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Figure 75. Alternative 2A Wetlands/Waters Impacts East Side
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No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing bridges would not be replaced. There
would be no impact to wetlands or other waters.

24.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

While Standard Measures and BMPs that would be implemented as part of the project
would help to avoid and minimize effects to wetlands, Caltrans anticipates adverse
impacts to estuarine marsh from Alternative 2B. If Alternative 2B is selected to offset
and mitigate for impacts to estuarine marsh, Bio-3 (below) would be implemented.

Bio-3: Estuarine Marsh: To compensate for impacts to estuarine marshes,
Caltrans would focus on measures that provide overlapping benefits to these
resources and the biological communities that depend upon these resources.
Compensation may include a combination of on- and off-site restoration efforts,
and/or preservation of existing habitat through purchase. Compensation efforts
and appropriate ratios would be determined in coordination with the permitting
agencies. Ratios may range from 1:1 to 4:1, depending on the quality of the
resource impacted, whether an impact is temporary or permanent, and on the
timing of the compensation measures (in advance or delayed).

While the Standard Measures and BMPs that would be implemented as part of the
project would avoid and minimize effects on the following aquatic resources (estuarine
marsh, roadside ditch wetland, estuarine and estuarine marine deepwater, estuarine
channel, eelgrass beds, tidal mud flats, culverted waters, and coastal riparian), Caltrans
anticipates permit-driven compensation for impacts to these resources, as described
below in Bio-4.

Bio-4: Wetlands and Other Waters: Caltrans would conduct permit-driven
compensation for impacts to estuarine marsh, roadside ditch wetlands, estuarine
marine deepwater, estuarine channel, tidal mud flats, culverted waters, and
coastal riparian wetlands. Compensation would focus on measures that provide
overlapping benefits to these resources and the biological communities that
depend upon these resources, such as fish and invertebrates. Compensation
may include a combination of on- and off-site restoration efforts, and/or
preservation of existing habitat through purchase. Compensation efforts and
appropriate ratios would be determined in coordination with the permitting
agencies. Ratios may range from 1:1 to 4:1, depending on the quality of the
resource impacted, whether an impact is temporary or permanent, and on the
timing of the measures (in advance or delayed).
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24.3 Plant Species

2.4.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) have regulatory responsibility for the protection of special-status plant
species. “Special-status” species are selected for protection because they are rare
and/or subject to population and habitat declines. Special-status is a general term for
species that are provided varying levels of regulatory protection. The highest level of
protection is given to threatened and endangered species; these are species that are
formally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA). Please see the Threatened and Endangered Species—Section 2.4.5 in this
document for detailed information about these species.

This section of the document discusses all other special-status plant species, including
USFWS candidate species, CDFW species of special concern, and California Native
Plant Society (CNPS) rare and endangered plants.

The regulatory requirements for FESA can be found at 16 United States Code (USC)
Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402. The
regulatory requirements for CESA can be found at California Fish and Game Code,
Sections 2050, et seq. Department projects are also subject to the Native Plant
Protection Act, found at California Fish and Game Code, Sections 1900-1913, and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), found at California Public Resources
Code, Sections 21000-21177.

2.4.3.2 Affected Environment

USFWS, CNDDB, and CNPS databases of special-status plant species were queried to
determine the special-status plant species previously documented within the Coastal
BSA. Special-status plant species are those designated as federally endangered,
threatened, or candidate (FE, FT, FC) under FESA, designated state endangered,
threatened, or candidate (SE, ST, SC) under CESA, listed as rare under the California
Native Plant Protection Act, or having a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1, 2, 3, or
4. Plants that are not rare from a statewide perspective but are rare or uncommon in a
local context, such as within a county or region or are designated in local or regional
plans, policies, or ordinances, may also be evaluated under CEQA. To determine which
special-status plant species may be impacted by the project, seasonally appropriate
floristic botanical surveys were conducted within the Coastal BSA. CDFW considers
some botanical surveys to expire after five years, even if the project or project area has
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not substantially changed. For this reason, additional protocol-level surveys for plants
may be necessary depending on when project construction is scheduled to begin.

Two special-status plant species, Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover (Castilleja ambigua var.
humboldtiensis) and Point Reyes bird’s-beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre),
were found to be present within the Coastal BSA (Figure 78). Both species occurin a
patchy distribution within the high estuarine marsh areas surrounding Eureka Slough,
often found in close proximity to each other. All total, there is approximately 0.09 acre
of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover, 0.17 acre of Point Reyes bird’s-beak, and 0.07 acre of
where both species occur within the BSA.

