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Memorandum

Date: July 14, 2021
Subject:  Martin Bar Industrial Conceptual Site Plan — Mitigation Opportunities Assessment
From: Dan Gunderson, PWS, Senior Scientist

To: Jennifer Wray-Keene, Port of Woodland

INTRODUCTION

WSP is preparing an industrial conceptual site plan (ICSP) for the Port of Woodland (Port) for its
Martin Bar property (the site) on the Columbia River, located approximately 1.5 miles west of
the City of Woodland, Washington, in unincorporated Cowlitz County (County). The purpose of
the ICSP is to evaluate the types of acceptable industrial users and activities that may be attracted
to a future deep-water marine terminal at the site, and how the site could serve future riverside
and upland facilities.

The purpose of this memorandum is to describe the regulatory mitigation framework that a
project at the site would be subject to, and to assess the range of potential compensatory
mitigation opportunities that may be available for a project that is ultimately proposed at the site.

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

The project would require environmental permits from several federal, state, and local agencies,
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology), Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), and the County.
These agencies have established regulatory frameworks and guidance regarding avoiding,
minimizing, and mitigating for impacts to resources under their jurisdiction. This section briefly
summarizes the applicable regulatory mitigation framework of each agency.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The USACE regulates dredging and the placement of fill material in waters of the United States
(i.e., wetlands and surface waters, including the Columbia River) under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA), and regulates structures and/or work that affects navigable waters of the
United States (i.e., the Columbia River) under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. The
USACE regulates wetland fill, dredging activities, and any work conducted in the Columbia
River, including construction of a new marine terminal, under Section 10/404, and has published
guidance regarding impact avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation for impacts.
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USACE compensatory mitigation policy for aquatic resources is established in the following
documents.

e General Policies for Evaluating Permit Applications (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Part 320.4)

e Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources Final Rule (33 CFR Parts 332)

e Mitigation is defined under Section 320.4 (r) of 33 CFR — General Policies for Evaluating
Permit Applications. The section states: “[c]onsideration of mitigation will occur throughout
the permit application review process and includes avoiding, minimizing, rectifying,
reducing, or compensating for resource losses. Losses will be avoided to the extent
practicable. Compensation may occur on-site or at an off-site location.” Section
320.4(r)(iii)(2) further states: “[a]ll compensatory mitigation will be for significant resource
losses which are specifically identifiable, reasonably likely to occur, and of importance to the
human or aquatic environment. Also, all mitigation will be directly related to the impacts of
the proposal, appropriate to the scope and degree of those impacts, and reasonably
enforceable.”

e Section 323.3 (b) of the USACE final mitigation rule (33 CFR Parts 332) prioritizes the use
of mitigation bank credits, or in lieu fee program credits, when available. There are currently
no established mitigation banks or approved in-lieu fee mitigation programs in place with
credits available to address the project impacts. In instances where mitigation bank credits or
in lieu fee program credits are not available, the final rule recommends permittee-responsible
mitigation using a watershed approach, as the preferred approach.

Washington State Department of Ecology

Under Section 401 of the CWA, an activity involving a discharge into waters of the United
States, authorized by a federal permit, must also receive water quality certification from Ecology.
The issuance of a water quality certification means that the activity has reasonable assurance that
it will comply with state water quality standards. Ecology is authorized to make Section 401
certification decisions for activities on all public and private lands in Washington. Through the
401 certification process, Ecology would regulate any direct and indirect impacts to wetlands,
and any proposed dredging or fill placement within the Columbia River, and they have published
regulations and guidance regarding impact avoidance, minimization, and compensatory
mitigation for impacts.

Ecology provides wetland mitigation guidance to permit applicants in the following interagency
documents.

e Wetland Mitigation in Washington State: Part 1 - Agency Policies and Guidance
Version 2, April 2021, Publication 21-06-003

e Wetland Mitigation in Washington State: Part 2 - Developing Mitigation Plans
Version 1, March 2006, Publication 06-06-011b


https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0606011a.html
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0606011b.html
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The stated goal of Ecology’s wetland mitigation program is to achieve a no overall net loss in the
amount (acreage) and function of Washington's remaining wetlands. Ecology’s program also
aims to increase the quantity and quality of Washington's wetlands resource base.

