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Appendix A
2010 Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Samoa Upland Dredged Material Disposal Site

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION by the
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District (Harbor District) for a proposal by
the Harbor District to re-open and maintain the former Louisiana-Pacific (LP) upland dredge
disposal site, now owned by the Harbor District. The project site is located in the Samoa area of
Humboldt County, south of the junction between the Samoa Bridge and New Navy Base Road.
Dredge spoils from various moorage areas of existing docks in Humboldt Bay require
maintenance dredging and consequently a dredge disposal site. Typically, each of these sites
requires maintenance dredging of approximately 2,000 - 6,000 cubic yards every five (5) to 20
years. In addition, maintenance dredging of several public facilities can range from 40,000140,000 cubic yards every seven to 10 years. The project site encompasses approximately 20
acres including two diked areas, approximately seven (7) acres each, which were used in the past
as primary and secondary dewatering areas for dredge spoils from Humboldt Bay. The project
site currently has a capacity of approximately 45,000 cubic yards including two (2) feet of
freeboard.
The proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration and documents referenced in it will be available
for the public's review and comment beginning March 26, 2010, at the Humboldt Bay Harbor,
Recreation, and Conservation District, 601 Startare Drive, Eureka, California. Written comments
are due at the Lead Agency's mailing address at P.O. Box 1030, Eureka, California 95502-1030,
by April 26, 2010, 5:00 pm. The Lead Agency will have a meeting to consider adopting the
Mitigated Negative Declaration and approving the project at its regularly scheduled Board
meeting on May 13, 2010 at 7:00 pm. Questions and comments may be directed to Mr. Adam
Wagschal, Director of Conservation, Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation
District, (707) 443-0801 (Phone).

PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR
HUMBOLDT BAY UPLAND DREDGE DISPOSAL SITE
April 2010

Lead Agency:
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District
601 Startare Drive, Eureka
Eureka, CA 95501
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1030
Eureka, California 95502-1030
Phone (707) 443-0801
Contact: Mr. David Hull, Chief Executive Officer

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Various moorage areas of existing commercial and recreational docks in Humboldt Bay require
periodic maintenance dredging. Typically, each of these sites requires maintenance dredging of
approximately 2,000- 6,000 cubic yards every five (5) to 20 years. In addition, maintenance
dredging of several public facilities can range from 40,000-140,000 cubic yards every seven to
10 years. The Humboldt Bay Upland Dredge Disposal Site is proposed to be available as a
dredged material disposal site for various dredge projects on Humboldt Bay that comply with the
District's and agency criteria for disposal, including sediment sampling and analysis.
The disposal site consists of two sediment dewatering basins, an upper primary
disposal/dewatering area and a lower secondary decant basin. The primary disposal area is
approximately 6.57 acres in area and the secondary decant basin is approximately 5.92 acres in
area. Both primary and secondary dewatering areas have a capacity to accommodate a total of
approximately 44,770 cubic yards of sediment including two (2) feet freeboard. The depth of
existing material in the primary and secondary dewatering areas range from O to four (4) feet
deep. The remaining disposal capacity within the primary and secondary dewatering areas will
be utilized for placement of dredge material from cutter-suction dredging operations. Dredge
material from clamshell dredging operations will be used to increase the highest of the berms in
order to increase the capacity of the primary and secondary dewatering areas. A Mitigation
Monitoring Program will be completed prior to adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

PROJECT LOCATION
Humboldt Bay is located on the northern California coast in Humboldt County, approximately 270
miles north of San Francisco. The project site identified as APNs 401-031 -048 and 401-031-058 is
located on the Samoa peninsula, west of Humboldt Bay. The site is bounded by the Samoa Bridge to
the east, Cookhouse Road to the west, New Navy Base Road to the north, and Old Samoa Road to
the south.
PROPOSED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT
Based on the attached Initial Study and other pertinent information, with the recommended
mitigation measures the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. Mitigation

measures have been added to the project to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than
significant level.
MITIGATION MEASURES
The mitigation measures below are compiled from the attached Initial Study (numbers are keyed
to the environmental checklist.) These mitigation measures are recommended to reduce
potentially significant impacts of the proposed project to levels less than significant. In some
cases, mitigations are recommended for impacts that may not be significant without mitigation
but where added precaution is recommended.

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES
AESTHETICS

See Mitigation Measure IV-2 under Biological Resources below.
AIR QUALITY

(Precautionary) Mitigation Measure 111-1. The applicant, at all times, shall comply with Air
Quality Regulation 1, Chapter IV to the satisfaction of the NCUAQMD. This will require, but
may not be limited to: (1) covering open bodied trucks when used for transporting materials
likely to give rise to airborne dust; and (2) the use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the
demolition of existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the grading of roads or the
clearing of land.
III.e) Objectionable odors are not expected from the dredge material. Occasional aeration of
moist dredge spoils stored onsite during summer or fall in order to improve condition of the
material could result in temporary and brief odors. The coastal breeze is likely to dissipate
distasteful odors (predominant winds from south and northwest depending on season), and they
are unlikely to be detected by area residents. There are no sensitive receptor in the immediate
vicinity of the project site. The closest school is approximately 1,200 feet south of the site and
the nearest residential areas are approximately 2,000 feet south of the site (townsite of Samoa)
and over 4,000 feet north of the disposal location (community of Manila), although several
scattered individual residences are as close as 750 feet to the northeast (on the other side of
Highway 255 from project site) and as close as 500 feet to the south and west.
III.f,g) No atmospheric or climatic effects are expected. Given the relatively small scale of the
project and brief/temporary duration of construction activities, it is not anticipated that
implementation activities would result in criteria greenhouse gas air pollutants being emitted at a
significant level. For comparison of a project in the same air basin, the construction of a small
wastewater treatment facility and installation of associated infrastructure is estimated to emit
approximately 6.5 tons of PMJO per year, modeled using URBEMIS (urban emissions) 2002
Version 8.7 (Rio Dell Wastewater Reuse Project DEIR, October 2007). This is well below the
de-minimis threshold of 17.52 tons/yr (the wastewater project included more time, intensive
earthwork, and machinery for construction than the proposed project). Greenhouse gases (GHG)
related to construction are anticipated to be emitted at less than a significant level given the small
scale of project, short duration, and limited amount of material removal.

Operational emissions of the project site will remain the same as the amount of traffic will not
change as a result of construction of the project.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Mitigation IV-1: If at any point the project activities have potential to result in ground
disturbance, (i.e. foot traffic, vehicle access or tum-around, materials storage, etc.) in the vicinity
of the mapped dark-eyed gilia population, or new pioneer plants, temporary construction fencing
shall be erected to delineate the rare plant area as a precautionary measure. Based on the quality
of the habitat surrounding the gilia, a minimum 50-foot buffer from the edge of the occurrence
shall be observed, with no ground disturbing activities within the buffer. .
Mitigation Measure IV-2: Prior to disposal operations, site maintenance, equipment staging
and/or material storage on the northwest portion of the property, the perimeter of beach pines
greater than 6-inch diameter will be located and marked with temporary exclusion flagging. The
contractor will avoid depositing and/or removing material in areas that are covered with beach
pines. If beach pines are damaged during project activities, individual trees greater than 6-inch
diameter will be replaced at a 3:1 ratio in the area of disturbance.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Mitigation Measure VI-1: Bare soil remaining on the exterior slopes of the dikes after initial
growing season will be revegetated with a native seed mix (non-native seeds included for quick
establishment shall be from sterile seed sorce). Seed mix shall be applied at a minimum rate of
70 pounds per acre.
'
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I.

GENERAL INFORMATION
1. Project Title: Humboldt Bay Upland Dredge Disposal Site

2. Project Applicant and Operator:
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District
P.O. Box 1030
Eureka, CA 95502-1030
Phone: (707) 443-0801
Contact: Mr. David Hull, Chief Executive Officer

3. Lead Agency (CEQA):
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District
P.O. Box 1030
Eureka, California 95502-1030
Phone (707) 443-0801

4. Applicant Representative:
Winzler & Kelly
633 Third Street
Eureka, CA 95501
(707) 443-8326
Contact: Mr. Misha Schwarz, Project Manager

5. Project Location:
Humboldt Bay is located on the northern California coast in Humboldt County,
approximately 270 miles north of San Francisco. The project site identified as APNs 401031-048 and 401-031-058 is located on the Samoa peninsula, west of Humboldt Bay. The
site is bounded by the Samoa Bridge to the east, Cookhouse Road to the west, New Navy
Base Road to the north, and Old Samoa Road to the south.

6. Property Owner:
Assessor's Parcel Number's (APNs) 401-031-048 and 401-031-058 are owned by the
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation and Conservation District.

7. General Plan Designation:
MG (Industrial General) under the Humboldt Bay Area Plan (HBAP)

8. Zoning:
Industrial General (MG), within the Coastal Zone with Humboldt County primary
jurisdiction under the Humboldt County Local Coastal Program (LCP)

9. Agency Permit Requirements:
a) Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District - Lead Agency
b) North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB)-potential Waste
Discharge Requirements
c) Humboldt County- Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
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10. CEQA Requirement:
This project is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The lead agency is the Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation
District (District). The purpose of an Initial Study is to provide a basis for deciding
whether to prepare an EIR or a Negative Declaration. This Initial Study is intended to
satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA, (Public
Resources Code, Div 13, Sec 21000-21177), and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sec 15000-15387). CEQA encourages lead agencies and
applicants to modify their projects to avoid significant adverse impacts (for example,
CEQA Section 20180(c)(2) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15070(b)(2) and
discussion).
Section 15063(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states the content requirements of an
Initial Study as follows:
(d) Contents. An Initial Study shall contain in brief form:
(1) A description of the project including the location of the project;
(2) An identification of the environmental setting;
(3) An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or
other method, provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly
explained to indicate that there is some evidence to support the entries. The
brief explanation may be either through a narrative or a reference to another
information source such as an attached map, photographs, or an earlier EIR or
negative declaration. A reference to another document should include, where
appropriate, a citation to the page or pages where the information is found;
(4) A discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects identified, if any;
(5) An examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing
zoning, plans, and other applicable land use controls; and
(6) The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the Initial
Study

II.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background and History
The project site was used in the past for disposal of dredged material from various dredging
projects in Humboldt Bay. On May 21 s1, 1987 the lead agency, Humboldt County Planning
Commission, approved Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
CDP-I 08-86/ CUP-53-86 for the disposal of 66,000 cubic yards of dredged sand and silts from
the LP Samoa Cargo Dock at the upland dredge spoils site. In March 1987, approximately
25,000 cubic yards of dredged spoils were pumped through a carrier pipe from the LouisianaPacific (LP) cargo dock at Samoa to the project site. The Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) adopted Order No. 87-76, Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) for the project.
Since adequate space still existed at the disposal site, the project was modified to allow for
deposition of up to an additional 48,000 cubic yards of dredged sand and silt from the City of
Eureka's small craft basin (marina), for a total site capacity of 73,000 cubic yards. The RWQCB
adopted Order No. 87-129 amending Order No. 87-76 to allow the City of Eureka to co-dispose
50,000 cubic yards spoils from the dredging of the Small Boat Basin in the same disposal site.
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Humboldt County CDP-108-86/CUP-53-86 were modified for the deposition of an additional
13,000 cubic yards and were approved on October 6, 1998.
Surveys conducted by Pacific Affiliates in January 1994 estimated that the remaining site
capacity to be 65,000 cubic yards. In 1996 the LP Corporation disposed 8,805 cubic yards at the
upland dredge disposal site. The Lead Agency for the project was the Humboldt Bay Harbor,
Recreation and Conservation District (District). The District prepared a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the project and approved the project on June 22"\ 1995. CDP 82-94/CUP 53-94
were issued by the Coastal Commission for the maintenance dredging operation. Permit
21640N21 was obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (US ACOE) for the dredging of
the Redwood Dock. Between May 201\ and June 4 1\ 1996, 4,407 cubic yards were clamshell
dredged from the Redwood Dock moorage area and disposed along the northerly end of the
primary disposal basin. The remaining 4,398 cubic yards located off the face of the dock were
cutter-suction dredged and pumped to the site. Since it was not economically feasible to mobilize
and operate a cutter-suction dredge solely for the removal of 4,398 cubic yards, the LP
Corporation joined in with the Harbor District and the City of Eureka cooperative maintenance
dredging project which commenced in December 1997 and was concluded by April 1998. The
pipeline utilized for the disposal of dredge spoils from the cooperative maintenance dredging,
passed through the upland dredge disposal site and was utilized to dispose of sediment from
Redwood Dock and the City of Eureka's Small Boat Basin at the upland dredge disposal site.
Approximately, 50,000 cubic yards were disposed from the City of Eureka's Small Boat Basin.
The LP Corporation planned to use the site for the Samoa Terminal Reconstruction Project. LP
planned to use the dredged material previously disposed at the dredge site to build up the existing
dike walls in preparation for the placement of up to 110,000 cubic yards of dredge spoils from
the Samoa Terminal Reconstruction Project. The LP dock south pier was proposed to be
extended and the area between the east line of the Samoa Channel and the south pier extension
were proposed to be dredged. Approximately 55,000 cubic yards were planned to be utilized as
fill behind the newly constructed concrete bulkhead wall and the remaining 65,000 cubic yards
of material were planned for disposal at the upland dredge disposal site. The District, the lead
agency, approved Permit No. 1993-3 on October 10, 1994 for the placement ofup to 110,000
cubic yards of dredged material from the LP Samoa Terminal re-construction project located at
the site. An EIR was prepared by the District for this project and was certified on October 27,
1994 and re-certified the same on November 16, 1994 (SCH No. 93121106). The Harbor District
permit expired in January 4, 2000. On December 1, 1994, Humboldt County approved CDP-81 93/CUP-43-94 for this project. On August 23, 1995 the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (COE)
also granted Permit No. 21950N21 to LP for the same dredging and disposal operation listed
above pursuant to the Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The COE permit expired in July 17, 1998. In addition, on February 10, 1995,
CDP No. 1-94-70 was issued by the Coastal Commission for the LP dock reconstruction project
which included the disposal of the dredge spoils at the upland disposal area. This permit expired
in February 1999 after an extension was granted (CDP No. 2-94-070-E2). The dredging and
disposal of dredge spoils from the LP Samoa Reconstruction project were never completed.
On July 1, 1998 Simpson Samoa Company purchased the site from the LP Corporation. The
RWQCB issued a Rescission Order No. R l-2001-68 of Waste Discharge Requirements on June
HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
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28, 2001. The new owner of the site, Simpson Samoa Company had no plans to dredge or use the
spoils disposal site in the future. Therefore, waste discharge requirements were no longer needed.
The existing order was rescinded to avoid annual fee assessments. In 2004, the site was acquired
by the District and is proposed to be reopened for the disposal of dredge spoils from maintenance
dredging of various facilities around Humboldt Bay.
In past dredging operations the dredge spoils were pumped to a central location in the elevated
primary disposal/dewatering area of the dredge disposal site, where the major portions of the
heavier and larger-grained spoils and fines settle out; the residual water was discharged, through
a weir into a 24 inch diameter culvert to the secondary decant basin, immediately to the west.
Final sedimentation occurred in the secondary decant basin, with the residual water flowing
through another 24 inch weir to the decant water return ditch which flowed northeast to the
decant weir located on the northeast side of the primary detention basin. Remaining decanted
water was then routed through the exiting return water outlet and discharged into Humboldt Bay
(see Figure 2, Topographic Site Map).
Project Description
Various moorage areas of existing commercial and recreational docks in Humboldt Bay require
periodic maintenance dredging. Typically, each of these sites requires maintenance dredging of
approximately 2,000 - 6,000 cubic yards every five (5) to 20 years. In addition, maintenance
dredging of several public facilities can range from 40,000-140,000 cubic yards every seven to
10 years. The Humboldt Bay Upland Dredge Disposal Site is proposed to be available as a
dredged material disposal site for dredge project on Humboldt Bay that comply with the
following criteria for disposal:

1) Meet the District's criteria for use for disposal;
2) Receive applicable permits for the dredge-portion of the project;
3) Prepare a project specific Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAPs) for disposal and/or, if
applicable, physically and chemically characterize the material per the Tier II guidelines
set in the EPA Inland Testing Manual. The sampling plan and results for acceptance of
material to the site Harbor District disposal site will, at a minimum, comply with the
sampling protocol, analytical suite, detection limits, and screening levels (results) as
provided in "Proposed Sampling and Analysis Guidelines for the Placement ofDredge
Spoils at the Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation and Conservation District Upland
Dredge Disposal Site" and as approved in the September 21, 2009 RWQCB concurrence
(as proposed in "Table 2: Sediment Sample Analysis Guidelines" of the approved
guidelines).
The disposal site consists of two sediment dewatering basins, an upper primary
disposal/dewatering area and a lower secondary decant basin. The primary disposal area is
approximately 6.57 acres in area and the secondary decant basin is approximately 5.92 acres in
area (see Figure 2, Topographic Survey). Both primary and secondary dewatering areas have a
capacity to accommodate a total of approximately 44,770 cubic yards of sediment including two
(2) feet freeboard. The depth of existing material in the primary and secondary dewatering areas
range from Oto four (4) feet deep. The remaining disposal capacity within the primary and
secondary dewatering areas will be utilized for disposal operations from cutter-suction dredging
operations. Disposal material from clamshell dredging operations will be used to increase the
HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
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highest of the berms in order to increase the capacity of the primary and secondary dewatering
areas. For every increase in one (1) foot in the highest of the dikes, additional 20,000 cubic yards
of sediment could be accommodated a the site.
The disposal site dikes are constructed from a sandy material and previously dredged bay
sediment. The dikes are loosely compacted and range in highest from 6-10 feet above
surrounding grade at the primary dewatering area and 4-6 feet above surrounding grade at the
secondary dewatering area. Elevations along the primary disposal area dike range from a
minimum of38 feet Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) to a maximum of 43 feet MLLW.
Elevations along the secondary dewatering area range from a minimum of27 feet MLLW to a
maximum of 30 feet MLLW. California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), wax myrtle (Myrica
californica), have become established at the site during the period for which the site was not
utilized for dredge disposal (MRB, 2006), particularly along the exterior slopes and along the top
of banks of the existing berms. Moderate vegetation grows along the interior slopes and within
both dewatering areas (see Environmental Setting). Groupings of beach pine (Pinus contorta var.
contorta) are present on some portions of the site surrounding the disposal area.
A weir connects the primary and the secondary dewatering areas. The weir consists of a vertical
5 foot diameter culvert cut in half with adjustable weir boards attached to the invert of the
culvert, and a horizontal 24 inch diameter culvert which runs through the dike separating the
primary and secondary dewatering areas. The top of the exiting weir board is at an elevation of
39 feet MLLW, and the flow of the horizontal culvert is at an elevation of 35 MLLW. An
additional weir, constructed in the same manner as the primary weir was used to connect the
secondary dewatering area to the water return ditch. The water return ditch will not be used for
this project and the weir shall be blocked from both sides with plywood to prevent any surface
runoff from leaving the secondary dewatering area and discharging into Humboldt Bay. This will
eliminate any direct discharge into Humboldt Bay. The culvert is the only location that the
remaining decanted water could flow directly out of the secondary dewatering basin into
Humboldt Bay (see Figure 2, Topographic Survey).
The District proposes to accept dredge spoils from various moorage areas in Humboldt Bay for
disposal at the site. The retained sediment from clamshell dredging is envisioned to be
transferred to a barge or directly to lined or sealed trucks (15 cubic yards capacity) for transport
to the disposal site. Dredged sediment from cutter-suction dredging would be pumped directly to
the elevated primary diked area located on the northeast side of the site. Major portions of the
heavier and larger-grained spoils and fines will settle out in the primary diked area. The
remaining residual water will discharge to the secondary dewatering basin through a 24 inch
diameter culvert to where final settling/dewatering will occur (See Figure 2, Topographic Map).
Following the guidelines set by the NCRWQCB, no direct discharge of decanted water will
occur into Humboldt Bay (which would require an NPDES Permit).
The District will be responsible to determine and oversee the frequency of sediment disposal at
the site during dredging operations and for facility maintenance. Although the existing
dewatering areas are currently bounded by dikes ranging from 4-10 feet in height, the District,
through a Project Engineer, will time the disposal such that no dredge spoils decant will
accumulate above the surface and cause potential surface runoff from the site that could
HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
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potentially be discharged into Humboldt Bay. Facility maintenance will involve initial clearing
and grubbing of the interior and berms of the dredge disposal site taking precautions to avoid
sensitive species identified in this document and following proposed mitigation measures. In
addition, the District will thereafter regularly use equipment to aerate the dredge material and
perform necessary grounds maintenance to maintain the viability of the site for the proposed use.
The District also proposes to utilize six (6) foot cyclone fence to secure the site from vandalism.
Beneficial Reuse o(Dredge Material
The District proposes manage the Upland Dredge Disposal Site by periodically using motorized
equipment to till and aerate the dredge material to hasten drying and for general site maintenance
and preparation for future dredge disposal operations. In addition, the District will allow the sale
and removal of the dried dredge material for permitted beneficial reuse. Prior to transfer of
dredge material out of the Upland Dredge Material Disposal Site, the District will require dredge
material recipients to demonstrate proper approvals and insurances for the proposed beneficial
reuse.
Increasing the Capacity of Upland Dredge Disposal Facility
It may be necessary to increase the capacity of the existing dredge spoils site by raising the
height of the dike walls. The District will operate through the Project Engineer to plan and
design such maintenance and/or repair activities. If it is necessary to increase the height of the
dike walls, the walls will be raised gradually to correspond with the increase in spoils. The site
will be operated to maintain, at a minimum, two feet of freeboard above the level of accumulated
sediments at the site. For every increase in one (1) foot in the highest of the dikes, additional
20,000 cubic yards of sediment could be accommodated at the site. The dikes are proposed to be
built from disposal material that was removed via clamshell dredge method. The purpose of the
walls is not structural but rather for containment. By the time it is necessary to raise the dike
walls, the underlying spoils will be relatively solid. Repairs to the dikes, if necessary, will be
done with material disposed at the site.
Origin ofDredge Spoils
The sediment proposed for disposal at the Humboldt Bay Upland Dredge Disposal Site may
originate from various moorage facilities in Humboldt Bay. Each individual dredging project as
part of the permits for each dredge project site(s) will need to either prepare a project specific
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAPs) for disposal and/or, if applicable, physically and chemically
characterize the material per the Tier II guidelines set in the EPA Inland Testing Manual. The
sampling plan and results for acceptance of material to the site Harbor District disposal site will,
at a minimum, comply with the sampling protocol, analytical suite, detection limits, and
screening levels (results) as provided in Appendix A "Proposed Sampling and Analysis
Guidelines for the Placement ofDredge Spoils at the Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation and
Conservation District Upland Dredge Disposal Site" and as approved in the September 21, 2009
RWQCB concurrence (as proposed in "Table 2: Sediment Sample Analysis Guidelines" of the
approved guidelines).
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Following is a brief overview of existing conditions. Additional information about environmental
setting is presented in the environmental checklist within the Initial Study, as necessary, for
discussion of each item.
Physical Environment
The Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District (Harbor District) is proposing
to re-open the former Louisiana-Pacific (LP) upland dredge disposal site, now owned by the
Harbor District. The site is located in the Samoa area of Humboldt County, south of the
intersection of New Navy Base Road and Highway 255 (Samoa Bridge). The project site is
located on APNs 401-031-048 and 401-031-058 which encompass approximately 20 acres. The
project site has a general plan land use designation of MG (Industrial General) under the
Humboldt Bay Area Plan (HBAP). The project site is currently zoned Industrial General (MG).
The project site is located in the Coastal Zone with Humboldt County primary jurisdiction for
issuing the CDP/CUP under the Humboldt County Local Coastal Program (LCP), and the
decision is appealable to the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The closest residential areas
are approximately 2,000 feet south (townsite of Samoa) and over 4,000 feet north of the disposal
location (community of Manila). Several scattered individual residences are as close as 750 feet
to the northeast (on the other side of highway 255 from project site) and as close as 500 feet to
the south and west of the site. Figures 1 and 2 provide site vicinity and location maps of the
project area.
Soil and Groundwater
In February 2009, Steve McDonald of Winzler & Kelly installed one 4-inch soil boring using a
hand auger to a total depth of 12.5 feet below ground surface (bgs).

A monitoring well (Pl) was constructed in the boring, using 1 ¼-inch schedule 40 PVC casing,
with slotted screen from 7.5 feet bgs to total depth and solid casing from surface to 7.5 feet bgs.
The top of casing (TOC) was recorded as rising 11-inches (0.9 feet) above ground surface. Depth
to groundwater data was collected over a four-week period, bracketing at least one minimum of
0.5-inch rain event. At time of installation, groundwater stabilized at 10.5 feet bgs and was
recorded at the closest point at I 0.3 feet bgs during the monitoring period. Results of
groundwater monitoring is summarized below in Table 1.

HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
March 2010

7

Winzler & Kelly
01347-08002-11033

Table 1: Monitoring Well Results (Feet)
Date

WeUDepth

1

2

3

4

TOC

DTW

Water Level

20-Feb-09

12.5

0.9

11.66

10.76

27-Feb-09

12.5

0.9

11.48

10.58

6-Mar-09

12.5

0.9

11 .33

10.43

11-Mar-09
23-Mar-09

12.5
12.5

0.9
0.9

11.20
11.89

10.30
10.99

I

= Well depth is from surface to total depth below ground surface
= TOC is top of well casing above ground measurement
3
= Depth To Water (DTW) from TOC
2

4

= Elevation of groundwater below ground surface
NA = Not Analyzed
Rainfall data depicting total rainfall to date and within the last 24 hours is attached.

Based on field examinations, soils at the site consist of single grained sands from the surface to
total depth. Soil color was noted to be olive (5Y 4/3) from the surface to 10.5 feet bgs where it
abruptly changed to dark grey (5Y 4/1) with a reduced chroma of " I". No redoximorphic
features were noted in the soil horizon. The soil horizon was noted to be moist from the surface
to 10.5 feet bgs where it abruptly changed to saturated.
Soil boring and monitoring well location (Pl) is generally shown on the aerial photograph of the
site (Figure 3).

Biotic Environment
th
Botanical surveys were conducted on April 26 and May 91\ 2006 (Mad River Biologists, 2006).
The purpose of the botanical survey and assessment was to determine if resuming use of the
historic disposal site for dredge spoils disposal and dewatering would impact rare, threatened or
endangered plant species, or habitats. The purpose of the survey was to provide pertinent
botanical resource information necessary for permitting requirements and analysis per the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The project region for the botanical survey was defined as the Eureka 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle
and six adjacent coastal quadrangles (Arcata North, Tyee City, Arcata South, Crannell, Fields
Landing, and Cannibal Island). The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) and the
California Native Plant Society' s (CNPS) on-line Inventory ofRare, Threatened and Endangered
Plants were queried for these quadrangles in April 2006. A list of regional special status species was
compiled based on the data base queries, review of pertinent literature, and informal consultation
with public agencies and other knowledgeable individuals. This list, including information on each
species' range, known habitat requirements, life form, blooming period, and potential for
occurrence at the project site is attached to the Mad River Biologists (MRB) 2006 report, and is
summarized below for the currently proposed project in Table 2. Additional information for species
or habitats that are known or likely to occur at the project site are discussed further below.
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Table 2: Sensitive Plant and Animal Species Potentially Present in the Vicinity of Project Site.
Scientific Name

Common Name

Abronia umbellata ssp. breviflora

pink sand-verbena

Astragalus pycnostachys var.
pycnostachyus

coastal marsh milkvetch

Carex arcta

northern clustered
sedge

Carex lyngbyei

Lyngbye's sedge

Carex praticola

meadow sedge

Castilleja afjinis ssp. litoralis

Oregon coast Indian
paintbrush

Castilleja ambigua ssp.
humboldtiensis

Humboldt Bay owl's
clover

Cordylanthus maritimus ssp.
palustris

Point Reyes bird'sbeak

Erysimum menziesii ssp. eurekense

Humboldt Bay wall
flower

Erythronium revolutum

coast fawn lily

Gilia capitata ssp. pacifica

Pacific gilia

Gilia millefoliata

dark-eyed gilia

Hesperevax sparsiflora var.
breviflora

short-leaved evax

Lathyrus japonicus

sand pea

Lathyrus palustris

marsh pea

Layia carnosa

beach layia

HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
March 20 10

Status*

Preferred Habitat

lB. l

Coastal dunes; flowers July-Oct. Low potential
to occur at site.
Coastal dunes, coastal salt marshes and swamps;
lB.2
flowers April-October. Not present at site during
2006 surveys.
Wet areas in North Coast coniferous forests. Not
present at site during 2006 surveys, no habitat
2.2
present at site.
Brackish or freshwater marshes and swamps;
2.2
flowers May-Aug. Not present at site during
2006 surveys, no marsh habitat present at site.
Mesic meadows and seeps in North Coast
coniferous forests; flowers May-July. Not
2.2
present at site during 2006 surveys, no moist
habitat present at site.
Coastal bluff scrub and dunes; flowers in June.
2.2
Low potential, no records on north spit, and no
habitat present at site.
Coastal salt marsh and swamps; flowers AprilAug. Not present at site during 2006 surveys, no
IB.2
marsh habitat present at site.
Coastal salt marsh and swamps; flowers JuneOct. Not present at site during 2006 surveys, no
IB.2
marsh habitat present at site.
IB.l, E Coastal dunes; flowers March-April. Not presen1
(Fed/State) at site during 2006 surveys during bloom period.
Mesic areas in broadleaved forests and
Northcoast coniferous forest; March-June. Not
2.2
present at site during 2006 surveys, no habitat
present at site.
Various including coastal bluff scrub; May18.2
August. Not present at site during 2006 surveys,
no scrub habitat present at site.
Coastal dunes; flowers April-July. Present on
project site but not within project footprint; no
active dune habitat within project footprint. Low
lB.2
potential to occur within site area other than as
mapped.
Various, including coastal bluffs and dunes. Not
present at site during 2006 surveys, no active
lB.2
dune habitat present at site.
Coastal dunes; flowers May-August. Not
2.1
present at site during 2006 surveys, no active
dune habitat present at site.
Coastal marshes. Not present at site during 2006
2.2
surveys, no marsh habitat present at site.
lB.1, E Coastal dunes; flowers March-July. Not present
(Fed/State) at site during 2006 surveys.