Humboldt Bay Owl’s-Clover

Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover has a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1B.2. ltis a
subspecies of Johnny-nip (Castilleja ambigua), an annual herb traditionally placed in the
snapdragon family (Scrophulariaceae), but recently realigned with the parasitic
broomrape family (Orobanchaceae). Endemic (limited) to California, it is only known to
occur in coastal salt marshes around Humboldt Bay, Mendocino County, and Marin
County. The plants are hemiparasitic, sometimes obtaining moisture and nutrients from
the roots of their host plants. It grows mainly in higher areas of salt marshes but also in
coastal grasslands. The flowering period is from May to August. Threats to this species
include diking and draining of marshes for development, off-road vehicle use, foot
traffic, road/trail construction and maintenance, and invasion of non-native plants,
particularly of dense-flowered cordgrass (Spartina densiflora).

Point Reyes Bird’s-Beak

Point Reyes bird’s-beak has a CRPR of 1B.2. It is an annual hemiparasitic herb, and
member of the broomrape family (Orobanchaceae). It occurs along the coast from
Tillamook County, Oregon, south to Santa Clara County, California. Itis a branched
annual herb that bears spikes of bee-pollinated flowers. It grows in the higher reaches
of coastal salt marshes to intertidal and brackish areas influenced by freshwater input.
Point Reyes bird’s-beak habitat overlaps with that for Humboldt Bay owl's-clover and is
vulnerable to many of the same threats.
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Figure 78. Humboldt Bay Owl's-Clover and Point Reyes Bird's-Beak Locations

2.4.3.3 Environmental Consequences

Build Alternatives

Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-beak occur in numerous locations
within the Coastal BSA (Figure 78). Focused and comprehensive botanical surveys
were completed in 2020 and 2021. These surveys are considered by agencies to have
a “shelf-life” of 3 to 5 years. In compliance with Standard Measure BR-4A, botanical
surveys would be updated by a qualified biologist prior to construction.

Temporary and permanent impacts to Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes
bird’s-beak are anticipated for both Build Alternatives. Temporary impacts would occur
at areas where piles are placed to support the construction trestles and temporary
bridge (for Alternative 2A), as well as within the 15-foot construction buffer. These
impacts would be in place for up to three years and then the piles would be removed.
After the trestles are removed and construction is complete, the areas would be
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restored. For Alternative 2B, permanent impacts to Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point
Reyes bird’s-beak would occur from construction of the new bridge approach and
abutments.

Effects Unique to Alternative 2A

Alterative 2A would temporarily impact 165 square feet of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover
and 157 square feet of Point Reyes bird’s-beak. Standard measure BR-4B would
require a Revegetation Plan be prepared and all temporarily impacted areas would be
replanted. Alternative 2A would have no permanent impacts to Humboldt Bay owl’s-
clover or Point Reyes bird’s-beak. Standard measure BR-4C would protect any
occurrences of these species adjacent to construction by installing THVF around them.
As Alternative 2A would have no permanent impact to these species, with
implementation of Standard Measures and Best Management Practices (Section 1.6),
impacts would be minor.

Effects Unique to Alternative 2B

Alterative 2B would temporarily impact 174 square feet of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover
and 218 square feet of Point Reyes bird’s-beak. Standard measure BR-4B would
require a Revegetation Plan be prepared and all temporarily impacted areas would be
replanted.

Alternative 2B would permanently impact 218 square feet of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover
and 1,089 square feet of Point Reyes bird’s-beak. Standard measure BR-4C would
protect any occurrences of these species adjacent to construction by installing THVF
around them. Although rare across their ranges, both species are locally abundant and
widely distributed throughout the estuarine marshes of Humboldt Bay. With
implementation of Standard Measures and Best Management Practices (Section 1.6),
impacts would be minor.

Conclusions

Both Alternatives would temporarily impact occurrences of Humboldt Bay owl’'s-clover
and Point Reyes bird’s-beak. These areas would be restored on site (BR-4B). Only
Alternative 2B would have permanent impacts to Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point
Reyes bird’s-beak. The size of the permanently impacted areas are relatively small
compared to the occurrences within the salt marsh surrounding Humboldt Bay. With
implementation of Standard Measures and Best Management Practices (Section 1.6),
impacts to these species would be minor.

No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing bridges would not be replaced. There
would be no impact to plant species.
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2.4.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

While the Standard Measures and BMPs that would be implemented as part of the
project would avoid and minimize effects on Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point
Reyes bird’s-beak, Caltrans anticipates permit-driven compensation for impacts to these
resources. Bio-1 would be implemented as permit-driven mitigation minimization for
Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-beak.

Bio-1: To compensate for impacts on Sensitive Natural Communities (SNC),
such as Pickleweed mats and rare plant species Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and
Point Reyes bird’s-beak, Caltrans may implement a combination of on- and off-
site restoration efforts and/or preservation of existing habitat through purchase.
Seeds of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-beak may be
salvaged prior to construction and saved for future on-site or off-site
transplanting. Caltrans would also implement a Revegetation Plan as a standard
measure which would include on-site revegetation and restoration after
construction. Given the spatial overlap with estuarine marsh wetlands,
Pickleweed mats, Humboldt Bay owl's-clover, and Point Reyes bird’s-beak,
offsite measures will likely be combined with the compensation measures
detailed in Bio-3 (Section 2.4.2.4).