Ecology’s published guidance requires the mitigation sequencing process required in
Washington State’s State Environmental Policy Act guidelines (Washington Administrative
Code [WAC] 197-11-768). These guidelines require applicants to show that they have followed
the mitigation sequence and have avoided and minimized impacts to wetlands wherever
practicable.

Mitigation sequencing includes:
e Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.

e Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
by using appropriate technology, or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts.

e Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

e Reducing or eliminating the impact over time through preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action.

e Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or
environments.

e Monitoring the impact and taking appropriate corrective measures.

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

WDFW requires a Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) for any work that would “use, divert,
obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed of any state waters,” including all work in salt water
or fresh water, and often including wetlands. Through the HPA review and approval process,
WDFW regulates impacts to aquatic habitats (work or installation of structures within the
Columbia River), as well as riparian impacts (permanent and temporary impacts to riparian
vegetation).

WDFW policy on compensatory mitigation for aquatic resources is established in the Hydraulic
Code Rules, which are defined in WAC 220-660-080. WDFW Policy Memorandum POL-
M5002 “Requiring or Recommending Mitigation” provides further WDFW guidance regarding
mitigation.

WAC 220-660-080, which defines mitigation requirements for hydraulic projects, defines
mitigation as “sequentially avoiding impacts, minimizing and rectifying unavoidable impacts,
and compensating for remaining impacts.” WDFW’s mitigation policy (POL-M5002) clarifies
this definition as follows.
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‘Mitigation’ means actions that shall be required or recommended to avoid or
compensate for impacts to fish, wildlife, or habitat from the proposed project
activity. The type(s) of mitigation required shall be considered and implemented,
where feasible, in the following sequential order of preference:

e Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action.

e Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation.

e Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment.

e Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action.

e Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

e Monitoring the impact and taking appropriate corrective measures to achieve
the identified goal.

The stated goal of the mitigation sequencing process is to achieve no net loss of habitat functions
and values, or fish and wildlife populations. WDFW evaluates impacts caused by a hydraulic
project by comparing the condition of the habitat before project construction or the performance
of work to the anticipated condition of the habitat after project completion (220-660-080(4)(qg)).

Cowlitz County

Cowlitz County development regulations include the protection of five types of critical areas:
Wetlands, Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas, Geologically Hazardous Areas, Frequently
Flooded Areas, and Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. The County establishes mitigation
regulations in its Shoreline Master Program (SMP) and in applicable sections of its Critical
Areas Ordinance (CCC 19.15). The County’s SMP requires that impacts to critical areas within
shoreline jurisdiction be avoided or mitigated to ensure the standards of no net loss to functions
are met, and establishes the following sequence of steps listed in order of priority:

e Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;

e Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
by using appropriate technology or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts;

e Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
e Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations;

e Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or
environments; and

¢ Monitoring the impact and the compensation projects and taking appropriate corrective
measures.
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METHODS
This memorandum provides a planning-level assessment of potential compensatory mitigation
opportunities that may be available for the project that is ultimately proposed at the site.

Methods used to inform the preparation of this assessment included the following:

e A desktop assessment of existing conditions on an approximately 17.5-acre parcel
(Parcel WB1011001 — referred to herein as the Sargent Parcel). Aerial photography was used
to approximate the location of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), wetland boundaries,
and wetland and riparian habitat area (RHA) buffers on the Sargent Parcel. No access was
granted to visit this site in person, and no field data was collected.

e An assessment of the existing conditions at the project site was established based on the
results of an environmental evaluation conducted by WSP in April 2021 (WSP 2021). This
effort included a site visit by two WSP scientists, and a review of public databases to
establish the approximate location of the OHWM, wetland boundaries, and wetland and RHA
buffers at the project site.

