Section 408 review.  
 

6.2.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

The Section 408 process must be completed before the USACE can issue a Section 404 or 
Section 10 permit for a project.  However, the Section 408 process is processed independently 
from the Section 404 or Section 10 permit process.  Therefore, as a time saving measure, the 
Port of Longview can enter into the Section 408 process with the USACE and CDID #1 at 
any time.  Project-specific mitigating measures may be identified by the USACE and 
CDID #1 during further design–phase discussions.  
 

6.3 Port Management Agreement Considerations 

6.3.1 Existing Conditions 

The Port of Longview has an existing Port Management Agreement (PMA) with WDNR that 
provides the Port with the legal authority to manage certain state-owned aquatic lands that 
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abut land that is owned, leased, or managed by the Port.  The Port manages these state-
owned aquatic lands using the state’s aquatic land management laws and regulations, in 
addition to the regular laws that govern port operations.  The Port’s current PMA is focused 
around the Port’s existing berthing areas and does not include any state-owned lands 
associated with the Barlow Point site.  This section assumes that the Port plans to expand 
their current PMA to include the Barlow Point site. 
 

6.3.2 Key Development Considerations 

Ports have the clear authority under a PMA to develop long-range plans for the state-owned 
aquatic lands covered under the agreement.  If these long-range plans are agreed-to during 
the PMA expansion process, the Port then has the ability to implement these plans without 
needing to obtain additional WDNR approvals (i.e., rights-of-entry or leases) for specific 
actions defined in the PMA.  Having the Port’s PMA expanded to include Barlow Point 
would provide greater certainty to the Port as to the nature and types of allowable activities 
within the PMA, reduce overall WDNR approvals timeframes, and provide the Port with the 
ability and flexibility to directly manage these areas. 
 

6.3.3 Fatal Flaws Considerations 

No fatal flaws have been identified for the PMA process.  If the PMA expansion were not 
able to be negotiated with WDNR, then another form of approval from WDNR for use of the 
state-owned aquatic lands (i.e., an aquatic lease) would need to be obtained prior to 
development or other use of these areas. 
 

6.3.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

The WDNR is likely to require specific mitigation measures to be included in the PMA as 
part of approving the PMA expansion.  The Port will need to carefully review and consider 
the potential long-term benefits and consequences associated with each of the proposed 
mitigation measures to determine if the Port is able to implement them, or whether 
additional negotiations with WDNR should be conducted. 
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7 SEPA AND NEPA PROCESS OVERVIEW  

Proposed development at Barlow Point will be expected to satisfy SEPA and National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.  Based on the conceptual site plans, the 
Port anticipates compliance with SEPA through the development of a SEPA Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  A separate NEPA process will be required for any proposed in-
water work that would trigger a USACE permit.  This USACE NEPA process would most 
likely be led by the USACE, although a joint SEPA/NEPA process could also be used to 
satisfy these requirements.  Additionally, if a development option is identified that requires a 
natural gas feedstock pipeline for manufacturing, a separate NEPA process through the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) would likely be required to assess the 
impacts of licensing and constructing the pipeline.   
 
For the purposes of complying with SEPA, the Port is contemplating two potential EIS 
scenarios: 1) a non-project specific SEPA evaluation that addresses the general impacts of the 
suite of development alternatives that the Port may consider adopting for the Barlow Point 
Site and not specific to a particular tenant; or 2) a project-specific SEPA evaluation that 
would address the impacts to the Site based on the requirements of a specific tenant(s).  
Under either scenario, the Port is responsible for considering the potential for significant 
adverse impacts of adopting a Barlow Point Master Plan, and it is anticipated that an EIS 
would be required to be developed for either the non-project or project-specific processes.  
 
For a non-project specific SEPA evaluation, the Port would need to identify a suite of likely 
development alternatives on the site that are anticipated to include dry and liquid bulk 
scenarios.  General impacts associated with the development alternatives would be assessed 
and mitigating measures would be identified to offset potential impacts.  The information 
developed would address the impacts and mitigation measures at a programmatic level, 
meaning that the analysis would address the general types of impacts that would occur from 
industrial development of and the range of products proposed for the Site, but would not 
address the impacts of a specific tenant or product.  When the ultimate use of the property is 
identified (a specific tenant or product), a supplemental SEPA review will be needed for that 
specific use.  Depending on whether there are additional impacts or uses that were not 
considered in the non-project specific SEPA evaluation, the additional SEPA evaluation 
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could take the form of a SEPA checklist, EIS addendum or supplement, or a new project-
specific EIS.  The information developed would be specific to the development being 
considered.  
 
For a project-specific SEPA evaluation, the Port would need to identify development 
alternatives on the Site specific to the tenants’ needs and requirements and the specific 
materials to be handled at the Site.  Specific impacts associated with these development 
alternatives would be assessed and mitigating measures would be identified to offset potential 
impacts.  It is expected that the project-specific SEPA review would not require additional 
SEPA documentation to be developed for the specific development because those impacts 
and mitigation measures would be inherently addressed in the documentation. 
 