244 Animal Species

This section discusses the project's potential impacts on non-listed animal species and
Species of Special Concern (SSC) in the project's BSAs. Species that are listed as both
SSC and federally or state threatened or endangered are discussed in Section 2.4.5—
Threatened and Endangered Species.

2441 Regulatory Setting

Many federal and state laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA/NMFS), and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) are responsible for implementing these laws. This section discusses
potential impacts and permit requirements associated with animals not listed or
proposed for listing under the federal or state Endangered Species Act. Species listed
or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered are discussed in the Threatened
and Endangered Species Section 2.4.5 below. All other special-status animal species
are discussed here, including USFWS or NMFS candidate species and CDFW fully
protected species and Species Of Special Concern.
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Federal laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following:

e National Environmental Policy Act
e Migratory Bird Treaty Act
e Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

State laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following:

e California Environmental Quality Act
e Sections 1600 — 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code
e Sections 4150 and 4152 of the California Fish and Game Code

2.4.4.2 Affected Environment

Non-listed Species

Record searches? and habitat assessments were conducted to determine whether
special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur within the project area.

Based on the record searches, habitat assessments, and field surveys, 14 special-
status animals could potentially occur or would have suitable habitat within the BSAs.
These species are discussed below. See Appendix For the full list of special-status
wildlife species that are known to occur or have the potential to occur in the project
vicinity, and the rationale for habitat presence or absence. Species with no habitat
present within the project area are not discussed further.

Migratory Birds

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory birds, their occupied nests,
and their eggs from disturbance or destruction. There is suitable nesting habitat for
various bird species on the ground and in shrubs and trees within upland areas of the
Coastal BSA.

2 Record searches for special-status animal species were determined by reviewing natural resource
agency databases, literature, and other relevant sources; these included official lists from the CNDDB
(CDFW 2025).
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Marine Mammals

Marine mammals are protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), under
which it is illegal to “take” a marine mammal without prior authorization from NMFS.
The MMPA (16 United States Code [USC] 1362) defines “take” as any act of pursuit,
torment or annoyance that has the potential to injure a marine mammal (Level A
harassment) or could disturb or disrupt behavioral patterns (Level B harassment).
California sea lion (Zalophus californianus), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), and
harbor seal (Phoca vitulina) are protected by the MMPA, are known to occur in
Humboldt Bay, and have the potential to occur within the project area. These species
are not federally or state listed.

California sea lions breed mainly on offshore islands, ranging from southern California's
Channel Islands to Mexico, although a few pups have been born on islands in central
California. Foraging habitat consists of shallow coastal waters where they often forage
in upwelling areas on a diet consisting of squid, anchovies, mackerel, rockfish and
sardines. They prefer sandy beaches or rocky coves both for breeding and haul-out
sites, but may also haul-out on marina docks, jetties, and buoys. California sea lions do
not breed in northern California; however, non-breeding or migrating individuals occur in
Humboldt Bay year-round. There are no known haul-out sites in the Aquatic Species
BSA; however, they could occasionally occur in the Aquatic Species BSA to forage.

Harbor porpoises are commonly found in bays, estuaries, harbors, and fjords less than
650 feet deep. They do not make long migrations, but exhibit seasonal inshore-offshore
movements, likely in response to prey availability. They mainly forage on schooling fish
like herring and mackerel. Because they prefer coastal habitats, harbor porpoises are
particularly vulnerable to gillnets and fishing traps, pollution, and other types of human
disturbance, such as underwater noise, as underwater sound pollution interrupts the
normal behavior of harbor porpoises and interferes with their communication. Harbor
porpoises have been observed throughout the year at the entrance to, and within,
Humboldt Bay, usually as single individuals but sometimes in small groups (Goetz
1983). They could occur within the Aquatic Species BSA to forage.

Harbor seals range throughout the northern Atlantic and Pacific oceans, and occur in
coastal waters, river mouths, and estuaries. They often haul-out on rocky islets and
mudflats in estuaries and rocky and sandy beaches for resting, molting, giving birth, and
rearing of young. They feed on schooling fish, shellfish, and crustaceans in nearshore
habitats. Harbor seals are commonly seen around Humboldt Bay and known to haul-
out on tidal mudflats in the bay (Loughlin 1974; Sullivan 1979; Ougzin 2013). There are
haul-outs within the Aquatic Species BSA, reported on mudflats where Eureka Slough
joins Humboldt Bay, approximately 0.7 mile from the bridge (CDFW 2005). Numbers
within the bay peak between May and October during flood tides. They are known to
occur within the Aquatic Species BSA.
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Bats

The Coastal BSA is within the range of the Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii), which is a State SSC, and the long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis) which has
no state or federal designation.