.
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Table 2: Sensitive Plant and Animal Species Potentially Present in the Vicinity of Project Site.
Scientific Name

Common Name

Lilium occidentale

western lily

Monotropa uniflora

Indian pipe

Mantia howellii

Howell's montia

Northern Coastal Salt Marsh

Status*

Oenothera wolfii

Wolfs eveningprimrose

Sidalcea malviflora ssp. patula

Siskiyou
checkerbloom

Spergularia canadensis var.
occidentalis

western sand spurry

Viola palustris

marsh violet

Accipiter cooperi

Cooper's Hawk

Acipenser medirostris

green sturgeon

Ardea alba

Great Egret

Ardea herodias

Great Blue Heron

Brachyramphus marmoratus

Marbled Murrelet

T (Fed)

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

Western Snowy
Plover

T (Fed)

Coccyzus americanus

W estem Yellowbellied Cuckoo

C (Fed)

Egretta thula
Nycticorax nycticorax
Oncorhynchus clarkii

Preferred Habitat

Coastal bluff scrub and prairies and openings in
Northcoast coniferous forests. Also, freshwater
lB.1,E
marshes and swamps; flowers June-July. Not
(Fed/State)
present at site during 2006 surveys, no habitat
present at site.
Northcoast coniferous forest (achlorophyllous);
2.2
flowers June-July. Not present at site during
2006 surveys, no habitat present at site.
Wet disturbed sites throughout Northcoast
coniferous forests, usually located on compacted
2.2
surfaces with minimal vegetation coverage;
flowers March-May. Not present at site during
2006 surveys, no habitat present at site.
NA
Habitat not present at site during 2006 surveys.
Coastal bluff, scrub, dunes, coastal prairie, lower
montane coniferous forests, sandy usually mesic,
IB.1
blooms May-Oct. Not present at site during
2006 surveys, no occurrence record on north spit.
Openings in redwood forest, coast scrub and
prairie; flowers late May-June. Not present at
1B
site during 2006 surveys, no habitat present at
site.
Coastal salt marshes and swamps; flowers June2
Aug. Not present at site during 2006 surveys, no
marsh habitat present at site.
Coastal scrub and coastal bogs and fens; flowers
2
March-August. Not present at site during 2006
surveys, no suitable habitat present at site.
Nests in dense cover, primarily forests, locally
SC (State)
uncommon.
May enter Humboldt Bay waters from April to
SC (State)
June and can remain until September to October.
Colonial nester in large trees. Rookeries located
NA
near tideflats, marshes, irrigated pastures, and
margins of lakes and rivers.
Colonial nester in large trees, cliffsides, and
NA
sequestered spots on marshes.
Nesting in mature coniferous forest, forage in
near shore waters. Habitat not present at site.
Nests on the ground on broad open beaches or
dry mud flats, where vegetation is sparse or
absent. Habitat not present at site.
Nesting in mature riparian forests

Colonial nester. Nests located in protected areas
near water. Forages in marshes, ponds, lagoons,
and shallow coastal habitats.
Black-crowned Night
Colonial nester in trees near lake margins, mudNA
Heron
bordered bays, and marshes.
Coastal cutthroat trout SC (State) Coastal streams and rivers.
Snowy Egret

HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
March 2010

NA

Winzler & Kelly
01347-08002-11033

Table 2: Sensitive Plant and Animal Species Potentially Present in the Vicinity of Project Site.
Scientific Name
Oncorhynchus kisutch
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Common Name
California coho
salmon
Northern California
steelhead
California coastal
chinook

Pandion haliaetus

Osprey

Rallus longirostris obsoletus

California Clapper
Rail

Strix occidentalis caurina

Northern Spotted Owl

Status*

Preferred Habitat

T (Fed)

Coastal streams and rivers.

T (Fed)

Coastal streams and rivers.

T (Fed)

Coastal streams and rivers.

NA

E
(Fed/State)
T (Fed)

Primarily along rivers, lakes, bay, and seacoasts.
Nests in dead snags, living trees, utility poles,
etc. usually near or above water.
Near coastal salt marshes, mudflats and sloughs.
Nests in mature coniferous forest. Habitat not
present at site.

CNPS listing status I B includes plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. CNPS listing status 2 includes plants that are
rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere. \
"E" stands for endangered listing status, "T" stands for threatened listing status, "C" stands for Federal Candidate for listing; and "SC" stands for species
of concern.
Source: CDFG, 2009; USFWS, 2009; CNPS, 20 I 0.
NA= Not applicable, no fonnal listing status yet locally significant because colonial nester.

Plants
The project site was evaluated for botanical species, paying particularly close attention to areas
offering suitable habitat for rare plants Mad River Biologists, 2006). A list of plant species
detected during the site visit was included as Attachment 1 of the MRB 2006 report. Taxa
encountered were identified to the lowest taxonomic level necessary for making a rare plant
determination. Nomenclature used follows The Jepson Manual (Hickman, 1993).
Compared to previous descriptions of the site that characterized the dewatering areas as
"sparsely vegetated" (Theiss, 1994), a dense stand of coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), pampas
grass (Cortaderiajubata), and exotic grasses (predominately Anthoxanthum odoratum, Holcus
lanatus, Aira caryophyllea, Bromus diandrus, Vulpia bromoides and Cynosurus echinatus) now
occur in relatively high cover. Total shrub cover is approximately 50 percent, and the herb layer
represents another 45-50 percent total cover.
While the majority of the site is densely vegetated with exotic or disturbance related species, a
number of native species occur, primarily on the berms and adjacent roadsides and typically in
areas that support a sandy substrate. California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), wax myrtle (Myrica
californica), have become established at the site during the period for which the site was not
utilized for dredge disposal. Remnant native herbs are interspersed sporadically and in low
numbers within the exotic grass and shrub understory, and in slightly higher density within sandy
openings along access roads and roadsides. The most common of these is dune goldenrod
(Solidago spathulata ssp. spathulata), sand mat (Cardionema ramosissimum), and yarrow
(Achillea millefoliata). The substrate within the two disposal basins is composed of bay mud that
was disposed at the site in previous years. Dessicated pickleweed (Salicornia virginica) plants
and brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia), two halophytic species found here sporadically, are
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indicative of the saturated bay mud substrate with its high clay and salt content. Beach pines
(Pinus contorta var. contorta) are also present in scattered groupings around the disposal area.
The disposal site does not constitute important habitat for regionally known rare plants, however
there is low potential for beach layia (Layia carnosa) and moderate potential for dark-eyed gilia
(Gilia millefoliata) to occur. Beach layia is both state and federally listed as endangered. Darkeyed gilia is not state or federally listed, but rather a CNPS list 1B.2 species, meaning that it is
considered endangered in a portion of its range and of limited distribution in California. Both
species are locally common within the dune mat vegetation type on the North Spit, and both are
also found in suboptimal habitats such as sandy openings along roadsides and degraded dunes.
The seeds of these plants are dispersed primarily by wind and it is possible that seeds from
nearby populations could reach the site and germinate within sandy openings.
Beach layia was not found during the April and May site visits and is presumed absent from the
project site. Dark-eyed gilia was found growing at the northwest comer of the property near the
roadside of Highway 255 (See Figure 2, Topographic Map), and well beyond the proposed
disposal area. Two hundred and thirty-two (232) individual plants were counted within a small
(~375 ft2) sandy depression, growing in association with sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella), largeflowered beach bluegrass (Poa macrantha), silver hairgrass (Aira caryophyllea), ripgut brome
(Bromus diandrus), sweet vernal grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum), vulpia (Vulpia bromoides)
and dune goldenrod (Solidago spathulata). There is also a relatively high cover oflichen at this
location and bearberry (Arctostaphylos uva-ursi) was common around the perimeter.
Approximately 90 percent of the individuals were in flower with the remaining 10 percent in bud
or vegetative form. This occurrence of dark-eyed gilia is part of a larger occurrence found along
the Highway 255 roadside adjacent to the project site. This was the only occurrence found on the
subject property.
No other listed regional special status species would be expected to occur at the site, including
the federal and state-listed endangered Humboldt Bay wallflower (Erysimum menziesii ssp.
eurekense). No vegetative evidence oflater blooming species with potential for occurrence such
as pink sand verbena (Abronia umbellata ssp. breviflora), Oregon coast Indian paintbrush
(Castilleja a/finis ssp. littoralis), sand pea (Lathyrusjaponicus), or Wolfs evening primrose
( Oenothera wo!fii) were found, nor would these species be expected due to limited habitat
potential.
Birds

Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus): The western distinct population segment
(west of the crest of the Rocky Mountains) of the yellow-billed cuckoo is a federal candidate
species based on a petition received on February 9, 1998 (66 FR 38611 , July 25, 2001). The
yellow-billed cuckoo is associated with large blocks of riparian habitat, especially with
cottonwood and willow cover, and with a dense understory. No riparian habitat is present within
the project footprint.
Other Bird Species: Humboldt Bay is a major wintering area and important stopover site for
numerous species of migratory water-birds (Clowell 1994). Many species of shorebirds forage
for invertebrates on intertidal mudflats, pastures, beach, sandflats, shoreline eelgrass, and in
HBHRCD Upland Dredge Disposal Site
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marshes (Barnhart et al., 1992). Black bellied Plover (Pluvialis squartarola), Willet
(Catoptrophorus semipalmatus), Long-billed Curlew (Numenius americanus), Marbled Godwit
(Limosafedoa), Dunlin (Calidris alpine), Western Sandpiper (Calidras mauri) and Least
Sandpiper (Calidris minutilla) are shorebirds species that may occur within the project area at
low tide. Ducks use open-water areas, water covered mudflats and eelgrass areas (Barnhart et al.
1992). Surf Scoters (Melanitta perspicillata), Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola), and greater Scaup
(Aythya marila) are among the most commonly observed waterfowl in Eureka (pers. Obs. Ron
LeValley). Humboldt Bay is an important migratory stopover site for Black Brant (Branta
bernicla nigricans), a small migratory goose that feeds almost exclusively on eelgrass,
principally in the South Bay (Barnhart et al. 1992). Black Brant show up in numbers in the fall to
early winter. Thousands of Black Brant are present on South Bay during the peak period of
migration in April. Diving birds occur primarily in open-water areas of the bay. Double-crested
Cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus) are most abundant, followed by Red-throated Loons (Gavia
stellata) and common Loons (Gavia immer). Western (Aechmophorus occidentails), Homed
(Padiceps auritus), Eared (P. nigricollis) and Pied-billed (Podilymbus podiceps) grebes occur in
Eureka Channel. Herons and egrets are regularly seen on Humboldt Bay (Barnhart et al. 1992,
Harris 1996). Additionally, Humboldt Bay is important habitat for gulls and terns (Barnhart et al.
1992). In the summer, Western (Larus occibentails) and Heermann' s (Larus heermanni) gulls
are most common. From October to March the following gull species are present on Humboldt
Bay: Western Gull, Glaucous-winged Gull (L. glaucescens), New Gull (L. canus), and
California Gull (L. californicus).

Fish
The project site is an upland area and fish species are not present at the site. The project will
avoid impacts to fish species and beneficial uses/water quality will be protected.

IV.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

With recommended mitigation measures, no significant adverse effects are expected from the
proposed activities. An environmental checklist follows which addresses the range of potential
effects and recommends mitigation to ensure that significant impacts to the environment do not
occur as a result of this project.
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V.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND EXPLANATORY NOTES

Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District
Upland Dredge Disposal Site
NOTE ABOUT CHECKLIST: This checklist is essentially the checklist portion of Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines, current as of January 1, 2009. (CEQA Public Resources Code, 21000-21177). This checklist is
modified somewhat by Winzler & Kelly for clarity. Explanations of the findings noted in each of the seventeen issue
categories (I through XVII) follow each tabular issue section. Where appropriate and where noted, an explanation
addresses more than one specific issue question.
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project. The significance level is
indicated using the following notation: 0=No Impact, l =Less than Significant; 1* Less than Significant and
recommends precautionary Mitigation(s); 2=Less than Significant with Mitigation; 3=Potentially Significant. This
notation varies from Appendix G for clarity of information.
l
2

1
l
0
1

Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use and Planning
Population and Housing
Transportation

0
0
l
0
0
I

Agriculture and Forest Rsrc.
Cultural Resources
Hazards and Hazards. Matis.
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Utilities and Service Systems

I. AESTHETICS - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
a) Have an adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, such as trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, within a state
scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

l*
2

1
1
0
2

Air Quality
Geology and Soils
Hydrology and Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact
X

X
X
X

I.a) Proposed activities will occur in areas that have previously been disturbed by historic site use and will not affect
scenic vistas or scenic resources. There are no state designated scenic highways or historic buildings in the vicinity
of the proposed project.
Lb) Beach pines (pinus contorta) have become well established northwest side of the primary and secondary
dewatering areas. If proper protection measures are not in place, the beach pines could have the potential to be
impacted during site maintenance, excavation, and/or building up the detention berms. Since the site is not highly
visible from offsite, this potential impact is less than significant from an aesthetics resources perspective. Mitigation
Measure IV-2 in the Biological Resources section recommends precautions to avoid impact to the beach pine.
Le) The site is occasionally visible from the Samoa Bridge/Route 255, although the narrow bridge limits broad
views of the site, and as well portions of the project site are visible from north bound traffic on New Navy Base
Road. Temporary changes to the existing visual character of the project site will occur due to the presence of heavy
equipment and other construction-related activities during disposal and site maintenance activities. The changes to
visual character will be temporary. The disposal basins have dikes that are higher than the surrounding areas and the
interior surfaces cannot be v iewed from offsite in areas adjacent to the site, other than noted above.
l.d) The proposed project will not create additional light sources.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES - In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model ( 1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. -- Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program in the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section
5 l 104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to
their location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result
in loss of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

X

11.a-e) There is no farmland or forestland in the project area and the project has no bearing on agriculture or
forestland. The project site is zoned Industrial General (MG). Mitigation is not proposed.
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III. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied
upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation, including in
relation to asbestos in construction materials or earth?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?
f) Otherwise degrade the atmospheric environment?
g) Substantially alter air movement, moisture, temperature
or other aspects of climate?

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

IIl.a-d) The North Coast Air Basin consists of Del Norte, Trinity, Humboldt, Mendocino, and the northern half of
Sonoma counties, and is under the regulatory jurisdiction of the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management
District (NCUAQMD). NCUAQMD is responsible for monitoring and enforcing local and state air quality
standards. Air quality standards are set for emissions that may include, but are not limited to: visible emissions,
particulate matter, and, fugitive dust. Pursuant to Air Quality Regulation I , Chapter IV, Rule 400 - General
Limitations, a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the
public or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public or which cause or
have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.
The North Coast Air Basin is currently in attainment (or is unclassified) of all state and federal ambient air quality
standards, with the exception of the state standard for particulate matter less than ten micrometers in diameter
(PMio). An ambient air quality standard has been adopted for PM2_5, and the North Coast Basin has not been
designated. Nearly all areas of the state are classified as non-attainment for PMio. Despite the non-attainment
designation for PMio air quality is generally regarded as good. PMio emissions include smoke from wood stoves and
airborne salts and other particulate matter naturally generated by ocean surf. The greatest sources of PMio are
human-caused area-wide sources, such as unpaved road dust, residential fuel combustion, waste burning and
disposal, and paved road dust. Construction and demolition contributes only a small fraction of PMio emissions.
Because, in part, of the large number of wood stoves in Humboldt County and because of the generally heavy surf
and high winds common to this area, Humboldt County has exceeded the state standard for PMio air emissions.
Therefore, any use or activity that generates unnecessary airborne particulate matter may be of concern to the
NCUAQMD.
Pursuant to Air Quality Regulation I, Chapter IV, Rule 430 - Fugitive Dust Emissions, the handling, transporting, or
open storage of materials in such a manner, which allows or may allow unnecessary amounts of particulate matter to
become airborne, shall not be permitted. The NCUAQMD has advised that smaller construction projects do not
generate particulate matter greater than the local and/or state standard (III b, d). The NCUAQMD has advised that,
generally, an activity that individually complies with the state and local standards for air quality emissions will not
result in a cumulatively considerable increase in the countywide PMio air quality violation. Proposed disposal and
site maintenance activities could result in temporary and brief emissions of diesel and gasoline engine combustion
products from equipment. Dredging projects on Humboldt Bay are infrequent, typically conducted on a five to ten
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year maintenance intervals at individual locations that receive sediment inputs from harbor entrance and streams.
The disposal activity at the project site would only be necessary as new dredge material is generated. Current
disposal options for Humboldt Bay dredging projects consists of transporting by barge for deep water disposal (costprohibitive for small dredge projects), local beneficial reuse (limited options), or transporting material out of the
county for disposal at landfill (also high cost due to disposal and transportation costs, as well as increased impacts
associated with truck trip emissions). The proposed project will alleviate the need for long-distance transportation
for disposal, and as well could still facilitate beneficial reuse if allowable, by improving condition of the material
through dewatering and aeration. Beyond the actual disposal activities, occasional maintenance at the site will be
necessary, consisting of aeration and improvements to containment berms and structures, and these activities will be
limited in duration (brief-annual or biannual basis) and temporary. The project involves a relatively low level of
activity with respect to air quality, and the potential impacts are inherently limited to minor/brie£'temporary
emission levels, and are not considered a cumulatively considerable increase in any air pollutant (Ille). Thus,
ordinary construction emissions will be less than significant (III.c,f), and there will not be violations or attainment
plan conflicts (IIl.a,b,c). Although these impacts are less then significant, as stated, Mitigation Measure 111-1 is
recommended as added assurance that impact(s) to air quality remain minimal and compliance with Air Quality
Regulation 1, Chapter IV, Rule 430 is insured.
IMPACT 111-1: The proposed .p roject will not result in adverse air quality impacts, nor result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in the PM-10 non-attainment, with compliance with Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter IV,
Rule 430.
MITIGATION MEASURE 111-1. The applicant, at all times, shall comply with Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter
IV to the satisfaction of the NCUAQMD. This will require, but may not be limited to: (I) covering open bodied
trucks when used for transporting materials likely to give rise to airborne dust; and (2) the use of water or chemicals
for control of dust in the demolition of existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the grading of roads
or the clearing of land.