e An approximate Conceptual Development Footprint was established for the project site,
based on initial conceptual layouts developed by the WSP design team. These areas
established the likely footprint of development at the site, and were used to establish areas
that would likely or may potentially be available for compensatory mitigation.

e The location and size of potential compensatory mitigation actions were developed based on
the best professional judgment of WSP scientists. The mitigation approach concepts
represent the range of compensatory mitigation activities that are commonly conducted for
similar types of projects, in similarly situated locations on the Lower Columbia River.

e Areview of mitigation banks within the vicinity was also conducted. Three mitigation banks
were identified that include the project site within their service areas. Publicly available
information on each of these banks was reviewed to identify the status and types of credits
available at each bank.

IMPACTS

A quantified assessment of impacts from a potential development is beyond the scope of this
preliminary assessment. However, this section provides a summary of the types of potential
resource impacts that would likely need to be evaluated as part of the design and permitting of a
proposed development.

Wetland Impacts

The preliminary design concepts that are currently being evaluated for the project site indicate
that it is likely possible to largely avoid direct impacts (fill placement or vegetation removal)
within wetlands. There are three wetlands on the northern parcel, located at the north end of the
parcel and along the northeastern property boundary, and the preliminary design concepts
anticipates a development that does not encroach into these areas.
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There is a small, isolated wetland located on the WDFW-owned parcel that lies between the
north and south parcels. No work would be proposed on this parcel, and impacts to this wetland
would, therefore, be fully avoided. There are no wetlands on the southern parcel, and
developments on the south parcel would not result in any wetland impacts.

If a proposed development on the north parcel does require some amount of direct impact to the
wetlands on the northern parcel, any impacts would need to be avoided and minimized to the
extent practicable, and compensatory mitigation would be required to achieve no net loss of
wetland function.

Wetland Buffer Impacts

Section 19.15.120.C.7 of the Cowlitz County Code (CCC) establishes standard wetland buffer
widths, which extend outward from a wetland boundary for a distance that varies based on the
rating (Category) of a given wetland and the proposed adjacent land uses. Approximate wetland
buffer locations at the project site are shown in Figure 3.

The preliminary design concepts that are currently being evaluated for the project site indicate
that it is likely possible to avoid most direct impacts to wetland buffers. If a proposed
development on the north parcel does require some amount of direct impact to wetland buffers
on the northern parcel, such impacts would need to be avoided and minimized to the extent
practicable, and compensatory mitigation would be required to achieve no net loss of buffer
function.

Riparian Habitat Area Buffer Impacts

The County’s SMP establishes a 150-foot-wide RHA buffer landward of the OHWM of the
Columbia River at the site. This RHA buffer typically excludes areas that are either impervious
(roads and parking areas), or that are isolated from the adjacent aquatic habitat by a road or
impervious surface. The 150-foot-wide RHA also extends from the OHWM of the backwater
channel of the river that enters the northern end of the north parcel (see Figure 3).

The preliminary design concepts that are currently being evaluated for the project site indicate
that it is likely possible to avoid and greatly minimize impacts to RHA buffers by keeping site
infrastructure greater than 150 feet from the OHWM, and by limiting shoreline access to a single
narrow corridor for conveyors and dock access. These unavoidable impacts will likely require
some degree of compensatory mitigation to achieve no net loss of RHA buffer function.

Aquatic Habitat Impacts

Aquatic habitats are those habitats located waterward of the OHWM within the Columbia River.
These habitats are jurisdictional waters of the state and United States, and also provide habitat
for several Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed fish species. In general, shallow water habitats
(water depths between 0 and 20 feet below OHWM elevation) are considered to be of relatively
greater functional importance to ESA-listed salmon and steelhead, and where possible, impacts
to shallow water habitats should be avoided and minimized.
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The primary aquatic habitat impacts associated with the construction of a new marine terminal
are benthic habitat impacts and overwater shading. A new marine terminal would likely be a
pile-supported structure, and the new piling would physically displace benthic habitat.