A bat assessment of the northbound and southbound bridges was conducted on June 8,
2021. There were signs that the southbound bridge is occasionally used for night
roosting of small numbers of bats (species unknown), but there was no evidence that
either bridge is used for roosting in large numbers or as a maternity colony.

Obscure Bumble Bee

The obscure bumble bee (Bombus caliginosus), while not listed as a special-status
species, is on the CDFW list of California Terrestrial and Vernal Pool Invertebrates of
Conservation Priority. Obscure bumble bee inhabits open grassy coastal prairies and
Coast Range meadows. There have been five recent observations within a 5-mile
radius of the Coastal BSA in 2022 and 2023, with the closest about 2 miles away (The
Xerces Society 2024). Protocol-level botanical surveys were conducted and several
potential food plant species for the obscure bumble bee were reported within the
Coastal BSA such as blue blossom (Ceanothus thyrsiflorus var. thyrsiflorus), sweet pea
(Lathyrus latifolius), Lupine spp (Lupinus spp.)., coastal bramble (Rubus spp.), clover
(Trifolium spp.), and evergreen huckleberry (Vaccinium ovatum).

The Coastal BSA may provide some suitable foraging habitat for obscure bumble bees
given the presence of food plant species. However, the Coastal BSA is unlikely to
contain nesting habitat given that most upland habitat and grassy areas within the BSA
consist of compacted fill slope adjacent to the highway, landscaped or disturbed/ruderal,
and generally lacking rodent holes, brush piles, or dense thatch. The Coastal BSA also
does not likely contain overwintering habitat given a lack of accumulated litter and loose
soils.

Black Brant

Black brant (Branta bericla nigricans) is a State Species of Special Concern (SSC).
They breed in the Arctic, Alaska, and Russia, and winter along the eastern Pacific coast
from Alaska to Mexico. During the non-breeding season, they congregate in bays and
estuaries, and eelgrass is their principal food source. Humboldt Bay eelgrass beds
support the majority of brant in California during spring staging prior to northward
migration (Moore et al., 2004), occurring from late October to late May and peaking in
March and April (Davis and Deuel, 2008). They mostly occur in extensive tidal flats of
Arcata Bay and South Bay (99% of observations), with only 1% of observations in the
narrow channel between the two sections of the bay (Barnhart et al., 1992; Moore and
Black, 2006). They have not been reported in the eelgrass beds of Eureka Slough.
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Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow

Bryant’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis alaudinus) is a State SSC that
could occur within the project area year-round. Bryant’s savannah sparrows range from
Humboldt County to Morro Bay. They occupy tidal marshes and coastal grasslands in
the coastal fog belt. While generally found within a narrow strip along the coast they
have been documented 40 kilometers (kms) inland, including in Willow Creek and the
Bald Hills. This species occupies low tidally influenced habitats, adjacent ruderal areas,
moist grasslands within and just above the fog belt, and, infrequently, drier grasslands.
Bay-shore habitats are composed primarily of broad expanses of higher parts of
Pickleweed marsh, 1.5 to 3 meters (m) above mean sea level, above cord grass stands,
and where the Pickleweed community merges into grassland (Shuford and Gardalki,
2008). Adjacent to salt marshes, this sparrow also occupies weedy spoil areas, canal
banks, and bottomland pastures.

Currently within Humboldt Bay, Bryant’s savannah sparrow appears to rarely nest within
salt marsh. This may be due to the widespread conversion of salt marsh vegetation
from Pickleweed (Salcornia virginica) to cord grass (Spartina spp.) (Shuford and
Gardalki, 2008). Around Humboldt Bay, nesting generally takes place in dairy pastures
(especially in the taller grasses and rushes along roads and fences) and water
conveyance canals. There is foraging and nesting habitat for this species within the
Coastal BSA. Pickleweed mats within the Coastal BSA contain sparse to moderate
amounts of dense-flowered cordgrass (Spartina densiflorus).

Black-Capped Chickadee

The black-capped chickadee (Poecile atricapillus) is a CDFW Watch List species that
could occur within the project area year-round. They are widespread throughout
California and the U.S. in forests, willow thickets, groves, and parks. They nest in tree
cavities and stumps. They forage mostly by hopping among twigs and branches and
gleaning food from surface; their diet consists mainly of insects, seeds, and berries.
While there is potential foraging habitat present within the Coastal BSA, there is no
suitable nesting habitat.

Cooper’s Hawk

Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) is a CDFW Watch List species that could occur
within the project area. Cooper’s hawk is found throughout the United States in forests
and open woodlands. Generally, Cooper’s hawk nests in tall trees with openings or
edge habitat nearby. Diet consists of mostly birds and small mammals.