III.e) Objectionable odors are not expected from the dredge material. Occasional aeration of moist dredge spoils
stored onsite during summer or fall in order to improve condition of the material could result in temporary and brief
odors. The coastal breeze is likely to dissipate distasteful odors (predominant winds from south and northwest
depending on season), and they are unlikely to be detected by area residents. There are no sensitive receptor in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. The closest school is approximately 1,200 feet south of the site and the closest
residential areas are approximately 2,000 feet south of the site (townsite of Samoa) and over 4,000 feet north of the
disposal location (community of Manila), although several scattered individual residences are as close as 750 feet to
the northeast (on the other side of highway 255 from project site) and as close as 500 feet to the south and west.
III.f,g) No atmospheric or climatic effects are expected. Given the relatively small scale of the project and
brief/temporary duration of construction activities, it is not anticipated that implementation activities would result in
criteria greenhouse gas air pollutants being emitted at a significant level. For comparison of a project in the same air
basin, the construction of a small wastewater treatment facility and installation of associated infrastructure is
estimated to emit approximately 6.5 tons of PM 10 per year, modeled using URBEMIS (urban emissions) 2002
Version 8.7 (Rio Dell Wastewater Reuse Project DEIR, October 2007). This is well below the de-minimis threshold
of 17.52 tons/yr (the wastewater project included more time, intensive earthwork, and machinery for construction
than the proposed project). Greenhouse gases (GHG) related to construction are anticipated to be emitted at less than
a significant level given the small scale of project, short duration, and limited amount of material removal.
Operational emissions of the project site will remain the same as the amount of traffic will not change as a result of
construction of the project.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant

a) Have an adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations; or by the California Department of
Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or the
National Marine Fisheries Service?
b) Have an adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations; or by the California
Department offish and Game, the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, or the National Marine Fisheries Service?
c) Have an adverse effect on wetlands, either individually or
in combination, with the known or probable effects of other
activities through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of wildlife
nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
g) Otherwise degrade the biotic environment?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

IV.a) As presented in the Environmental Setting of this document, there is a list of Federal and state special-status
species that are listed for occurrence in the Eureka area according to the California Department of Fish and Game' s
Natural Diversity Database and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and, as described, most of these species would
be excluded from the project site based on absence of habitat. The disposal site does not constitute important habitat
for regionally known rare plants, however there is low potential for beach layia (Lay ia carnosa) and moderate
potential for dark-eyed gilia (Gi/ia millefoliata) to occur. Beach layia is both state and federally listed as
endangered. Dark-eyed gilia is not state or federally listed. The seeds of these plants are dispersed primarily by wind
and it is possible that seeds from nearby populations could reach the site and germinate within sandy openings.
Beach layia was not found during the April and May site visits (MRB, 2006) and is presumed absent from the
project site. Dark-eyed gilia was found growing at the northwest comer of the property near the roadside of
Highway 255, and well beyond the proposed disposal area. Two hundred and thirty-two (232) individual plants were
2
counted within a small (~375 ft ) sandy depression, growing in association with sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella),
large-flowered beach bluegrass (Poa macrantha), silver hairgrass (Aira caryophyllea), ripgut brome (Bromus
diandrus), sweet vernal grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum), vulpia (Vulpia bromoides) and dune goldenrod (Solidago
spathulata). This occurrence of dark-eyed gilia is part of a larger occurrence found along the highway 255 roadside
adjacent to the project site. This was the only occurrence found on the subject property.
No other listed regional special status species would be expected to occur at the site, including the federal and statelisted endangered Humboldt Bay wallflower (Erysimum menziesii ssp. eurekense). No vegetative evidence of later
blooming species with potential for occurrence such as pink sand verbena (Abronia umbellata ssp. breviflora),
Oregon coast Indian paintbrush (Castilleja affinis ssp. littoralis), sand pea (Lathyrusjaponicus), or Wolfs evening
primrose (Oenothera wolfii) were found, nor would these species be expected due to limited habitat potential.
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Although dark-eyed gilia is locally common in sandy habitats on the North Spit, it is considered fairly endangered in
California and elsewhere due to limited distribution and its close association with vulnerable coastal dune habitats.
Threats to this species include the stabilization of sand dunes by invasive exotic species, loss of habitat to
development, grazing, vehicles and foot traffic. Implementation of of the proposed project is not expected to impact
the portion of the property where dark-eyed gilia is mapped. Nevertheless, precautionary Mitigation Measure IV-1
is recommended below to protect the mapped onsite population. Provided that avoidance measure is implemented as
described in Mitigation IV-1, the project activities are not likely to impact any special-status species.
IMPACT IV-1: Potential impacts to dark-eyed gilia (Gilia millefoliata) could occur from proposed disposal and
maintenance operations at the project site.
MITIGATION MEASURE IV-1: Ifat any point the project activities have potential to result in ground
disturbance, (i.e. foot traffic, vehicle access or tum-around, materials storage, etc.) in the vicinity of the mapped
dark-eyed gilia population, or new pioneer plants, temporary construction fencing shall be erected to delineate the
rare plant area as a precautionary measure. Based on the quality of the habitat surrounding the gilia, a minimum 50foot buffer from the edge of the occurrence shall be observed, with no ground disturbing activities within the buffer.
IV.b) The proposed project site is approximately 20 acres total. The two dewatering areas are approximately 6.57
acres and the 5.90, respectively. Portions of the remainder of the property could be used indirectly for disposalrelated activities such as equipment storage and staging, other than area excluded from disturbance in Mitigation
Measure IV-1, as well as Mitigation Measure IV-2. Due to the usage of the site for past disposal operations, the
dewatering areas and surrounding dikes have been altered through previous site use and placement of dredge spoils.
Future disposal operations at the site will continue to alter the sediment composition and topography of the site.
Disposal activities and the maintenance of surround dikes will replace sandy areas with dredge spoils consisting of
sand and silt. site visits in April and May 2006, the vegetation
IV.c) A wetland delineation was conducted at the site in 2007 and concluded that no wetland habitats were found
within the study area (MRB, 2007). The project applicant will seek a jurisdictional determination from the Army
Corp of Engineers to ensure concurrence with the results of the wetland delineation. Impacts to wetlands are not
expected and mitigation measures are not proposed.
IV.d) The only migratory fish or wildlife in the project vicinity would involve juvenile salmonids that out-migrate
through Humboldt Bay in spring and early summer. The project site is upland and not directly connected to the Bay,
therefore is unlikely to impact listed fish species. No direct discharge shall occur from the project site into Humboldt
Bay from the dredge spoil disposal operations, unless authorized through NPDES permit process. The existing weir
constructed on the southern end of the dike separating the secondary and formerly used water return ditch will not be
utilized. The weir shall be blocked from both sides with plywood to prevent any surface runoff from leaving the
secondary dewatering area and discharging towards Humboldt Bay, thus eliminating potential for direct discharge.
The culvert is the only location that any remaining decanted water could leave the site, therefore, impacts to
migratory federally and state listed fish species will be reduced to less than significant. No mitigation is proposed.
IV.e,f) There are no tree preservation or other habitat protection policies for habitats known within the project area.
Impacts are not anticipated and mitigation is not proposed.
IV.g) The project will occur in an area previously used for dredged spoils disposal and maintenance. Since no direct
discharge shall occur into Humboldt Bay, no adverse impacts to benthic biota are expected. Mitigation Measure
IV-2 provides assurance that established beach pines on the northwest portion of the site will not be disrupted, and
provides requirement to replace damaged trees, if any.
Beach pines (pinus contorta) have become established to the northwest of the primary and secondary dewatering
areas. The beach pines could have potential to be impacted during site maintenance, excavation, and building up the
detention berms. Material that is placed in this area will avoid impacts to beach pines with adherence to Mitigation
Measure IV-2.
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IMPACT IV-2: Potential impacts to beach pines (Pinus contorta) from excavation, fill, and site maintenance
activities could occur on the project site.
MITIGATION MEASURE IV-2: Prior to disposal operations, site maintenance, equipment staging and/or
material storage on the northwest portion of the property, the perimeter of beach pines greater than 6-inch diameter
will be located and market with temporary exclusion flagging. The contractor will avoid depositing and/or removing
material in areas that are covered with beach pines. If beach pines are damaged during project activities, individual
trees breater than 6-inch diameter will be replaced at a 3: l ratio in the area of disturbance.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
a) Cause an adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource, as defined in Section 15064.5?
b) Cause an adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource, pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact
X
X
X
X

V.a,b,d) The project area is highly altered and previous dredge material disposal, levee installation, and site
maintenance has occurred at the site. The land proposed for dredge disposal has been previously altered and
received spoils from previous dredge projects. A request for a Records Search of documented cultural resources at
the project site or within the vicinity was sent to the North Coastal Information Center [NCIC] (October 26, 2009).
The NCIC records search response ofNovember 25, 2009, found that the project area contains no previously
recorded archaeological study for the project area and state and federal inventories list no historic properties within
the proposed project area. There are no known recorded sites of archaeological or historical importance on the
subject parcel. The records-related research determined that a low to moderate possibility could exist of finding
unknown sites or other evidence of human cultural activity/resources in the project area. Since dredge disposal and
site maintenance previously occurred at the site, material covered and/or uncovered would be recent deposits.
V.c) No unique paleontological resources or unique geological features are known to exist in the project impact area.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk ofloss, inj ury, or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-lB of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

VI.a) The region is subject to strong earthquakes, as is much of California. The proposed project site may be subject
to strong seismic shaking. There is no increased exposure to geologic hazards for people or property due to the
proposed project. An existing hazard at the site is an earthquake related tsunami, but the risk is not increased by
project implementation, and exposure to tsunami risk with regard to the proposed project is limited to the brief
dredge disposal and site maintenance periods.
VI.b) Should additional material be required to maintain and/or increase height of existing dikes in order to increase
the capacity of the project site, the exterior portions would subsequently be revegetated to prevent erosion of bare
soil areas from wind and rain. Currently the site is well established with vegetation, including many non-native and
disturbance-oriented species. The substrate within the dewatering basins is mainly composed of bay mud from
previous disposal events. The site will naturall revegetate with grasses, as has historically occurred at the site in the
past. Mitigation Measure VI-1 is recommended to insure that if any bare soil remains on the exterior slopes of the
dikes after initial growing season after site maintenance, that it is revegetated with a native seed mix. Additionally,
for site activities that involve disturbance/grading of greater than one acre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
will be required by the RWQCB.
IMPACT VI-1: Potential soil erosion at project site due to bare soil on exterior of dikes.
MITIGATION MEASURE VI-1 : Bare soil remaining on the exterior slopes of the dikes after initial growing
season will be revegetated with a native seed mix (non-native seeds included for quick establishment shall be from
sterile seed sorce). Seed mix shall be applied at a minimum rate of70 pounds per acre.

VI.c) The placement of dredge spoils at the site will not contribute to instability of the sediments at the site. The
dewatered dredge spoils consisting of a mixture of sand, silt, and clay will provide adequate material for improving
the dikes around the dewatering basin.
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The achievement of stable slope angles for dike maintenance activities and avoidance in lateral spreading, unstable
slopes, subsidence, liquefaction, and/or collapse will be ensured by review of proposed plans by the project engineer
and/or geotechnical engineer, per Mitigation Measure VI-2.

IMPACT VI-2: Potential for dike repair activities and/or increasing the height of the containment berms to result in
instabilities or collapse.
MITIGATION MEASURE VI-2: The proposed maintenance and/or increase in height of berms during disposal
and/or site maintenance activities will be conducted under the guidance of the project engineer and/or geotechnical
engineer. Recommendations from the engineer and/or geotechnical engineer will be incorporated into the site plan
and project specifications to ensure achievement of stable slopes and avoidance oflateral spreading, unstable slopes,
liquefaction, and/or collapse.
VI.d-e) The project is not located on expansive soil or unstable geologic or soil units, nor does it involve the
construction of septic systems. No mitigation is proposed.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose ofreducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X
X

VII.a,b) Dredging projects on Humboldt Bay are infrequent, typically conducted on a five to 20 year maintenance
intervals at individual locations that receive sediment inputs from harbor entrance and streams. The disposal activity
at the project site would only be necessary as new waste material is generated from dredging. Current disposal
options for small maintenance dredging projects consist of either transporting by barge for deep water disposal at
HOODS (cost-prohibitive for small dredge projects), local beneficial reuse (limited options), or transporting material
out of the county for disposal at landfill. The proposed project will alleviate the need for long-distance transportation
for disposal, and as well could still facilitate beneficial reuse if allowable, by improving condition of the material
through dewatering and aeration. Beyond the actual disposal activities, occasional maintenance at the site will be
necessary, consisting of aeration, grounds maintenance and improvements to containment berms and structures.
These activities will be limited in duration (brief-annual or biannual basis) and temporary. Given the relatively
small scale of the project and brief/temporary duration of construction activities, it is not anticipated that
implementation activities would result in criteria greenhouse gas air pollutants being emitted at a significant level.
For comparison of a project in the same air basin, the construction of a small wastewater treatment facility and
installation of associated infrastructure is estimated to emit approximately 6.5 tons of PMt0 per year, modeled using
URBEMIS (urban emissions) 2002 Version 8.7 (Rio Dell Wastewater Reuse Project DEIR, October 2007). This is
well below the de-minimis threshold of 17.52 tons/yr (the wastewater project included more time, intensive
earthwork, and machinery for construction than the proposed project which involves only occasional earth moving
activities). Since constituents are below thresholds per the air quality discussion, potential greenhouse gas emissions
are anticipated to be similarly below level of significance. Greenhouse gases (GHG) related to construction are
anticipated to be emitted at less than a significant level given the small scale of project, brief duration/intervals, and
amount of material removal. Although these impacts are less then significant, Mitigation Measure 111-1 provides
added assurance that impact(s) to air quality remain minimal and compliance with Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter
IV, Rule 430 is insured.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

a) Create a hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
c) Have hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact
X

X

X

X

e) Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, and consequently result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?
f) Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and
consequently result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
h) Expose people or structures to the risk ofloss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

X

X

X

X

VIII.a) The proposed project will not create an increased hazard to the public or the environment. No hazardous
material will be used in the project, except for diesel to fuel the trucks that dispose of dredge spoils at the project
site, yet duration of site activities will be brief versus routine. Vehicles and maintenance equipment will not refuel at
the project site which will be carried out at a designated refueling facility. Due to the short term of disposal and
maintenance operations, no impacts are expected.
VIII.b) The sediments to be dredged will be sampled and characterized for contamination in preparation of
implementation of dredging procedures and to characterize for disposal purposes. Material disposed of at the site
will meet regulatory analytical thresholds for approved and safe disposal at the site, based on approved sampling,
laboratory analysis, and reporting of proposed material to be dredged. Approval from the Army Corp of Engineers
and the RWQCB (and others if deemed necessary) for material removal/dredging and disposal will be sought by
individual dredgers. Based on the regulatory thresholds approved for material disposal at the site, constituents would
not be above a level of concern that could result in constituents to percolate into groundwater. Much of the water
loss from disposed material will occur through evaporation. Additionally, site groundwater was found to remain
deeper than IO feet below ground surface (bgs) during wet-weather season of 2009.
VIII.c) No existing or proposed schools occur within a quarter mile of the facility.
VIII.d) The project area is not included on any listing of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5.
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VIII.e,f) The site is approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the Murry Field Airport and 3.5 miles north of the Samoa
air strip. The Samoa air strip is not a high use air travel facility. The project will not create an air safety hazard to
individuals or residences near the project area.
VIl.g) By its nature, the project will have no bearing on emergency plans.
VIII. h) The project area is not considered to be wildfire hazard area.
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -Would
the project:

Potentially
Significant

a) Violate any applicable water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b) Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
c) Alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner that would result in erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X

X

X

d) Alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems
or provide additional sources of polluted runoff?
f) Place housing within a JOO-year floodplain, as mapped on
a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
g) Place within a 100-year floodplain structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving: I) flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam or 2) inundation
by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
i) Otherwise degrade water quality?
j) Change the amount of surface water in a water body?
k) Change currents or the course or direction of water
movements?