A new marine terminal would also likely require dredging to establish a new berth. This
disturbance would represent a modification of benthic habitat, and could potentially require some
conversion of higher quality shallow water habitat to deep water habitat. Impacts associated with
dredging would need to be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable through design, and
implementation of construction best management practices, and the associated impacts to habitat
would likely require compensatory mitigation.

OFF-SITE MITIGATION

Sargent Parcel

The following opportunities for compensatory mitigation exist on the approximately 17.5-acre
parcel (Parcel WB1011001 — referred to herein as the Sargent Parcel) located immediately north
of and adjacent to the project site.

The parcel is a privately owned parcel that is peninsular in shape, and is surrounded on three
sides by waters of the Columbia River. The mainstem is located to the west of the parcel, and a
backwater channel forms the eastern boundary of the parcel. The land associated with the site
does not appear to closely match the parcel boundary established in the title report, due to the
naturally dynamic nature of the system. Over time, the scouring and depositional forces have
eroded portions of the site, and deposited sand elsewhere.

There is a floodplain wetland associated with the backwater channel that covers approximately
11.5 acres of the site. This wetland is partially forested with black cottonwood (Populus
balsamifera), with the non-forested portions dominated by emergent vegetation, likely primarily
reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea).

The remaining upland portion of the parcel is approximately 8.5 acres in size and is largely
dominated by emergent vegetation, with scattered cottonwood trees. There is a gravel access
road that runs along the western shoreline, and there are miscellaneous structures and human
debris in the southern portion of the site. The southern portion of the site is more sparsely
vegetated.

The riparian buffer at the site is sparsely forested with scattered black cottonwoods, and likely an
understory dominated by Himalayan blackberry (Armeniacus discolor). Scattered pieces of large
woody debris are distributed along the upper shoreline near the OHWM.

Compensatory mitigation opportunities on the Sargent Parcel are shown conceptually on
Figure 2, and summarized below.
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Wetland and Buffer Mitigation
The primary wetland mitigation opportunities on the Sargent Parcel are likely (1) preservation of
existing wetlands, and (2) creation of wetlands from upland portions of the site.

There are approximately 11.5 acres of relatively high-quality existing wetland that could be
preserved at the site. Wetland preservation credit is determined on a case-by-case basis by
Ecology, and depends in part up on the Category of wetlands impacted, and the Category of
wetlands proposed for preservation. Conservatively, it is estimated that the preservation of
wetlands at the Sargent Parcel could provide mitigation for approximately 0.5 to 1.0 acre of
wetland impact at the project site.

There are approximately 7.5 acres of existing upland at the Sargent Parcel that could potentially
be converted into wetland habitats by excavating material to restore wetland hydrologic
conditions, and by installing native wetland plants. Wetland creation generates mitigation credits
at a higher ratio than wetland preservation, but is much more costly, and comes with long-term
monitoring and maintenance obligations, and performance criteria that must be achieved.

As described previously, the conceptual development scenarios indicate that any wetland impacts
would be expected to be minor, so it is likely that a small wetland preservation project would be
the most practicable solution to mitigation for wetland impacts.

Impacts to wetland buffers from a proposed project could be mitigated at the Sargent Parcel
through the enhancement of existing buffers. Figure 1 shows the location of the existing wetland
buffers on the Sargent Parcel. These buffers could be enhanced through the installation of native
plantings, and the removal of invasive species.

Buffer mitigation is typically credited at a 1:1 ratio when conducted on site, but a slightly higher
ratio may be required for off-site mitigation. Nevertheless, the conceptual development scenarios
indicate that any wetland buffer impacts associated with a proposed development would likely be
minor, so it is likely that a small wetland buffer enhancement project would provide a practicable
solution to mitigation for wetland buffer impacts.

Aquatic Habitat Mitigation

The most practicable opportunities for compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic habitats
on the Sargent Parcel would be (1) RHA buffer enhancement; and (2) installation of engineered
log jams (ELJs) to increase structural complexity in the riparian and shallow water environment.