Cooper’s hawk may nest and forage around Humboldt Bay. Within the Coastal BSA
there are no large trees to provide nesting habitat. There is potential for Cooper’s hawk
to forage within the Coastal BSA.
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Double-Crested Cormorant

The double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus) is a CDFW Watch List species.
They nest from southern British Columbia, Canada, to Mexico, on islands, sea stacks,
cliffs, trees, and manmade structures. They dive to capture fish in nearshore shallow
waters, but also eat insects, crustaceans, and amphibians. They spend a substantial
amount of time resting perched on rocks, branches, or other exposed spots with wings
spread out for drying.

In Humboldt Bay, double-crested cormorants have been reported to nest on Sand
Island, Teal Island, and the old Arcata wharf (Capitolo et al., 2019). They occur in
Humboldt Bay year-round. While they could occur as individuals or in small numbers on
occasion foraging in the estuarine channel or resting on the mudflats within the Coastal
BSA, there is no nesting habitat within the Coastal BSA.

Long-billed Curlew

The long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus) is a CDFW Watch List species. They
occur in intertidal habitats, coastal pastures, agricultural fields, and freshwater wetlands
along the Pacific west coast from Washington to Mexico during the nonbreeding season
and migrate to the grasslands of the Great Plains and Great Basin during summer to
breed. Humboldt Bay is the northernmost wintering area for large numbers of curlews,
and they occur in the bay in fall, winter, and spring (Mathis et al., 2006). They tend to
forage alone and not in flocks. They feed on bivalves, shrimp, polychaetae worms,
crabs, and small fishes in intertidal mud.

Long-billed curlew have been reported in fall through spring in intertidal areas
throughout Humboldt Bay. The Coastal BSA is not reported as a common roost
location suggesting it does not contain high quality or important foraging habitat for the
species (Mathis et al., 2006). Thus, individual curlew could occasionally forage on the
mudflats within the Coastal BSA; however, there is no suitable nesting habitat within the
Coastal BSA for this species.

Merlin

Merlin (Falco columbarius) is a small compact falcon on the CDFW Watch List. Merlin’s
generally reuse old crow or hawk nests in trees in semi-open habitats. Merlin’s
generally prey on small birds, catching them in midair. Merlins spend the winter months
around Humboldt Bay. They could potentially forage over the Coastal BSA; however,
there is no suitable nesting habitat within the Coastal BSA for this species.
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Northern Harrier

The northern harrier (Circus hudsonius) is a State SSC that could occur within the
project area year-round. They are widespread throughout California and occur in open
habitats such as marshes, meadows, grasslands and agricultural fields. They nest on
the ground in tall vegetation.

The Coastal BSA contains potentially suitable foraging habitat for northern harrier but
does not contain suitable nesting habitat for this species. Although northern harrier is
commonly observed foraging over marshes and fields around Humboldt Bay in habitats
similar to those found within the Coastal BSA, this species has not been observed in the
Coastal BSA during numerous field visits by Caltrans biologists since the year 2020.

Olive-Sided Flycatcher

Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) is a CDFW SSC species that could occur
within the Coastal BSA. This migratory species breeds in coniferous forest of North
America and the higher mountains, and winters in South America. Nests are built in
tree branches, usually in conifers. Olive-sided flycatcher feeds almost exclusively on
flying insects and almost always takes insects mid-air.

Within the Coastal BSA, the few trees present are planted in strips along the highway of
the trailer court. These trees are unlikely to provide nesting habitat for the olive-sided
flycatcher. This species may forage over the Coastal BSA.

Osprey

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) is a CDFW Watch List species that could occur within the
project area year-round. They are widespread throughout California and the U.S. near
open water such as rivers, lakes, lagoons, swamps, and marshes that contain fish at
shallow depths. They nest in treetops, platforms, and elevated sites that are safe from
predators.

The Coastal BSA contains potentially suitable foraging habitat for osprey but does not
contain suitable nesting habitat for this species. This species has not been observed in
the Coastal BSA during numerous field visits by Caltrans biologists since the year 2020.

Short-Eared Owl

Short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) is a CDFW SSC. This species has wide global
distribution and in North America generally breeds in Canada and Alaska with some
year-round residents in the northern United States. Short-eared owls live in large open
areas including grasslands, marshes, seasonal wetlands, and agricultural areas. Their
diet consists of mostly small mammals. Nests are placed on the ground amid
vegetation, usually on dry sites (knolls, ridges, or hummocks).
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Around Humboldt Bay, short-eared owls have been recognized to occur annually in
suitable habitat, typically in very small numbers, in fall, winter, and early spring (Hunter
et al. 2005). There is only one account of breeding in Humboldt County in 1990 and
these episodic nesting events seem to be very rare (Hunter et al., 2005). Habitat within
the Coastal BSA would be of low quality based on its vegetative characteristic,
inundation, and proximity to the road and urban spaces. The Coastal BSA contains
potentially suitable foraging habitat for short-eared owl, but does not contain suitable
nesting habitat for this species.