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

IX.a) The proposed project will not result in runoff associated with dredge disposal activities to leave the project site
that could result in impact to Humboldt Bay waters. Per the project description, the culvert formerly used as a return
ditch from the decant area will be completely and permanently blocked and will not be used with the proposed
project. Prior to each disposal operation, the Project Applicant will inspect eh site, in particular the berms to
determine if any repairs should be made prior to each individual disposal activity. Per the project description,
material from within the disposal basin will be used to build up the berms and for maintenance/repairs. Following
disposal operation, the Applicant will evaluate the remaining capacity of the site, based on a two-foot freeboard
from the top of the berms to ensure that the site is not over filled with subsequent disposal operations.
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IX. b) The use of the dredge disposal site will not cause the depletion of groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volumne or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level.
IX.c,d,e) The drainage pattern at the site was modified when the site was first permitted for upland dredge disposal
and the dikes were constructed. To eliminate any direct runoff to Humboldt Bay, the culvert once used as a return
ditch will be blocked from use. The project will not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or a river, or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on or off-site.
IX.f,g,h) The project will not place structures in the 100-year floodplain or redirect flood flows. An existing hazard
at the dredge site is the potential for earthquake-related tsunami, but the risk is not increased by project
implementation, and exposure to tsunami risk is low. As the proposed project involves work on an existing facility,
there is no additional exposure to the potential hazard. Any actual effect of this project on tsunami behavior is not
predictable. By project description, no new structures, dams, or levees are proposed, other than maintenance to the
existing berms surrounding the man-made disposal/containment areas.
IX.i) Potential water quality impacts are described above in IXa. Additionally, for site activities that involve
disturbance/grading of greater than one acre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be required by the
RWQCB which will ensure protection of water quality and water resources. No water quality impacts are expected
and no mitigation is proposed.
IX.j,k) There will be no changes in surface water or currents of Humboldt Bay as a result of the proposed project, as
the project does not occur within Humboldt Bay waters and merely provides a permitted disposal location for
potential future dredging operations that could occur (and would be required to conduct individual project
environmental analysis and permitting).
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

Less Than
Significant
With
Miti2ation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact
X

X

X

X.a-c) By its nature, the proposed project will not physically divide the community. The project site is located in the
Coastal Zone with Humboldt County primary jurisdiction for issuing the CDP/CUP under the Humboldt County
Local Coastal Program (LCP). The Humboldt Bay Area Plan (HBAP) Section 3.14B9(c) states that solid waste
disposal projects should take place at existing approved disposal sites. Although the site is not a designated disposal
site in the General Plan resources map, the site was reviewed and approved by the County of Humboldt as a dredge
disposal location in 1986 and 1994, under Coastal Development Permit (CDP)-108-86/Conditional Use Permit
(CUP)-53-86, and CDP-8 l-93/CUP-43-93, respectively. Dredge disposal berms currently exist at the site and the
site has been historically used for the proposed use. The zoning does not explicitly allow the proposed use;
therefore, a CUP will likely be required by the County of Humboldt to re-permit the site for the historic use. There
are no conservation plans in the area with which the proposed project would conflict. No mitigation is proposed.
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XI. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES - Would
the project:

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Miti2ation

Less Than
Significant

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
c) Result in the use of energy or non-renewable resources in
a wasteful or inefficient manner?

No
Impact
X
X
X

XI.a-c) No mineral resources are known at the project site. The use of energy and other resources for the
construction and operation of this project is not considered a wasteful or inefficient use of energy. Mitigation is not
proposed.

XII. NOISE - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
a) Generate or expose persons to noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Generate or expose persons to excessive ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels?
c) Result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
d) A temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?
e) Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, and consequently expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
f) Be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and
consequently expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X
X
X
X

X

X

XII.a-d) There will be a temporary increase in sound levels during disposal and maintenance operations. The
offloading trucks and potentially a crane used to spread the disposal material over the site will be the loudest
equipment with an estimated sound level of up to 90 A-weighted decibels (dB A) at a distance of 50 feet and 68 dBA
at 650 feet (based on equipment research conducted for local small basin dredger). A temporary increase in noise
levels will result from the operation of the trucks during the brief periods of disposal and maintenance activities. The
closest residential areas are approximately 2,000 feet south of the site (townsite of Samoa) and over 4,000 feet north
of the disposal location (community of Manila), although several scattered individual residences are as close as 750
feet to the northeast (on the other side of highway 255 from project site) and as close as 500 feet to the south and
west. The equipment noise is not expected to be intrusive above existing highway noise to the residential areas. The
increase in noise levels will only last as long as the disposal operations and this potential impact is not considered to
be significant. Mitigation is not proposed.
XII.e,f) The project is located 3.5 miles west of Murray Field The workers at the site are not expected to be exposed
to excessive noise levels associated with a public airport or private airstrip and no impact is anticipated.
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Xffi. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Miti2ation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

X

X
X

XIII.a-c) The project includes disposal and maintenance activities. No expansion beyond the existing diked area is
expected. The capacity of the site may be increase in the future by raising the height of the containment berms. This
project will not be growth inhibitive, but rather a means to ensure a safe and feasible method for facility operators in
Humboldt dispose of dredge spoils following maintenance dredging activities, and will allow for continued safe
navigation for boaters within Humboldt Bay. The project will have no effect on population or housing and no
mitigation is proposed.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project result in 1)
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, or 2) the
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a) Fire protection?
b) Police protection?
c) Schools?
d) Parks?
e) Roads?
f) Other public facilities?

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X
X
X
X
X
X

XIV.a-d,f) Except in an emergency, the project will place no material demand on fire and police services. The
project will not place additional demands on schools, parks, or other services. Mitigation is not proposed.
XIV.e) The truck traffic associated with dredge spoils off-loading and disposal will place ordinary wear and tear on
the roads traversed. This potential impact is not considered significant and mitigation is not proposed.
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XV. RECREATION
Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No
Impact

X

X

XV.a,b) By its nature, the project will have no adverse effects on recreational facilities. Neighborhood parks or other
recreational facilities will not be impacted as a result of this project, and the project does not include the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities.
XVI. TRANSPORTATION - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities

X

X

X

X
X

X

XVI.a) The proposed project will not result in a substantial increase in vehicular traffic. A temporary increase in
number of truck trips per day could involve approximately 10 to 20 trips per day during brief periods when
maintenance dredging requires use of disposal site, but this would be temporary and brief increase in trips per day.
Upon project completion, vehicular traffic would return to pre-project levels.
XVI.b-e,g,h) By its nature, the project will have no adverse effects on other aspects of transportation.
XVI.f) There is no effect on existing parking or any demand for new parking.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would
the project:

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects, for any of the
following utilities?
i) Water treatment or distribution facilities?
ii) Wastewater collection, treatment, or disposal facilities?

No
Impact
X

X
X

iii) Storm water drainage facilities?
iv) Electric power or natural gas?
v) Communications systems?
c) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?
d) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in
addition to the provider's existing commitments?
e) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?
t) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

X
X
X
X

X

X
X

XVII.a-d) The proposed project will have no bearing on wastewater treatment or utility requirements. The proposed
project does not include new water entitlements, and it will not affect the quantity of water used. No mitigation is
warranted.
XVII.e,t) The proposed project involves disposal of dredge material at the site. The operation and capacity of the
site will be overseen and inspected by the Districts Project Engineer. Additionally, the re-permitting of the site for
its historic use will reduce dependence on use of out-of-town disposal facilities. Thus, the project will redirect
material that might otherwise go to a landfill due to lack of viable local alternatives for disposal and provide viable
local disposal location at a permitted dredge material disposal site.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially
Significant

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects, as
defmed in Section 15130.)
c) Does the project have environmental effects that will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Less Than
Significant
With
Miti!rntion

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

X

X

X

XVIII.a,c) There is the potential for temporary and/or minor effects in the impact categories of aesthetics, air
quality, biological resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology and water quality, land use planning, noise, transportation, and utilities and service systems. Identification
of these less than significant impacts are outlined within the checklist. The analysis in this Initial Study shows that
with accordance to specifics details in the project description, inclusion of precautionary measures recommended in
the category of air quality, and proposed Mitigation Measures in the areas of biological resources and geology and
soils, the proposed action will have no substantial adverse effects on the environment or on people.
XVIII.b) The project's impacts will not add appreciably to any existing or foreseeab le future significant cumulative
impact, such as species endangerment, wetland loss, or air quality degradation. Incremental impacts, if any, will be
negligible and undetectable. This project will not be growth inducing or growth inhibitive, but rather a means to
ensure safety of the existing system. This project is not contingent on or otherwise related to the development of any
other project.
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V.
LIST OF PREPARERS
This analysis was prepared by Winzler & Kelly employees, Misha Schwarz (Project Manager)
and Lia Webb (Environmental Scientist), and contact information is provided below:
Winzler & Kelly
633 Third Street
Eureka, CA 95501
(707) 443-8326
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From:

Mark Neely [MNeely@waterboards.ca.gov]

Sent:

Monday, September 21, 2009 3:21 PM

To:

Misha Schwarz <mishaschwarz@w-and-k.com

Subject:

Approval of Proposed Sampling and Analysis Guidelines 11 for
Harbor dredge

11

Humboldt Bay

Misha,
We have reviewed the document "Humboldt Bay Harbor, Reopening of Upland Dredge
Disposal Site, Samoa Peninsula, Humboldt County", dated June 1, 2009, and associated
information transmitted via email. Upon review of the documents, in part icular the
"Proposed Sampling and Analysis Guidelines", and after discussions with your staff, we
hereby concur with the proposed methodology, the constituents to be sampled and analyzed
(for both the dredge site and proposed disposal site), and the maximum limits, or
thresholds, to allow the spoils to be deposited.
Because t his is a proposal to discharge to land, a WDR will likely be needed for the disposal
site. The material you sent on June 1 was in the form of a 401 certification application, but
a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) will be necessary. We look forward to working with you
on permitting this project.
Sincerely,
Mark Neely

I/\//\ I/\/ I
Mark K. Neely, CEG #1582
Senior Engineering Geologist
Nonpoint Source Unit
NCRWQCB
Voice: 707.576.2689
Fax: 707.523.0135
Mobile: 707.483. 7459
MNeely@waterboards.ca.gov
I/\//\ I/\/ I

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Dhull.HHDOMAIN\Local Settings\Temporary Internet F... 3/19/2010

Proposed Sampling and Analysis Guidelines for the Placement of Dredge Spoils at the
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation & Conservation District Upland Dredge Disposal Site

This sampling and analysis guideline is intended for dredge spoils that are proposed to be placed
on the Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation & Conservation District (District) Upland Dredge
Disposal Site. The intent of this -guideline is to supplement the EPA/Army Corps of Engineer's
Inland Testing Manual and provide guidance to each project specific Sampling and Analysis
Plan (SAP). The guideline provides direction on the recommended sampling frequency, the
sample analysis to be performed, and the proposed analytical limits to allow placement of the
spoils at the dredge site. The following references were used in the development of this
guideline:

1. QA/QC Guidance for Sampling and Analysis of Sediments, Water and Tissues for Dredge
Material Evaluations-Chemical Evaluations, EPAIACOE, EPA 823-B-95-001, April
1995.
2. Evaluation ofDredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the US. -Testing
Manual, Inland Testing Manual, US EPA/ US Army Corps of Engineers, EPA 823-B-98004.
3. Guidelines for Implementing the Inland Testing Manual in the San Francisco Bay
Region, US EPA/ACOE/Regional Board/State Lands Commission, September 21, 2001.
4. Methods for Collection, Storage and Manipulation ofSediments for Chemical and
Toxicological Analyses: Technical Manual, US EPA, EPA-823-B-01-002, October 2001 .

Sample Guidelines
Chapter 8 of reference number 2, the Inland Testing Manual (ITM), should be consulted for a
detailed discussion of sediment sampling considerations. Recommendations that are specific to
implementation of the ITM for the District Upland Dredge Disposal Site are provided below.

Minimum Sediment Sampling
Table 1 outlines the minimum number of sediment samples/core samples that should be
collected, and composites that should be analyzed. Generally, a minimum of four core sample
sites are needed for one composite. However, because every dredging project is unique, this
minimum sampling guidance may not be accepted by the District as adequate in all
circumstances. Additional samples or analyses may be needed based on the results of past testing
or the presence of known or suspected pollution sources at specific sites. Site specific Sampling
and Analysis Plans (SAPs) should be coordinated with the District before any sampling or testing
begins. The test results from non-approved SAPs may not provide sufficient information to make
a determination and may require re-testing that would cause project delays. It is the project
proponent's responsibility to obtain approval of the proposed sediment sampling in advance of
sampling.
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Table 1 - Minimum Sediment Sampling Guidelines
DREDGE
MINIMUM#OF
# OF COMPOSITES
VOLUME* (in situ
SAMPLE
ANALYZED**
cubic yards)
STATIONS
0- 5,000
4
1
5,000 - 10,000
6
2
10,000 - 20,000
8
2
* Contact the District for guidance on projects larger than 20,000 cy.
** Numbers do not reflect reference and control sediment, or other QC samples.

Sample Location and Depth
Samples at each sample station should be taken from the full project depth plus the permitted
over-depth allowance (generally 2 feet below project depth). Samples at each sample station
should be representative of the full depth (e.g. a surface sample, and sample at mid-depth and a
sample at full depth). The full permitted over-depth allowance should be sampled, even if it
differs from the "pay depth" identified in a dredging contract. Any sample material collected
below the over-depth should be discarded.
Sample locations must be appropriate. Samples must be representative of the sediment proposed
to be dredged in terms of sediment type and possible pollutant sources throughout the dredging
area. Proposed sample locations should be identified in the SAP and approved in advance of
sample collection.

Sediment Sample Compositing
Compositing ( combining several sediment cores into a single sample) is allowed for testing
purposes. Careful consideration must be given to the compositing scheme for any project.
Sediment samples should only be composited together when:
o They are from contiguous portions of the project area,
o There is reason to believe that sediment throughout that portion of the project area is
similar and is exposed to the same influences and contaminant sources, and
o The total volume represented by the composited samples is generally in accord with the
minimum sampling guidelines in Table 1.
Proposed compositing schemes should be identified in the SAP. Compositing schemes should be
reported and the rationale used fully described.
The amount of material from each core included in the composite sample shall be proportional to
the length of the core (or cores, if more than one core was necessary to secure adequate volume).
Sediment composites should comprise a sufficient volume for conducting all of the physical,
chemical, and biological testing, including any QC analysis.
Table 8-2 in the ITM ("Summary of Recommended Procedures for Sample Collection,
Preservation, and Storage") lists appropriate collection methods, sample volumes, preservation
and storage techniques, and holding times for the various analyses of sediment samples. Any
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proposed modification or substitution of the listed methods must be described in detail in the
proposed SAP and approved in advance of sample collection.