The existing RHA buffer at the site could be enhanced through the removal of invasive species
and installation of native trees and shrubs. There is an opportunity for enhancement of
approximately 1 acre of RHA buffer at the site.

ELJs can be installed below the OHWM in areas where they will be wetted during high water
conditions, and provide instream habitat complexity. ELJs could be placed anywhere along the
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shoreline where they are accessible for installation. A typical project might consist of a grouping
of approximately 8 to 10 ELJs.

There is no established regulatory ratio or criteria for calculating mitigation credit for RHA
buffer enhancement or ELJ installation. Justifying the adequacy of a mitigation proposal
typically requires a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures to document how no
net loss of function is achieved. The extent of the analysis required is typically commensurate
with the extent of the impact. In some instances, a quantitative Habitat Equivalency Analysis
(HEA) may be required by one or more agencies, to quantify the impact and mitigation offsets.

Other Off-site Opportunities

Other opportunities for off-site compensatory mitigation may occur in the vicinity. Suitable sites
would likely need to be situated adjacent to the Columbia River, and in the general vicinity of the
project site. Sites would need to be either under Port ownership, or available for purchase by
either the port or a project-proponent to be set aside in a conservation easement.

No specific sites were investigated for this planning effort, but specific sites could be evaluated
in the future once the scope and scale of potential project impacts and mitigation needs are more
clearly defined.

ON-SITE MITIGATION

Depending upon the final layout and configuration of facilities and infrastructure on the site,
opportunities to conduct some or all compensatory mitigation actions may exist on the project
site itself.

Wetland and Wetland Buffer Mitigation

Wetland mitigation opportunities on the project site are likely limited to preservation of existing
wetlands in the northern portion of the site. However, the relatively small size of the wetlands at
the site, and their proximity to the proposed development, may limit the feasibility of a wetland
preservation project at the project site.

There are approximately 6 acres of moderate- to high-quality existing wetland that could be
preserved at the site. The higher quality wetland is located north of an existing access roadway.
The wetland south of the access road appears hydrologically isolated from the wetlands to the
north. If feasible, removal of this access road, or improving the hydraulic connection between the
two wetlands beneath the road, could provide a high-quality component of an on-site mitigation
plan.

As described previously, the conceptual development scenarios indicate that any wetland impacts
would be expected to be minor, and it is possible that a small wetland preservation project may
be a practicable solution to mitigation for a small quantity of wetland impact.
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Impacts to wetland buffers from a proposed project could be mitigated through the enhancement
of existing buffers at the project site. Figure 3 shows the location of the existing wetland buffers
on the north parcel of the project site. These buffers could be enhanced through the installation
of native plantings, and the removal of invasive species.

Buffer mitigation is typically credited at a 1:1 ratio when conducted on site, and it is likely that a
small wetland buffer enhancement project would provide a practicable solution to mitigation for
any minor amount of proposed wetland buffer impacts.

Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Mitigation

Opportunities for compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic habitats at the project site are
similar to those discussed for the Sargent Parcel. RHA buffer enhancement and installation of
ELJs are both feasible and practicable solutions to providing on-site mitigation at the site.

There is an opportunity for enhancement of up to approximately 14 acres of RHA buffer at the
site. This includes the entire shoreline within 150 feet of the Columbia River, with the exception
of the impact zones where the conveyors and dock access would be provided. This also includes
a portion of the RHA associated with the backwater channel in the northeastern portion of the
site. The existing RHA buffer is more sparsely vegetated than the buffer on the Sargent Parcel,
which provides opportunity for a greater degree of functional enhancement. It is likely that any
RHA enhancement project would need to accommodate security and safety concerns associated
with tall vegetation near the dock. Areas immediately adjacent to the trestle/access zones may
not be able to be planted, or may need to rely on only low-growing vegetation. This could limit
the feasibility of enhancement plantings adjacent to those zones.