White-tailed Kite

The State Fully Protected white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) could occur within the
project area year-round. They are common throughout California and occur in a variety
of open habitats including grasslands, wetlands, and agricultural fields, with trees for
nesting and roosting. They are often seen hovering over fields and then dropping feet-
first to capture prey.

The Coastal BSA contains potentially suitable foraging habitat for white-tailed kite but
does not contain suitable nesting habitat for this species. This species has not been
observed during numerous field visits to the Coastal BSA by Caltrans biologists since
the year 2020; although white-tailed kite is commonly observed foraging over marshes
and fields around Humboldt Bay, in habitats similar to those found within the Coastal
BSA.

Coastal Cutthroat Trout

Coastal cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii clarkii) is a State SSC. They occur within
coastal rivers from southeastern Alaska to the Eel River in northern California. Cutthroat
trout generally first spawn at age 2 to 4 years, and they are iteroparous, meaning they
do not die after spawning and can return to spawn in successive years. They typically
migrate up spawning streams following the first substantial rainfall beginning in fall,
spawn from December through June, with peak spawning in December in larger
streams and January to February in smaller streams. Eggs begin to hatch within 6 to 7
weeks of spawning; fry emerge between March and June, with peak emergence in mid-
April. Juveniles remain in the upper watershed for the first year, then may disperse
more widely throughout the watershed. Individuals can move in and out of estuaries,
fresh water, and river plumes in the ocean. Preferred habitats include small low-
gradient coastal streams, estuaries, lagoons, headwater streams, and require cool,
clean water with ample cover and deep pools in summer.
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Freshwater Creek contains spawning and rearing habitat for cutthroat trout. The sea-
run form may pass through Eureka Slough and Humboldt Bay during spawning
migrations in winter/fall and smolt ocean migrations in spring. However, they are likely
uncommon in the Aquatic Species BSA, having rarely been collected in Humboldt Bay
and Eureka Slough during fish surveys conducted using various types of active and
passive sampling gear.

Pacific Lamprey

Pacific lamprey (Entosphenus tridentatus) is a state SSC. They occur along the Pacific
coast from Japan, through Alaska, and south to Baja, California. They are anadromous,
living in marine waters for 1 to 3 years, then migrating to fresh water in spring to spawn,
after which they die. They use estuaries for foraging, rearing, and holding prior to
migration. They have similar habitat requirements and co-occur with salmonids.

The species has been reported from multiple spawning surveys and outmigrant traps in
Freshwater Creek, which flows into Eureka Slough, and are thought to be widely
distributed throughout the Freshwater Creek watershed. Pacific lamprey adults and
juveniles may use the Eureka Slough for holding before migrating upstream to spawn
and foraging.

24.4.3 Environmental Consequences

Build Alternatives

The estimated number of in-water pile-driving days and the number of in-water piles for
both Alternatives 2A and 2B are similar enough to be functionally equivalent.
Alternative 2A is estimated to require 132 pile-driving days for an anticipated 398 in-
water piles, while Alternative 2B is estimated to require 128 pile-driving days for an
anticipated 384 in-water piles (Appendix H). As such, the impacts from noise and
vibration associated with pile driving is similar for both alternatives. Therefore, noise
and vibration impacts from Alternatives 2A and 2B are not evaluated separately within
this section or Section 2.4.5. Additionally, within this section and Section 2.4.5 Effects
Unique to Alternatives 2A and 2B impact differences are only described if there are
unique features and effects to a specific resource from the different alternatives.
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Migratory Birds
Common Features of Alternatives 2A and 2B Affecting Migratory Birds

Vegetation Removal

The project would require the clearing of ruderal vegetation if ground-nesting birds are
present which could result in loss of nests and eggs of migratory birds. However,
Standard Measure BR-2A, which limits vegetation removal to the non-nesting season
(September 15 to February 1), would ensure no active nests would be impacted
(Section 1.6). Therefore, no direct impacts to migratory birds are anticipated from
vegetation removal.

Construction Impacts

Some species of migratory birds nest on bridges. A habitat assessment of the existing
bridges found that the only birds nesting on the bridges are non-native pigeons
(Columba livida) and as a non-native species are not protected under the MBTA. As
per Standard Measure BR-2F, prior to the start of construction the bridge would be
resurveyed for nesting migratory birds; if nesting migratory birds are found then a Bird
Exclusion Plan would be prepared. As a result, construction noise and the removal of
the existing bridges are not anticipated to impact migratory birds.