If it is suspected that contaminant levels vary with depth in the sediment or where multiple
geologic strata are proposed to be dredged, the District may direct that core samples be
subdivided for compositing and analysis of separate layers. When individual core samples are
found to contain distinct layers that were not expected, the layers should be separated for
individual testing (or at least sub-samples of each layer should be archived for possible later
analysis).
Sediment Chemical Evaluations
Chemical analyses are conducted on each composite sediment sample. In some cases, evaluation
of individual core samples/sediment samples sites may also assist in decision making. When a
composite "fails" some aspect of the testing, and individual core data are available, the District
may determine that sub-areas are suitable for disposal at the upland disposal site without further
sampling and evaluation.
Routine chemical analyses should be performed for the list of constituent outlined in Table 2. On
a case-by-case-basis, the District may determine that additional constituents of concern must be
analyzed. The District may also approve the deletion of some of the characteristics listed in
Table 2 for individual projects. Proposals to use reporting limits different from those listed in
Table 2 should be approved by the District in advance. The District may otherwise not have
sufficient information to make a determination, which may then result in expensive re-sampling,
re-analysis, or project delays.
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Table 2 - Sediment Sample Analysis Guidelines
Chemical
METALS
Cadmium

Test Method

Reporting Limit

Maximum Limit to
Allow Depositing on
Upland Dred2:e Site

EPA Method
6010B

0.3 mg/kg

7.5 mg/kg l'J

5.0 mg/kg
5.0 mg/kg
5.0 mg/kg
1.0 mg/kg

37 mg/kg (IJ
38,000 mg/kg (I)
<1,000 mg/kg (Z)
10,000 mg/kg (I)

Chromium IV
Copper
Lead
Zinc
Poly Aromatic
Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
Acenaphthene
Anthracene
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Chrysene
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
Fluoranthene
Fluorene
Indeno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene
Naphthalene
Pyrene
PCBs
Aroclor 1016
Aroclor 1221
Aroclor 1232
Aroclor 1242
Aroclor 1248
Aroclor 1254
Aroclor 1260

Dioxins/Furans
Polychlorinated
Dibenzodioxins (PCDDs)
2,3,7,8-TCDD
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDD

EPA Method 8310

0.020 mg/kg

27 mg/kg \JJ
450 mg/kg <3 >
2.1 mg/kg <4 >
0.13 mg/kg (I)
0.047 mg/kg (JJ
0.046 mg/kg \JJ
1.4 mg/kg <5>
0.21 mg/kg l 4 >
210 mg/kg <3>
33 mg/kg <3>
0.16 mg/kg \JJ
20 mg/kg l'<J
150 mg/kg <3>

EPA Method 8082

0.020 mg/kg

0.30 mg/kg (I)
0.30 mg/kg ( I )
0.30 mg/kg ( I )
0.30 mg/kg ( I )
0.30 mg/kg ( I )
0.30 mg/kg ( I )
0.30 mg/kg <1>

EPA Method 8290

0.000005 mg/kg

.00001 9 mg/kg (I)
.000019 mg/kg ()J
0.00039 mg/kg l 4 J
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1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDD
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDD
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HxCDD
OCDD
Polychlorinated
Dibenzofurans (PCDFs)
2,3,7,8-TCDF
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF
2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDF
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDF
2,3,4,6,7,8-HxCDF
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HpCDF
OCDF
Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons (TPH)
Gasoline
Diesel (with Silica Gel
Cleanup)
Motor Oil (with Silica Gel
Cleanup)
Pentachlorophenol (PCP)

0.05 mg/kg

0.00039 mg/kg l4 J
0.00039 mg/kg <4 >
0.00039 mg/kg <4 >
.19 mg/kgPJ

0.1 mg/kg

0.015 mg/kg l 6J
0.03 mg/kg l 61
0.003 mg/kg \OJ
0.015 mg/kg T6J
0.015 mg/kg <6)
0.015 mg/kg <6 )
0.015 mg/kg <6J
0.15 mg/kg (bJ
0.15 mg/kg <6 )
15 mg/kg \OJ

EPA Method 5030
EPA Method 3550

<1 .0 mg/kg
<1.0 mg/kg

10 mg/kg
50 mg/kg

EPA Method 3550

<10 mg/kg

50 mg/kg

EPA Method
8151A

0.2 mg/kg

13 mg/kg1n

EPA Method 8290

0.001 mg/kg

I

Notes:

(tJBased on California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Human Exposure Based Screening Numbers
Developed to Aid Estimation ofCleanup Costs for Contaminated Soil, January 2005 Revision, Commercial/Industrial
Scenario (CHHSL).
(ZJCHHSL Industrial level is 3,500 mg/kg and recommends using the Title 22, California Code of Regulations, Total
Threshold Limit Concentration for lead of 1,000 mg/kg.
(3JCHHSL's are not established for these compounds, the US EPA Region IX Regional Screening Levels (RSL) for
Chemical Contaminants at Superfund Sites, April 2009, Protection of Groundwater Soil Screening Levels were used.
\"JCHHSL's are not established for these compounds, the US EPA Region lX Regional Screening Levels (RSL) for
Chemical Contaminants at Superfund Sites, April 2009, Industrial Soil Screening Levels were used.
()JCHHSL's are not established for these compounds, nor are EPA RSLs so a Toxicity Equivalence Factor of 1.0 for
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD and 0.0001 for OCDF was used to convert the established RSL for 2,3,7,8-TCDD to an corresponding
level for the respective compounds.
(S)CHHSL's are not established for these compounds, EPA RS Ls have a level of 0.0 15 for "Furans" for protection of the
groundwater. This was used as the basis for 2,3,7,8-TCDF level and Toxicity Equivalence Factors of 1.0 were used for
the Hx compounds; 0.5 for 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF; 5.0 for 2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF; 0.1 for the Hp compounds and 0.001 for OCDF
to convert the established RSL to an corresponding level for the other compounds.
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Appendix B
Air Quality Modeling Inputs and Calculations

Humboldt Bay Harbor
Recreation and Conservation District

Existing Sources

Program Sources

Marine (Dredging) Marine (Dredging)

Transport of
Dredge Sediments
to HOODs

-

-

-

Emissions

Emissions Comparison (Program v. Existing)

Assumptions

Potential Mitigation/BMPs (if needed)

Notes

Proposed Program emissions would be similar to
existing emissions as annual dredging CY
(permitted) would remain the same.

1) Dredging CY would not change under the Proposed Program (100,000 CY)
2) Combination of harbor barges, tugboats, other support vessels; off-road equipment

n/a

Qualitative discussion.

Tier 3/4 Equipment (pumps, excavator) to
reduce emissions

New source emissions quantification: Quantified 1 excavator
at 8 hours per day and 2 pumps at 5 hours per day;
conservatively assumed 6 employees. Would not occur
concurrently with other activites.

Proposed Program emissions would be less than
Transport of Dredge Sediments to existing conditions since Proposed Program would
processing facility or beneficial
no longer require marine vessels to travel out to
reuse site (via marine vessel)
HOODs; minor emissions associated with pumps
and excavator.

Processing Facility
(Construction/Operation)

New source of emissions; minor emissions
associated with off-road equipment.

Trucking of Processed Sediments New source of emissions; As dry material is loaded
(Fugitive Dust)
onto trucks, fugitive dust is generated.

1) Distance traveled by marine vessels to dredge handling sites would be less than
distanced traveled by marine vessels to HOODS, decreasing marine vessel emissions
(which tend to be emissions intensive).
2) Transport distance of the Proposed Program would not exceed 3.25 miles (distance to
HOODS); This distance would likely be less.
3) Use of diesel pumps or excavator to offload sediment would be a new source of
emissions but this would be a minor increase relative to the larger reductions associated
with the reduced marine vessel emissions.
1) Limited equipment needed to construct dewatering basins (1 excavator)
2) Limited yard equipment/employees needed to operate the facility (dozer, pump, minor
moving of sediment)
3) Maximum capacity of the dewatering basin is assumed to be 35,000 CY (limited by krail basin); most likely less.
4) Construction of two processing sites concurrently.

1) Conservatively 500 CY would be loaded onto trucks to be trucked off in a given day;
This scenario is unlikely as there are fleet limitations.
2) 10 CY trucks

New source of emissions; however, emissions
1) Conservatively 500 CY would be trucked off in a given day; This scenario is unlikely as
Trucking of Processed Sediments
associated with trucking would be less than marine there are fleet limitations.
(Other Emissions)
vessels traveling from dredge locations to HOODs
2) 10 CY trucks, resulting in up to 50 truck trips per day
3) Up to 30 miles/day/truck; A more likely scenario is closer sites within 1-2 miles

Overall

Appendix C

Proposed Program criteria pollutant and GHG
emissions would be similar or less than Existing
conditions. Air district thresholds for criteria
pollutants would not be exceeded.

See above

New source emissions quantification: Quantified 1 excavator
at 8 hours per day (construction). Quantified 1 dozer and 1
Tier 3/4 Equipment (pumps, excavator, dozer)
pump at 5 hours per day (operations). Assume 6 employees.
to reduce emissions
Assumed 2 processing sites could be operating concurrently.
Would not occur concurrently with other activities.
New source emissions quantification: 500 CY truck loading.
Best management practices to reduce fugitive Assumed 6 employees. Would occur concurrently with
dust (e.g., covering of trucks)
Trucking of Processed Sediments (Other Emissions), but not
other activities.

Require newer model year engines (e.g., MY
2015 or newer)

New source emissions quantification: Haul trucks - 50 per day
at 30 miles. Assumed 6 employees. Would occur concurrently
with Trucking of Processed Sediments (Fugitive Dust), but not
other activites.

See above
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Humboldt Bay Harbor
Recreation and Conservation District

Calculations

Conversions
ton_CY
lbs_ton
lbs_g
MT_lbs
GWP CH4
GWP N20
Workdays/Year

1.26
2000
0.00220462
0.000453592
28
298
67

Criteria Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx

GHG
CO2
CH4
N2O
CO2e

Text

Assumptions
Emission Factors

Processing Facility (lbs/day)

Trucking of Processing Sediment (lbs/day)

NCUAQMD Daily Threshold (lbs/day)

4.33
23.48
1.91
1.74
0.07
42.90

0.85
2.64
37.45
6.18
0.04
19.28

50
500
80
50
80
50

Processing Facility (MT/year)

Trucking of Processing Sediment (MT/year)

NCUAQMD GHG Threshold

224.27
0.02
0.00
226.36

115.34
0.00
0.02
120.68

-

Horsepower
158
600

Load Factor
0.38
0.74

Hours/Day
8
5

Source
Caleemod, Appendix A, pg.11
Standard
Standard
Standard
AR4
AR4
Per District Table (July 1 - October 15)

Transport of Dredged Sediments to
Processing Facility/Beneficial Reuse Site
(lbs/day)
2.27
13.61
0.78
0.70
0.06
20.90

Transport of Dredged Sediments to
Processing Facility/Beneficial Reuse Site
(MT/year)
186.96
0.01
0.00
187.17

Appendix C

Equipment
Transport of Dredge Sediments to processing facility or beneficial reuse site (via marine vessel)
Quantity
Type
Excavator
1
Pumps
2
Excavator (2020)
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)
0.231
3.08597
0.11
0.102
0.005
2.27838
472.2891
0.0153
0.0001

Source
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4

Excavator Emissions (lbs/day)
0.24
3.27
0.12
0.11
0.01
2.41
500.12
0.02
0.00
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Humboldt Bay Harbor
Recreation and Conservation District
Pump (2020)
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Calculations

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)
0.205
1.017
0.058
0.058
0.005
1.884
568.299
0.018
0.0001

Processing Facility (Construction/Operation)
Quantity
Type
Excavator
Rubber Tired Dozer
Pumps

2
2
2

Source
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4

Appendix C

Excavator Emissions (lbs/day)
2.01
9.95
0.57
0.57
0.05
18.44
5562.80
0.18
0.00

Horsepower
158
247
500

Load Factor
0.38
0.4
0.74

Excavator (2020) (Construction)
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)
0.231
3.08597
0.11
0.102
0.005
2.27838
472.2891
0.0153
0.0001

Source
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4

Excavator Emissions (lbs/day)
0.49
6.54
0.23
0.22
0.01
4.83
1000.24
0.03
0.00

Rubber Tired Dozer (2020) (Operation)
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)
0.619
2.37104
0.318
0.293
0.005
6.50332
474.7928
0.154
0.012

Source
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4

Excavator Emissions (Construction or Operation) (lbs/day)
2.16
8.26
1.11
1.02
0.02
22.66
1654.68
0.54
0.04

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
for Humboldt Bay Sediment Management

Hours/Day
8
5
5

November 2020
ICF 00638.17
3

Humboldt Bay Harbor
Recreation and Conservation District
Pump (2020) (Operation)
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Calculations

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)
0.205
1.017
0.058
0.058
0.005
1.884
568.299
0.018
0.0145

Source
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4
Caleemod, Appendix D, Table 3.4

Appendix C

Excavator Emissions (Operation) (lbs/day)
1.67
8.30
0.47
0.47
0.04
15.37
4635.67
0.15
0.12

Employees
Quantity
6

RT Miles/Employee
21.6

Running Emissioins (g/mile)
0.0305
1.3182
0.3215
0.0872
0.0031
0.1456
310.5762
0.0068
0.0106

Process Emissions (g/trip)
0.2114
0.3985
0.0003
0.0003
0.0001
0.0470
8.4472
0.0127
0.0046

Employees
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Total Miles/Day
129.6
Source
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT
EMFAC 2017, LDA-LDT

Total Trips/Day
12
Employee Emissions (lbs/day)
0.0143
0.3872
0.0919
0.0249
0.0009
0.0428
88.9609
0.0023
0.0031

Trucking of Processed Sediments (Fugitive Dust)
0.35
0.053
4.9212504
0.12
Emission Factor (PM10) (lbs/ton)
Emission Factor (PM2.5) (lb/ton)

Source
Caleemod, Appendix A, pg.11
Caleemod, Appendix A, pg.11
Caleemod, Appendix A, pg.11
Caleemod, Appendix A, pg.11

PM 10 Particle Size Multiplier (k)
PM 2.5 Particle Size Multiplier (k)
Mean wind speed (mph) (U)
Material moisture content (%)
0.056343441
0.008532007

Assumption
500
PM10 Fugitive Dust (lbs/day)
PM2.5 Fugitive Dust (lbs/day)

CY

Maximum daily CY loaded onto trucks
35.61
5.39
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Humboldt Bay Harbor
Recreation and Conservation District

Calculations

Trucking of Processed Sediments (Other Emissions)
Assumptions
500
CY
50
Truck Trips/Day
30
miles
1500
miles
Pollutant
ROG
CO
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
NOx
CO2
CH4
N2O

Running Emissioins (g/mile)
0.253004
0.679249
0.525986
0.230599
0.010586
5.810119
1120.512241
0.011751
0.176129

Appendix C

Maximum daily loaded onto trucks
Maximum haul trip distance
Daily VMT
Process Emissions (g/trip)
0.00109029
0.01733686
0.00030036
0.00028737
0.00006451
0.18610491
6.82809016
0.00005064
0.00107328

Source
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy
EMFAC 2017, T6 instate heavy

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
for Humboldt Bay Sediment Management

Haul Truck Emissions (lbs/day)
0.83679
2.24814
1.73943
0.76261
0.03501
19.23417
3706.20821
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Appendix C
Response to Comments on the Draft PEIR

Humboldt Bay Harbor
Recreation and Conservation District

Response to Comments

Response to Comments on the Draft Humboldt Bay
Sediment Management PEIR
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states, “The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental
issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and shall prepare a
written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the notice comment
period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.” The Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR) for the Humboldt Bay Sediment Management Program (SCH #2018012052) was
circulated to the public for comment from November 12th, 2020 to December 11th, 2020. In accordance
with CEQA, following are written responses to comments received.
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Response to Comments

Comment Letter 1: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Response to Comments

Response to California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Comment
Number
1-1
1-2

1-3
1-4

1-5

1-6

1-7

1-8

1-9

Response
No response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact
analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) were raised.
If a State Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit (ITP) is required for an individual future project,
then it would be obtained by the project proponent during the regulatory approval process for that
individual project. Project proponents will also consult with other agencies as necessary. Project
proponents may be the Humboldt Bay Harbor District, another public agency, or a private entity.
Mitigation Bio-14 was added which requires that project proponents conducting hydraulic dredging
obtain an ITP and mitigate as required.
Additional text has been added in Section 3.11 under dredge entrainment impacts. Text acknowledges
lamprey species, along with commercially and recreationally significant species not previously
mentioned, and subsequent text and sources describing potential impacts to these species is provided.
Text further describing juvenile longfin smelt salinity preferences was added. Text was modified to
reflect that many sites are deeper than 10’ and there is potential for longfin smelt to occur. The
recommendation for future entrainment studies is acknowledged, but studies are not required to reduce
environmental effects to less than significant.
As described in the DEIR, there are environmental trade-offs between different methods. The comment
recommends against suction dredging because of its potential biological impacts, without considering
other variables that were taken into consideration to identify the environmentally superior alternative.
Among other considerations, greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, water quality and noise should be
considered. The comment does not change the conclusion that Alternative 1 is the environmentally
superior alternative. The recommendation against suction dredging is not agreed with by the CEQA Lead
Agency (Humboldt Bay Harbor District).
Mitigation Bio-14 was added which requires that project proponents conducting hydraulic dredging
obtain an ITP and mitigate as required. Project proponents will also consult with other agencies as
necessary. Project proponents may be the Humboldt Bay Harbor District, another public agency, or a
private entity.
Details of entrainment monitoring would be developed during the process of obtaining ITPs for
individual projects that include hydraulic dredging. Incidental Take Permits would be obtained by the
project proponents for individual projects. Project proponents may be the Humboldt Bay Harbor District,
another public agency or a private entity.
Screening of water intakes for reslurrying dredged material is described in Section 3.11.4.3 (“Dredged
Material Transport and Processing”) of the Draft EIR. Fish cannot be effectively screened away from the
types of proposed dredging. The feasibility of screening intakes associated with booster pumps is
uncertain and therefore not included as a mitigation measure in the Draft EIR. However, if feasible this
should be considered on a project-by-project basis. The environmental effects of water intakes
associated with booster pumps will be considered on a project by project basis.
Three of these recommendations were added as best management practices to the project description
as follows:
The following best management practices should be followed as feasible to minimize impacts of
cutterhead suction dredging:
•

Limit all priming, clearing, and pumping of water into the cutterhead to within three feet of
the bottom.