Similar to the Sargent Parcel, ELJs could likely be placed anywhere along the shoreline where
they are accessible, and don’t pose a nuisance or a hazard to the facility. ELJs would also likely
need to avoid the area in the vicinity of the two USACE pile dikes that are present at the project
site. A typical project might consist of a grouping of approximately 8 to 10 ELJs.

As described previously, there is no established regulatory ratio or criteria for calculating
mitigation credit for RHA buffer enhancement or ELJ installation. Justifying the adequacy of a
mitigation proposal typically requires a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures to
document how no net loss of function is achieved. The extent of the analysis required is typically
commensurate with the extent of the impact. In some instances, a quantitative HEA may be
required by one or more agencies, to quantify the impact and mitigation offsets.

MITIGATION BANK CREDITS

Mitigation banks are sites where a third-party sponsor has already reestablished, rehabilitated,
created, preserved, and/or enhanced wetlands and other habitat resources to generate
compensatory mitigation credits. These credits are then made available for purchase by
permittees who have projects with unavoidable impacts to these resources. In Washington,
mitigation banks are reviewed and approved by an interagency review team (IRT). This process
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establishes the details of the bank, including the service area for the bank, the amount and types
of credits generated by the bank, and the long-term monitoring and maintenance commitments
for the bank sponsor.

There are currently three mitigation banks that either have or may soon have the types of credits
needed by a proposed development project at the site: (1) the Coweeman River Mitigation Bank;
(2) the Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank; and (3) the Columbia River Wetland Mitigation Bank.

Of these three, the Coweeman River Mitigation Bank and Columbia River Wetland Mitigation
Bank are already approved by the IRT, and have credits available for purchase. The Wapato
Valley Mitigation Bank is currently nearing the final stages of review and approval, and is
expected to have credits available for purchase by early to mid-2022.

Wetland and Wetland Buffer Mitigation

Both the Coweeman River Mitigation Bank and Columbia River Wetland Mitigation Bank are
approved to sell wetland mitigation credits. The Coweeman River Mitigation Bank has
“Universal Credits” for purchase, which are approved for use as compensatory mitigation for
impacts to both wetlands and wetland buffers, as well as for impacts to other critical area buffers,
and other aquatic resources. The Columbia River Wetland Mitigation Bank has general credits
that can be authorized for impacts to wetlands and/or wetland buffers.

The Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank, while not yet approved, will have wetland mitigation
credits available once approved. It is expected that these credits will be applicable to both
wetland and critical area buffer impacts, at replacement ratios comparable to those of the
Coweeman River and Columbia River Banks.

The specific quantity of mitigation credit required to offset a given impact is determined on a
case-by-case basis by the regulatory agencies authorizing the impact. However, the Mitigation
Bank Instruments (MBI) for both the Coweeman River Mitigation Bank and the Columbia River
Mitigation Bank establish ratios in Table 1 as a guideline.

Table 1. Typical Credit-Debit Ratios for Wetlands and Buffer Impacts

Resource Impact Typical Ratio of Credit:Impact
Category | Wetland Case-by-Case
Category Il Wetland 1.2:1
Category 11l Wetland 11
Category IV Wetland 0.85:1

Buffer 0.25:1

The cost of wetland credits at these mitigation banks is variable, and can fluctuate annually based
on market demands and other forces. The estimated cost-per-acre credit at any of the available
banks is currently in the range of $200,000 and $265,000 per acre. Credit purchases are arranged
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through the bank through the preparation of a Bank Use Plan, which is submitted to the agencies
with the permit applications. Once the mitigation credit purchase is approved and the permit is
issued, the applicant has no further responsibility for the success or long-term management of the
mitigation, so there is both a potential cost savings and risk reduction benefit to handling
mitigation through the purchase of bank credits.

Aquatic Habitat Mitigation

The project site is not within the approved service area for Aquatic Habitat credits from any
currently approved mitigation banks. The Columbia River Wetland Mitigation Bank is for
wetland impacts only, and does not offer aquatic habitat credits.