Conclusion

Under both Alternatives, with the Standard Measure detailed above incorporated, no
impacts to migratory birds are anticipated.

Marine Mammals
Common Features of Alternatives 2A and 2B Affecting Marine Mammals

Construction Impacts

Under all Build Alternatives, California sea lions, harbor porpoises and harbor seals
could occur within the Aquatic Species BSA and would be exposed to noise, vibration,
and visual disturbance associated with bridge construction and demolition.

Airborne Noise and Visual Disturbance

Vibratory and impact pile driving and drilling could occur during construction of the
temporary trestles, temporary and permanent bridges, and during demolishment of the
old bridges, resulting in airborne noise that could affect marine mammals. Visual
disturbances may also occur from artificial light at night. Equipment operation in Eureka
Slough would be limited to the June 15 to October 15 in-water work window (Standard
Measure BR-2E in Section 1.6), but other activities adjacent to or above the slough
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would occur year-round. Airborne noise and artificial nighttime lighting could harass
marine mammals, disrupt or delay normal activities, or deter individuals from passing
through the project area.

There are established airborne noise thresholds for behavioral disruption (Level B
harassment); for harbor seals it is 90 dB root mean square (RMS) and 100 dBrms non-
harbor seal pinnipeds. There is currently no behavioral response thresholds
established for airborne noise impacts for other (non-pinniped) marine mammals. There
are no injury thresholds (Level A harassment) for airborne noise established for any
type of marine mammal.

Noise and vibrations from vibratory pile driving, impact pile driving, drilling, and
demolition could exceed airborne acoustic thresholds for behavioral disruption of harbor
seals and California sea lion at various distances shown in Table 44 (Caltrans 2024)). If
marine mammals are present within these distances while these construction activities
are taking place, they may be subjected to harassment. These noises would be
intermittent and temporary and would not be expected to cause long-term or permanent
behavioral changes. The area where acoustic thresholds would be exceeded would be
confined to Eureka Slough and not extend out into Arcata Bay, and Eureka Slough does
not contain any known haul-outs or important areas for harbor seals or California sea
lions. Given Eureka Slough has no haul-outs, the airborne noise from construction
would be intermittent and temporary, and that marine mammals could move to
unaffected suitable habitat within the bay, impacts to marine mammals from airborne
noise would be minimal.

Table 44. Estimated Distances to Marine Mammal Behavioral Thresholds for Airborne Noise from

Equipment
Maximum Distance to Threshold Average Distance to Threshold
Scenario Harbor Seal California Sea Lion Harbor Seal California Sea Lion
90 dB 100 dB 90 dB 100 dB

Vibratory Pile | 449 (134 m) 138 ft (42 m) 246 ft (75 m) 79 ft (24 m)
Driving
Impact Pile 781 ft (238 m) 246 ft (75 m) 551 ft (168 m) 174 ft (53 m)
Driving
Drilling’ 246 ft (75 m) 79 ft (24 m) 197 ft (60 m) 62 ft (19 m)
Demolition 275 ft (84 m) 89 ft (27 m) 98 ft (30 m) <49 ft (<15 m)
Hammer

dB = decibel; ft = feet; m = meters
"Drilling would only use one piece of equipment
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Visual impacts from artificial lighting would be minimal as Standard Measure BR-2D
(Section 1.6) requires artificial lighting to be temporary and directed specifically on the
portion of the work area actively under construction.

Hydroacoustic Noise

Vibratory and impact pile driving during construction of the temporary trestles,
temporary and permanent bridges, and during demolishment of the old bridges would
result in hydroacoustic noise that could affect marine mammals.

There are established hydroacoustic noise thresholds for harbor porpoise, harbor seals
and California sea lions based on their known hearing frequencies and range (Table
45). Hydroacoustic noise that exceeds these thresholds can cause a Permanent
Threshold Shift (PTS), which is permanent partial or full hearing loss and considered
Level A harassment, and behavioral disruption or Temporary Threshold Shift (TTS)
which is considered Level B harassment. There are two types of thresholds for
determining onset of PTS for marine mammals exposed to impulsive noise sources:
peak sound pressure level limits and cumulative sound exposure level (cCSEL). The
cSEL threshold is based on the total daily exposure of the animal to noise from sources
that are discontinuous (in this case, noise that occurs up to 12 hours a day, with 12
hours between exposures). This presumes that the animal can recover from any effects
during this 12-hour period.

For non-impulsive noise sources, such as vibratory drilling, cumulative SEL is the only
metric used to evaluate PTS onset. The accepted threshold for TTS from effects of pile
driving is 160 dBrwms for impulsive noise and 120 dBrms for non-impulsive noise
sources. The distance that the single strike SEL drops below these values is referred to
as the distance to the effective quiet.
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Table 45.