For either a non-project specific or project-specific SEPA review, the SEPA process requires 
that the Port evaluate the project against the purpose and need for the proposed action and 
identify and evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed action compared with those of 
the identified alternatives.  The SEPA EIS would require evaluation of the project based on 
purpose and need, as determined by the Port and, if applicable, the tenant.  To meet these 
requirements, a SEPA EIS for the Barlow Point project would address various aspects of 
developing Barlow Point including the following: 

• Reasonable alternatives for development of a project, including a No Action 
alternative 

• Environmental studies conducted for the project (including but not limited to:  ESA 
Biological Assessment, Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1), Wetland Delineations, and 
Hydrodynamic Evaluations) 

• The potential for and significance of any adverse impacts as a result of implementing 
the project 

• Mitigation measures designed into the project to minimize or avoid probable 
significant adverse impacts 

• Any significant adverse impacts that cannot be avoided by the project’s design and 
compensatory mitigation measures that could be used to reduce those impacts 

• Other federal, state, and local permits, licenses, or other approvals required for the 
project, including the approvals for a proposed pipeline 
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A separate NEPA process will be required for any proposed in-water work (i.e., the 
construction of new marine terminals) and would be led by the USACE.  NEPA requires 
federal agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision-making processes by 
considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable alternatives 
to those actions.  The NEPA review would need to include a similar review of reasonable 
alternatives, significant impacts, mitigation measures, and other related permits, licenses, or 
approvals as are detailed above for the SEPA process.  The specific NEPA mechanism to be 
used would need to be determined by the USACE, but is expected to be a NEPA 
Environmental Assessment or EIS based on the anticipated impacts from developing Barlow 
Point. 
 
For any development option identified that requires a natural gas feedstock pipeline for 
manufacturing, a separate NEPA process would likely be required to assess the impacts of 
licensing and constructing the pipeline.  The pipeline NEPA process would be led by the 
utility proposing to obtain a license to construct the pipeline, and the award of that license as 
well as construction of the pipeline is the action evaluated by the FERC as lead NEPA 
agency.  The specific NEPA mechanism to be used would need to be determined by the 
FERC, but is expected to be a NEPA Environmental Assessment or EIS based on the 
anticipated impacts and potential public scrutiny associated with development of a new 
natural gas pipeline. 
 

7.1 SEPA/NEPA Development Considerations 

If a specific tenant for Barlow Point is not identified, the Port should consider using a non-
project specific SEPA evaluation to address the SEPA process.  The non-project specific SEPA 
evaluation will provide the Port with the ability to address public and agency comments on 
the proposed alternatives and inform future potential tenants of environmental 
considerations that could affect their specific development proposals.  This process would 
allow the Port to address and identify mitigation for general project impacts from industrial 
development, and the baseline information developed would be expected to be directly 
applicable to any future development and associated additional SEPA review specific to said 
development.   
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If a specific tenant for Barlow Point is identified, the Port should consider using a project-
specific SEPA evaluation to address the SEPA process for the project.  This type of evaluation 
would allow for project-specific impacts to be addressed and would inform the Port and 
tenant as to specific public and agency considerations and expected impacts from and 
mitigation measures for the identified project alternatives.   
 

7.2 SEPA/NEPA Pipeline Considerations 

As described above, potential development options identified require a natural gas feed stock 
line for bulk commodity production. The natural gas transmission line operated by 
Northwest Pipeline, LLC appears to be the most reasonably located natural gas mainline 
operated in the vicinity of Barlow Point.  The line required for Barlow Point would likely be 
proposed from the same mainline but would be considerably longer due to the distance 
between Barlow Point and the Northwest Pipeline mainline.  As the length of the pipeline 
increases, there are more considerations related to NEPA to be made for the layout of the 
line, including potential impacts associated with water crossings or right-of-way easement 
requirements.  
 
Before the pipeline can be constructed, the owner must first obtain a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity from FERC.  Developing NEPA documentation and proceeding 
through the NEPA process to obtain a new certificate from FERC for a new pipeline is likely 
to take 2 to 3 years from the initial filing of forms with FERC to the final approved pipeline 
configuration and operation licensing; per review of previous similar projects and discussions 
with FERC and pipeline representatives.   
 

7.3 SEPA/NEPA Fatal Flaws Considerations 

No fatal flaws have been identified for the SEPA/NEPA process associated with the 
development of Barlow Point or a new natural gas pipeline to serve Barlow Point.  However, 
due to recent trends related to the level of public involvement associated with projects 
involving fossil fuels, the Port should be aware that there could be potential delays in the 
environmental process related to proposing fossil fuel products at Barlow Point or from 
development of a new natural gas pipeline due to potential permit appeals or the need to 
respond to extensive public comments related to these aspects of the project.  
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7.4 Potential Mitigating Measures 

As part of the SEPA and NEPA processes for the project, the Port should consider engaging 
specific groups or individuals with potential interest in or opposition to any element of the 
project.  These interactions can occur in advance or as part of the EIS scoping process to 
identify specific concerns and proactively address potential project impacts and identify 
mitigation measures. 
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Figure 1 
Barlow Point Property on 1805-6 Lewis and Clark Map 
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Figure 2 
General Land Office Map 
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Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri,
DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS,
AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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Figure 3
Approximate Geotechnical Test Trench Locations 
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Figure 4 
Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA) Mint Farm Wellfield 
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ATTACHMENT A  
USACE ENGINEER CIRCULAR 1165-2-216 








































































































