The Coweeman River Mitigation Bank has “DSAY Credits®,” which can be applied to provide
mitigation for impacts to habitat for ESA-listed salmonid species in the Columbia River, but the
approved service area does not extend to the project site. The MBI for the Coweeman River
Mitigation Bank does include a provision that allows for the potential use of credits for impacts
for projects located outside of the service area, but only under special circumstances and on a
case-by-case basis. It is unlikely that the DSAY credits at the Coweeman River Mitigation Bank
would be available for use for a project at Martin Bar.

The Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank has proposed DSAY credits, and the project site is within
the service area that has been proposed for the Wapato Valley Bank. Impacts to aquatic habitats
associated with the project may be able to be fully or partially offset through the purchase of
mitigation bank credits in the Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank, once approved.

As with wetland credits, the cost of DSAY credits at the Wapato Valley Bank will likely
fluctuate based on market demands and other forces. The estimated cost-per-DSAY credit is
currently in the range of $35,000 and $45,000 per DSAY. A typical project with a new marine
terminal on the river may require 20 to 30 DSAY credits depending upon the specific project
design. In general, larger credit purchases will be able to secure lower prices per credit.

While the details regarding credit usage, ratios, and procedures have not yet been approved for
the Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank, it is expected that the process will require an HEA for the
project, to quantify impacts, and determine DSAY debits and credits.

SUMMARY
A proposed project at the Martin Bar site will likely result in impacts to wetlands, wetland
buffers, riparian buffers, and aquatic habitat resources. The regulatory framework that is in place

L DSAY stands for Discounted Service Acre Years, which is a metric developed through a Habitat Equivalency
Analysis (HEA) process, which is intended to quantify the function of a given unit of habitat at a given location over
time.
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will require that such impacts be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable, and that
compensatory mitigation be provided for any unavoidable impacts.

Based on the analysis conducted in this memorandum, there are a number of opportunities to
conduct compensatory mitigation at the Sargent Parcel, or on site. Both sites likely have
sufficient opportunities to accommodate the range of potential unavoidable impacts from the
project. There are also multiple potential options for mitigation credit purchase. Wetland
mitigation credits are available from two existing approved banks, and one proposed bank.
Aguatic habitat mitigation credits are not yet available at the project site, but are anticipated to be
available from the Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank by early to mid-2022.

REFERENCES
WSP USA Inc. (WSP). 2021. Martin Bar Industrial Conceptual Site Plan - Environmental
Evaluation. Technical Memorandum. March 26, 2021.
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Legend
- Conceptual Development Footprint (approx)
Existing Conditions
f_-_-_-i Project Site
|:| Tax Lots
==== OWHM (approx)
m 150-foot RHA buffer (approx)
Wetlands (approx)
= \Wetland Buffer (approx)
Mitigation Opportunities
Wetland Preservaton (approx 6 acres)
Wetland Buffer Enhancement (approx 2 acres)
|:| RHA Buffer Enhancement (approx 14 acres)
E ELJ Installation (quantity as needed within this zone)
Non-Credit Buffer:
D Mitigation Site Buffer (approx 7.5 acres)
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LONGITUDE: 122°48'3.52"W Mitigation Opportunities Assessment Opportunities
In: Lewis River Watershed
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Datum: NAD_1983_StatePlane_Washington

1608 Guild Road
Woodland, WA 98674 June 2021
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Legend

== brofect Si = =\ v Coweeman River Mitigation Bank
L. Project Site ) « Universal Credits (Wetland and Wetland Buffer)
Mitigation Bank credits potentially available. Project Site is not
* tigation Banks within service area for aquatic habitat credits.

Project Site

Wapato Valley Mitigation Bank.

* Bank is still in interagency review, and not yet approved.
Wetland, Wetland Buffer, and Aquatic Habitat Credits
potentially available once approved.

Columbia River Wetland Mitigation Bank.
¢ Wetland and Wetland Buffer Credits
potentially available
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FIGURE 4: Mitigation Bank Map

In: Lewis River Watershed

County: Cowlitz

State: WA

Datum: NAD_1983_StatePlane_Washington

June 2021