•

Priming and clearing of the cutterhead should last no longer than five minutes.

•

Monitor cutterhead intakes so that they maintain contact with the Bay floor during suction
dredging.
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Response to Comments

Dredge volumes and disposal methods are permitted by relevant permitting agencies in advance of
dredging activities. Resource agencies are consulted but it is not always required that they are “in
agreement” regarding dredging volumes and locations.
1-10
1-11
1-12

1-13

This comment notes certain information that was not included in the DEIR. This is addressed in response
to comment 1-11 below.
The requested information regarding current and historic eelgrass distribution is not available and is not
necessary to reduce environmental effects to less than significant. Eelgrass impacts and required
compensatory mitigation will be addressed on a project by project basis.
The comment recommends that the Harbor District implement a bay-wide tracking program for eelgrass
impacts and mitigation associated with dredging. Such a program would have great value if used to track
all eelgrass impacts and mitigation in the bay, rather than limiting the program to dredging. The Harbor
District does not have the resources to implement this type of program. Additionally, a tracking program
is not needed to reduce project impacts to less than significant. Impacts and related compensatory
mitigation will be required on a project-by-project basis to result in no net loss of wetland functions.
Silt curtains are not effective for dredging in the high energy environment (tides, wind, currents) of the
bay. The curtains cannot be maintained in place and do not contain silts.
A 5-meter buffer between pipelines and eelgrass is not necessary to avoid eelgrass impacts. Due to the
abundance of eelgrass in Humboldt Bay, this would greatly reduce options that could allow for beneficial
use of dredged material.

1-14

1-15
1-16
1-17
1-18

1-19
1-20
1-21

Mitigation Measure HWR-1 and HWR-5 will result in turbidity monitoring at dredging sites and
dewatering basin discharge locations respectively. It is not recommended or feasible at all pipeline
connections. Pipeline connections are secured so as not to allow any discharge.
Additional text has been added to Section 3.11.4.3, Impact BIO-1, Dredged Material Transport and
Processing: Terrestrial Impacts to discuss placement of the dredge slurry pipeline and implementation of
mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-7 (Previously MM-BIO-6) (rather than MM-BIO-4 as
stated in the comment) has been clarified to specify that all surveys will be conducted in accordance with
the most current guidelines published by the appropriate regulatory agency. The District respectfully
declines to modify MM-BIO-8 (previously MM-BIO-7). As currently written, the measure requires 3:1
compensation for any beach pines greater than 6-inch diameter that may be damaged during project
activity.
Additional clarifying text has been added to MM-BIO-5 (previously MM-BIO-4) and MM-BIO-6 (previously
MM-BIO-5) to address details of nesting bird surveys and the use of passive nesting deterrents.
Wetland impacts will be assessed and mitigated on a project-by-project basis, resulting in no-net-loss of
wetland functions.
Wetland impacts will be assessed and mitigated on a project-by-project basis, resulting in no-net-loss of
wetland functions.
In general, placement of dredged material will not require mitigation. The material will be used for
beneficial uses including habitat restoration, resulting in improvements to habitat quality and extent.
Dewatering sites are existing or paved and placement would not require mitigation. On a project-byproject basis impacts would be assessed and compensatory mitigation required through regulatory
requirements.
This comment recommends development of an inter-agency forum to coordinate discussion and
planning of beneficial use projects. Such a forum is not necessary to reduce environmental effects to less
than significant. However, such a forum would be beneficial and Harbor District staff would participate.
The US Army Corps of Engineers typically dredges around 1 million cubic yards of material per year from
Humboldt Bay. It is expected that this will continue. This estimate was added to the cumulative impact
section of the EIR.
The Draft EIR assesses cumulative impacts to fish, wildlife and habitat. Requesting more detailed analysis
is not specific enough to respond to.
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1-22

1-23

Response to Comments

It is true that Program EIRs tend to analyze environmental impacts at a “higher level” and that
subsequent CEQA documents may be required for individual projects. CEQA Guidelines 15168(c) states
that “Later activities in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR to determine
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared” and describes circumstances that
would require whether another environmental document should be prepared. It is likely that certain
future activities will require additional CEQA documents. However, the Harbor District is not in a position
to determine this for future activities. This will be determined on a project-by-project basis by the CEQA
lead agency for individual projects.
No response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact
analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Response to Comments

Comment Letter 2: Janet P. Eidsness- Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO),
Blue Lake Rancheria
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Response to Comments

Response to Janet P. Eidsness- Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), Blue
Lake Rancheria
Comment
Number
2-1

Response
Mitigation measure CUL-2 has been added to the document, which stipulates that all individual projects
will be sent to the Wiyot Tribe, Blue Lake Rancheria Tribe and Bear River Band of the Rohnerville
Rancheria Tribe’s Tribal Heritage Preservation Officers for review and comment prior to implementation.
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Appendix D
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Adopted Mitigation Monitoring /
Reporting Program
(MMRP)
HUMBOLDT BAY HARBOR, RECREATION AND CONSERVATION DISTRICT

This Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for the project described
below in conformance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21081.6 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15097, which require adoption of a MMRP for projects in which the lead agency has
adopted mitigation to avoid environmental effects. The MMRP was adopted by the Humboldt Bay Harbor,
Recreation and Conservation District Board of Commissioners on May 13, 2021.
PROJECT TITLE: Humboldt Bay Sediment Management
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2018012052
LEAD AGENCY: Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation and Conservation District (HBHRCD), 601 Startare Drive,
Eureka, CA 95501
PROJECT LOCATION: Humboldt Bay, California.
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS:
Humboldt County: Agricultural Exclusive (AE), Industrial, Coastal Dependent (MC), Resource
Dependent/Commercial Recreation (MR/CR), and Natural Resources (NR)
City of Eureka: Coastal Dependent Industrial (CDI), Public/Quasi/Public (PQP), Natural Resource (NR),
Water Conservation (WC), Water Development
City of Arcata: Agriculture Exclusive (AE)
ZONING:
Humboldt County: Coastal Resource Dependent (C), Industrial/Coastal Dependent (MC), Agriculture
Exclusive (AE), Natural Resources (NR)
City of Eureka: Natural Resources (NR); Service Commercial (CS), Waterfront Commercial (CW), Coastal
Dependent Industrial (MC), Development Water (WD)
City of Arcata: Agriculture Exclusive (AE)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project involves dredging, dredged sediment transport, processing, and
placement at dredged material beneficial use sites.
A Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) was prepared to address the potential environmental
impacts of the project and evaluate appropriate mitigation measures and alternatives. Where
appropriate, the EIR includes recommended mitigation measures adopted in connection with the
approval of the project and the methods of monitoring and reporting on such actions. All environmental
impacts were found to be less than significant or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The
alternative described below was identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, the
mitigation measures in this MMRP apply to all alternatives.
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Alternative 1: Suction Dredging Only - Environmentally Superior Alternative Under this alternative the
method of sediment removal would be suction dredging only. Dredged sediments would be transported
to processing sites or directly to beneficial-use sites via pipeline during a dredging event. Any sediments
transferred to a processing site would be dewatered and stockpiled for future transport to a beneficial
use site.
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CONTACT PERSON: Larry Oetker, Executive Director; phone: (707) 443-0801; fax: (707) 443-0800; e-mail:
loetker@humboldbay.org
INTRODUCTION: The purpose of this MMRP is to ensure that the mitigation measures adopted in connection
with project approval are effectively implemented. The MMRP describes the procedures the project
applicant will use to implement the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the
project, and the methods of monitoring and reporting on such actions. A MMRP is necessary only for
impacts which would be significant if not mitigated.
ENFORCEMENT: In accordance with CEQA, the primary responsibility for making a determination with
respect to potential environmental effects rests with HBHRCD as the lead agency. As such, HBHRCD is
identified as the primary enforcement agency for this MMRP.
PROGRAM MODIFICATION: After adoption of this MMRP, minor changes to this MMRP are permitted but can
only be made by the project applicant or its successor subject to the approval of the HBHRCD. The Harbor
District Planner, after consultation with affected Departments or Agencies, may make minor modifications
to this MMRP. If, for any reason, any mitigation measure specified in this MMRP cannot be implemented
due to factors beyond the control of HBHRCD, at a noticed public hearing before the HBHRCD Board of
Commissioners substitution of another mitigation measure may be approved. In no case shall deviations
from this MMRP be permitted unless this MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of CEQA Section
21081.6, as determined by HBHRCD.
MMRP IMPLEMENTATION TABLE: To assure that this MMRP is effectively implemented the table on the
following pages establishes the framework that HBHRCD and others will use to implement the adopted
mitigation measures and the monitoring and/or reporting of such implementation
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Mitigation Measure

Responsibility for
Implementation

Timing of
Implementation

Responsibility for
Confirming
Completion

Project implementing
entity

During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

CUL-1: Detect and avoid archaeological sites during the program.

Project implementing
entity

During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

CUL-2: Notification to Tribal Heritage Preservation Officers.

Project implementing
entity

Prior to project
implementation.

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

Project implementing
entity

During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

Project implementing
entity

Before and during
Humboldt Bay Harbor
project implementation District.

Project implementing
entity

Before and during
Humboldt Bay Harbor
project implementation District.

Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity

During project
implementation
Before and during
project implementation
Before and during
project implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity

Before and during
project implementation
During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

Project implementing
entity

During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District.

AQ-1: Implement Odor-Control Mechanisms and Odor Complaint Monitoring
Program at Material Processing Sites and During Sediment Transport.

GEO-1: Protect material held in dewatering basins and stockpile areas at
Redwood Marine Terminal II and Fields Landing Boatyard from the effects of
seismically induced strong ground shaking and liquefaction.
GEO-2: Engineer transport pipelines to withstand the effects of seismically
induced strong ground shaking and liquefaction.
GEO-3: Gain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities
(Construction General Permit) to control accelerated erosion at waterfront sites.
HWR-1: Minimize turbidity during maintenance dredging.
HWR-2: Prepare and implement spill prevention and management plan.
HWR-3: Prepare and implement dredge slurry and hazardous materials spill
contingency plan.
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
HWR-5: Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during operation of
dredged material processing sites.
HWR-6: Implement measures at dredged material processing sites and beneficialuse sites to protect groundwater quality.
MMRP: Humboldt Bay Harbor District
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Mitigation Measure
HWR-7: Design and implement dredged material beneficial use projects to avoid
adverse alterations of onsite drainage.
BIO-1: Establish an environmental work window for all dredge operations.
BIO-2: Minimize operating the hydraulic dredge pumps when the intake is
suspended above the Humboldt Bay seafloor.
BIO-3: Avoid equipment staging and/or anchoring within eelgrass beds.
BIO-4: Schedule sediment handling and processing activities to avoid bird nesting
season to the extent possible.
BIO-5: Conduct pre-activity nesting bird surveys and nest monitoring.
BIO-6: Implement passive nesting bird deterrents.
BIO-7: Conduct preconstruction sensitive species, habitat, and sensitive natural
communities surveys.
BIO-8: Practice beach pine avoidance at Samoa Lagoons.
BIO-9: Utilize offshore anchoring of the dredge slurry pipeline.
BIO-10: Implement tide limitations for in-water work.
BIO-11: Mitigate eelgrass impacts.
BIO-12: Perform wetland mitigation.
BIO-13: Conduct wetland delineation.
BIO-14: Obtain State Incidental Take Permit and Fully Impact for Take of
Longfin Smelt.
MMRP: Humboldt Bay Harbor District

Responsibility for
Implementation

Timing of
Implementation

Responsibility for
Confirming
Completion

Project implementing
entity

Before and during
Humboldt Bay Harbor
project implementation District

Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity

Before and during
project implementation
During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District

Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity

During project
implementation
During project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District

Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity

Before and during
project implementation
Before and during
project implementation
Before and during
project implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District

Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity
Project implementing
entity

Before and during
project implementation
During project
implementation
During project
implementation
Before and during
project implementation
Before and during
project implementation
Before project
implementation
Before project
implementation

Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District
Page 5

Mitigation Measure
TRAN-1: Create Transportation Impact Plan.

MMRP: Humboldt Bay Harbor District

Responsibility for
Implementation
Project implementing
entity

Timing of
Implementation
Before project
implementation

Responsibility for
Confirming
Completion
Humboldt Bay Harbor
District

Page 6
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Introduction
A Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared to respond to the public comments received on
the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Humboldt Bay Sediment Management
Program (Project). The DEIR 30 day public comment period was from November 12 through December 11,
2020. The Findings of Fact (Findings) presented herein address the environmental effects associated with
the Project that are described and analyzed within the FEIR. These Findings have been made pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.),
specifically Public Resources Code Section 21081, as well as the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.)
Section 15091.
Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 require that the Humboldt Bay
Harbor, Recreation and Conservation District (Harbor District) as the Lead Agency for this project, prepare
written findings for any identified significant environmental effects along with a brief explanation of the
rationale for each finding. Specific findings under CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a) are:
(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the Final EIR.
(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or
can and should be adopted by such other agency.
(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR.

Project Summary
The Project involves dredging in Humboldt Bay at locally maintained sites (i.e., sites outside of the
federal navigation channels); sediment transport, sediment processing and sediment placement at
beneficial use sites.

Project Objectives
The objective of the Project is to beneficially use dredged material from locally maintained sites for the
following purposes:
• Reduce shoreline erosion and coastal storm damage.
• Provide sediment for environmental restoration and protection.
• Increase natural sediment supply to the coast.
• Restore and preserve beaches.
• Provide protection from tsunamis.
• Provide protection from sea-level rise and severe storms.
• Restore natural shoreline.
• Create recreational areas.
• Protect existing structures behind levees.
• Remove invasive species through burial.
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CEQA Findings
Having received, reviewed, and considered the information in the Project EIR, as well as the supporting
administrative record, the Harbor District hereby makes findings pursuant to, and in accordance with
Public Resources Code Sections 21081, 21081.5, and 21081.6. This section provides a summary of the
environmental effects of the Project that are discussed in the Project EIR, and provides written findings
for each of the potentially significant effects, and the rationale for each finding.
All CEQA project impacts and mitigation measures, including those discussed below, are analyzed in
greater detail in the Project EIR. Implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIR would
reduce these potentially significant effects to a less than significant level. No significant and unavoidable
adverse impacts are identified for the Project or any of the proposed Alternatives; therefore a statement
of overriding considerations is not required.

Environmental Effects Found to be Less Than Significant
Through project scoping and the environmental analysis contained within the Project EIR, it was
determined that the Project would not result in a significant effect on the environment with respect to
agriculture and forestry, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, energy, cultural resources, geology and
soils, hazardous material and public health, hydrology and water resources, land use and planning,
noise and vibration, biological resources, transportation, aesthetics, mineral resources,
paleontological resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, utilities and service
systems, and wildfire hazards. The reasons for this determination are detailed in the Project EIR.
Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (14 CCR
Section 15126.4(a)(3)). Findings have not been prepared for impacts that are less than significant
without mitigation.
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Findings for Environmental Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant After Mitigation
The Project EIR identified potential significant effects in the following areas: air quality, cultural
resources, geology, hydrology and water resources, biology and transportation. Based on the
analysis contained within the Project EIR, other considerations in the record, and the standards of
significance, the Board of Commissioners finds that implementation of mitigation measures
identified in the Project EIR would reduce these potentially significant effects to a less than
significant level. The Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), to be adopted
concurrently with these findings, includes all Project mitigation measures intended to avoid and
minimize significant impacts.

AIR QUALITY
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.2, there would be potential significant impacts to Air Quality
resources that would be less than significant as a result of mitigation measures incorporated into
the project. The impacts and mitigation measures are summarized below.
Impact AQ-4: Would the Proposed Program Result in Other Emissions (such as those Leading to Odors)
Adversely Affecting a Substantial Number of People?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce Impact AQ-4 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measures are summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
AQ-1: Implement Odor-Control Mechanisms and Odor Complaint Monitoring Program at
Material Processing Sites and During Sediment Transport.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.5, there would be potential significant impacts to Cultural
Resources that would be less than significant as a result of mitigation measures incorporated
into the project. The impacts and mitigation measures are summarized below.
Impact CUL-3: Would the Proposed Program Propose Placement of Treated Dredge Materials at
Beneficial Use Areas around Humboldt Bay with Potential to Adversely Affect Known or Unknown
Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; or a
Tribal Cultural Resource as Defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074; or Disturbance of Human
Remains, Including those Interred Outside of Formal Cemeteries?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
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avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would reduce Impact CUL-3 to a less
than significant level. The mitigation measures are summarized below, see the FEIR for the
complete mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
CUL-1: Detect and avoid archaeological sites during the program.
CUL-2: Notification to Tribal Heritage Preservation Officers.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND PUBLIC HEALTH
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.7, there would be potential significant impacts related to
Hazardous Materials and Public Health that would be less than significant as a result of
mitigation measures incorporated into the project. The impacts and mitigation measures are
summarized below.
Impact HAZ-1: Would the Proposed Program Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the
Environment through the Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HWR-2 would reduce Impact HAZ-1 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measure is summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-2: Prepare and Implement Spill Prevention and Management Plan.
Impact HAZ-2: Would the Proposed Program Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the
Environment through Reasonably Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of
Hazardous Materials into the Environment?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HWR-2 would reduce Impact HAZ-2 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measure is summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-2: Prepare and Implement Spill Prevention and Management Plan.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.8, there would be potential significant impacts related to
Hydrology and Water Resources that would be less than significant as a result of mitigation
measures incorporated into the project. The impacts and mitigation measures are summarized
below.
Impact HWR-1: Would the Proposed Project Violate any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge
Requirements or Otherwise Substantially Degrade Surface or Groundwater Quality?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HWR-1, HWR-2, HWR-3, HWR-4, HWR-5 and HWR-6
would reduce Impact HWR-1 to a less than significant level. The mitigation measures are
summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-1: Minimize turbidity during maintenance dredging.
HWR-2: Prepare and implement spill prevention and management plan.
HWR-3: Prepare and implement dredge slurry and hazardous materials spill contingency plan.
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
HWR-5: Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during operation of dredged material
processing sites.
HWR-6: Implement measures at dredged material processing sites and beneficial-use sites to protect
groundwater quality.
Impact HWR-3: Would the Potential Program Substantially Alter Existing Drainage Patterns Resulting in
Substantial Erosion, Siltation, or Flooding, Exceed the Capacity of Existing or Planned Stormwater
Drainage Systems, or Result in Substantial Polluted Runoff?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HWR-4 and HWR-7 would reduce Impact HWR-3 to a
less than significant level. The mitigation measures are summarized below, see the FEIR for the
complete mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
HWR-7: Design and implement dredged material beneficial use projects to avoid adverse alterations of
onsite drainage.
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Impact HWR-5: Would the Proposed Program Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of a Water
Quality Control Plan?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HWR-1, HWR-2, HWR-3, HWR-4, HWR-5 and HWR-6
would reduce Impact HWR-5 to a less than significant level. The mitigation measures are
summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-1: Minimize turbidity during maintenance dredging.
HWR-2: Prepare and implement spill prevention and management plan.
HWR-3: Prepare and implement dredge slurry and hazardous materials spill contingency plan.
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
HWR-5: Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during operation of dredged material
processing sites.
HWR-6: Implement measures at dredged material processing sites and beneficial-use sites to protect
groundwater quality.

BIOLOGY
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.11, there would be potential significant impacts related to
Biological Resources that would be less than significant as a result of mitigation measures
incorporated into the project. The impacts and mitigation measures are summarized below.
Impact BIO-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by CDFW, USFWS or NMFS.
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HWR-1, HWR-2, HWR-3, HWR-4, HWR-5, BIO-1, BIO-2,
BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO-7, BIO-8, BIO-9 and BIO-14 would reduce Impact BIO-1 to a less
than significant level. The mitigation measures are summarized below, see the FEIR for the
complete mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-1: Minimize turbidity during maintenance dredging.
HWR-2: Prepare and implement spill prevention and management plan.
HWR-3: Prepare and implement dredge slurry and hazardous materials spill contingency plan.
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
HWR-5: Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during operation of dredged material
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processing sites.
BIO-1: Establish an environmental work window for all dredge operations.
BIO-2: Minimize operating hydraulic dredge pumps when the intake is suspended above the
seafloor.
BIO-3: Avoid equipment staging and/or anchoring within eelgrass beds.
BIO-4: Schedule sediment handling and processing activities to avoid bird nesting season to the
extent possible.
BIO-5: Pre-activity nesting bird surveys and nest monitoring.
BIO-6: Passive nesting bird deterrents.
BIO-7: Pre-construction sensitive species, habitat, and sensitive natural communities surveys.
BIO-8: Beach pine avoidance at Samoa Lagoons.
BIO-9: Offshore anchoring of the dredge slurry pipeline.
BIO-14: Obtain State Incidental Take Permit and Fully Impact for Take of Longfin Smelt.
Impact BIO-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by CDFW or USFWS.
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HWR-1, HWR-2, HWR-3, HWR-4, HWR-5, BIO-3, BIO-7,
BIO-9, BIO-10, BIO-11, and BIO-12 would reduce Impact BIO-2 to a less than significant level.
The mitigation measures are summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete mitigation
measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-1: Minimize turbidity during maintenance dredging.
HWR-2: Prepare and implement spill prevention and management plan.
HWR-3: Prepare and implement dredge slurry and hazardous materials spill contingency plan.
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
HWR-5: Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during operation of dredged material
processing sites.
BIO-3: Avoid equipment staging and/or anchoring within eelgrass beds.
BIO-7: Pre-construction sensitive species, habitat, and sensitive natural communities surveys.
BIO-9: Offshore anchoring of the dredge slurry pipeline.
BIO-10: Tide limitations for in-water work.
BIO-11: Eelgrass mitigation.
BIO-12: Wetland mitigation.
Impact BIO-3: Would the Proposed Program Have a Substantial Adverse Effect on State or Federally
Protected Wetlands (Including, but not Limited to, Marsh, Vernal Pool, Coastal, etc.) through Direct
Removal, Filling, Hydrological Interruption, or Other Means?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Humboldt Bay
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-11, BIO-12 and BIO-13 would reduce Impact BIO-3
to a less than significant level. The mitigation measures are summarized below, see the FEIR for
the complete mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
BIO-11: Eelgrass mitigation.
BIO-12: Wetland mitigation.
BIO-13: Conduct wetland delineation.
Impact BIO-4: Would the Proposed Program Interfere Substantially with the Movement of any Native
Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory Wildlife
Corridors or Impede the Use of Native Wildlife Nursery Sites?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HWR-4 would reduce Impact BIO-4 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measure is summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
HWR-4: Implement erosion and sediment control measures.
Impact BIO-5: Would the Proposed Program Conflict with any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting
Biological Resources, such as a Tree Preservation Policy or Ordinance?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-8 would reduce Impact BIO-5 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measure is summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
BIO-8: Beach pine avoidance at Samoa Lagoons.

TRANSPORTATION
As discussed in FEIR Section 3.12, there would be potential significant impacts related to
Transportation Resources that would be less than significant as a result of mitigation measures
incorporated into the project. The impacts and mitigation measures are summarized below.
Impact TT-1: Would the Proposed Program Conflict with a Program, Plan, Ordinance or Policy
Addressing the Circulation System, Including Transit, Roadway, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities?
Humboldt Bay
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Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAN-1 would reduce Impact TT-1 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measure is summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
TRAN-1: Create Transportation Impact Plan.

Impact TT-4: Would the Proposed Program Result in Inadequate Emergency Access?
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAN-1 would reduce Impact TT-4 to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measure is summarized below, see the FEIR for the complete
mitigation measure language.
Mitigation Measures:
TRAN-1: Create Transportation Impact Plan.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) has been prepared for the project and is to
be adopted concurrently with these findings pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21081(a)(1). The MMRP is a separate stand-alone document that will be used by the Harbor
District to track compliance with the Project mitigation measures.

Project Alternatives
The Project EIR addresses a range of reasonable alternatives in accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. A total of three alternatives were identified and analyzed for relative impacts as
compared to the Proposed Program:
•
•
•

Alternative 1: Suction Dredging Only
Alternative 2: Clamshell Bucket Dredging Only
Alternative 3: Sediment Delivery Directly to Beneficial Use Sites Only

Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA guidelines require identification of the environmentally superior alternative, as well as
identify the facts that support this decision (§ 21081.5; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091, 15126.6(e)(2)).
As described below, Alternative 1 is considered the environmentally superior alternative.
The No-Project Alternative involves similar dredging methodologies as the Proposed Program;
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however, the dredged material would typically be transported offshore to HOODS. Therefore,
although the dredging related impacts would be similar as the Proposed Program’s, there would
be substantially more impacts related to transporting the material to HOODS. Specifically, there
would be greater use of marine vessels and related impacts to air quality, elevated greenhouse
gas emissions and greater energy use; as described in Sections 3.2, Air Quality, 3.3, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, and 3.4, Energy, of this PEIR. With the No-Project Alternative, there would also not
be the overall benefits of using the dredged material at the proposed beneficial use sites, as
detailed in Appendix A Humboldt Bay Potential Beneficial Uses of Dredged Sediment Report of this
PEIR. Therefore, the No-Project alternative is not considered the environmentally superior
alternative.
The primary impact differences between the Proposed Program and the alternatives is the
potential impacts to noise, air quality, greenhouse gases, energy, and biological resources. The
most significant difference between the alternatives are that the Proposed Program and
Alternative 3 would utilize either clamshell or suction dredging; Alternative 1 would only use
suction dredging; and Alternative 2 would only use clamshell bucket dredging. In regard to noise
impacts, as described in Section 3.10.3, Noise and Vibration, of this PEIR, Alternative 1 would have
sound levels that would potentially be slightly lower since all dredging would use suction
methods, which are quieter than clamshell dredging. For impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas
and energy, clamshell dredging under Alternative 2 would require additional marine vessel usage
compared to Alternative 1, as stated in Sections 3.2, Air Quality, 3.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
and 3.4, Energy, of this PEIR. These vessels would generate criteria pollutant and GHG emissions,
and as a result, construction emissions under Alternative 2 are expected to be higher than those
emitted under Alternative 1. The increased usage of marine vessels under Alternative 2 would
also require more energy consumption compared to Alternative 1. Therefore, Alternative 1 is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) for potential noise, air quality, greenhouse gases and
energy impacts.
For biological resource impacts, clamshell bucket and suction dredging can have different types of
effects on marine organisms. Most notably, suction dredging has more potential to entrain the
longfin smelt which is listed as threatened under CESA, whereas clamshell bucket dredging can
produce more turbidity and water quality related impacts to special status species within the bay
in general. For Alternative 1, as described in Section 3.11.3.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
the risk of longfin smelt entrainment is low with suction dredging. Additionally, suction dredging
would require “full mitigation” of impacts to longfin smelt, consistent with the CESA any take
would be fully mitigated. This compliance with CESA, would reduce the impacts to longfin smelt,
as a result of Alternative 1, to less than significant. Alternative 2 would have impacts on a greater
variety of species within the Bay due to the impact on water quality, as well as turbidity. With
clamshell dredging, temporary localized increases in turbidity would occur. If increases in turbidity
were to persist, it may result in impacts to sensitive salmonids due to decreased foraging
capabilities and increased predation. Entrainment of longfin smelt is not expected as a result of
clamshell dredging, however localized water quality impacts may reduce foraging and predator
avoidance capabilities of sensitive fish species within the Bay. Based on the discussion above, as
well as the impact analysis detailed in Section 3.11, Biological Resources, of this PEIR, Alternative
1 is considered the ESA to biological resources, because it minimizes impacts associated with
clamshell dredging, recognizing that there is potential for longfin smelt entrainment, however any
take would be fully mitigated per the CESA.
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After careful consideration of all the aforementioned concerns, and in further consideration of all
other environmental analyses contained in the PEIR, Alternative 1 (Suction Dredging) has been
selected as the ESA.
Table 5.4-1. Comparison of Alternatives for Selection of Environmentally Superior Alternative
Resource

Agriculture / Forestry

Air Quality

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

Energy

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

Cultural Resources

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

Geology and Soils

Hazardous Materials
and Public Health
Hydrology and Water
Resources

Humboldt Bay
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No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
Increased marine
vessel use compared
to Alternative 1,
resulting in increased
pollutant emissions.
See Section 3.2 of this
PEIR.
Increased marine
vessel use compared
to Alternative 1,
resulting in increased
GHG emissions. See
Section 3.3 of this
PEIR.
Increased marine
vessel use compared
to Alternative 1,
resulting in increased
energy consumption.
See Section 3.4 of this
PEIR.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

Alternative 3

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

CEQA Findings

Land Use and Planning

Noise and Vibration

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
Less than Alternative
2, suction dredging is
considered quieter
than clamshell
dredging. See section
3.10.3 of this PEIR.

Biological Resources

More potential longfin
smelt take than
Alternative 2, but less
water quality and
turbidity related
impacts to sensitive
species within the
Bay. See Section 3.11
of this PEIR.

Transportation

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
More than Alternative
1, as a result of
clamshell dredging
having more noise
impacts versus suction
dredging. See Section
3.10.3 of this PEIR.
Less potential for
longfin take than
Alternative 1, but
more water quality
related and turbidity
related impacts to a
greater variety of
sensitive species
within the Bay. See
Section 3.11 of this
PEIR.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.
No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

No substantial
difference in impacts
versus Proposed
Program.

Summary of Findings
Based on the analysis of environmental impacts and mitigation measures in the Project EIR,
summarized above, the Harbor District finds that: changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of this Project and mitigate all of the significant environmental effects to a less than
significant level, as identified in the EIR. No significant and unavoidable adverse impacts are
identified for the Project or any of the proposed Alternatives. The Harbor District is committed to
implementing the measures listed in the MMRP within its authority and responsibility.
Incorporation of these measures into the Project will ensure that mitigation of significant
environmental effects will occur.

Statement of Location and Custodian of Documents
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(2) requires that the Harbor District, as the Lead
Agency, specify the location and custodian of the documents of other materials that
constitute the record ofproceedings upon which its decision has been based. The following
location is where review of the record may be performed:
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Humboldt Bay Harbor Recreation and Conservation
District601 Startare Drive
Eureka, CA 95501
The Harbor District has relied on all of the documents contained within the record of
proceedings in reaching its decision on the project.
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