Hydroacoustic Noise Thresholds for Level A and B Harassment of Marine Mammals

Level B Harassment -

60 Hz to 39 kHz

Hearing Group | Species in Level A Harassment - Injury Behavioral Disruption
and Generalized Coastal
Hearing Range BSA . Non- . Non-
Impulsive . Impulsive .
Impulsive Impulsive
High-frequency Peak: 202 dB
cetaceans: H:rrb;rse ;ZL coqp | 179BCSEL | 160dBavs | 120 dBrws
275 Hz to 160 kHz | PP CcSEL:
Phocid pinnipeds e i
Peak: 218 dB
(underwater): E:fb”lf ceal | oStL. 185 qp | 201dBCSEL | 160 dBrus 120 dBrus
50 Hz to 86 kHz CoEL-
Otariid pinnipeds I )
i California Peak: 232 dB
(underwater): sea lion cSEL: 203 dB 219 dB cSEL 160 dBrums 120 dBRrus

dB = decibel; RMS = Root Mean Square; cSEL = Cumulative sound exposure level

Caltrans’ hydroacoustic report for the project uses the model developed by NMFS to
calculate sound levels from non-impulsive and impulsive noise sources and the distance
from the source that sound attenuates to the peak or cumulative criteria. These
distances are used to define the area in which the thresholds may be exceeded and
potentially result in Level A or Level B harassment of marine mammals that may be
present. Table 46 below summarizes the distances for non-impulsive noise sources.
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Table 46. Estimated Distance to Level A and Level B Thresholds for Non-Impulsive Noise
Sources for Marine Mammals

Distance Level B
. . Harassment -
Distance Level A Harassment - Injury Behavioral
Disruption
Scenario
Harbor Porpoise Harbor Seal California Sea Lion All Species
173 dB cSEL 201 dB cSEL 219 dB cSEL 120 dBrwms
Sheet Pile 1,732 ft (187 m) 253 ft (77 m) <33 ft (<10 m) 70,682 ft (21,544 m)
Trestle Piles 285 ft (87 m) 118 ft (36 m) <33 ft (<10 m) 32,808 ft (10,000 m)
24-inch CISS | 65 ¢ (19 m) <33 ft(<10m) | <33 ft (<10 m) 7,067 ft (2,154 m)
on Land
S\(/);t’;fh CISSin | 4 5301t (469 m) | 6337 (193m) | 46 ft (14 m) 177,549 ft (54,117 m)

dB = decibel; RMS = Root Mean Square; cSEL = Cumulative sound exposure level; ft = feet; m = meters

Note: Distances would be limited to 1.2 miles (2,000 m) east and 4.8 miles (7,800 m) west into Arcata Bay
due to obstructions.

Table 47 below summarizes the distances from the source that sound attenuates to the
peak or cumulative criteria for impulsive noise sources, with and without attenuation
measures. Attenuation measures described in BR-2B (Section 1.6) may be used;
however, the effectiveness of these measures in the shallow waters of Eureka Slough is
uncertain. Therefore, analysis of impacts to marine mammals within this document is
on the unattenuated distances. If during the preparation of Hydroacoustic Monitoring
Plan (BR-2B) attenuation measures are found to be effective, they will be incorporated
into that Plan. The areas in which the Level A harassment thresholds may be exceeded
for unattenuated impulsive noise sources for harbor porpoise and harbor seals extend
beyond the narrow, shallow channel of Eureka Slough and into the adjacent Arcata Bay
where these species, especially harbor seals, are more likely to be present. For
California sea lion, they do not extend beyond the Eureka Slough channel where there
are no known haul out sites, and therefore this species is less likely to be exposed to

injury.
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Table 47. Estimated Distance to Thresholds for Impulsive Noise Source for Marine Mammals,
with and without Attenuation

Level B
. Harassment
Level A Harassment - Injury -Behavioral
Scenario Disruption
Harbor Porpoise Harbor Seal California Sea Lion | All Species
202 dB 155 dB 218 dB 185 dB 232 dB 203 dB 160 dB
Peak cSEL Peak cSEL Peak cSEL RMS
Trestle Piles in Water- Estimated 600 strikes per day
Unattenuated 111 ft 1,106 ft <33 ft 495 ft <33 ft 36 ft 1,522 ft
(34 m) (837m) | (<10m) | (181Tm) | (<10m) | (11 m) (464 m)
52 ft 511 ft <33 ft 230 ft <33 ft <33 ft 705 ft
Attenuated

(16 m) (156 m) (<10 m) (70 m) (<10 m) (<10 m) (215 m)

24-inch Piles on Land- Estimated 4,000 strikes per day

<33 ft 1,598 ft <33 ft 718 ft <33 ft 52 ft 984 ft

On Land (<1om) | (487m) |(<10m) |(219m) |(<10m) |(16m) | (300 m)

60-inch CISS Piles in Water- Estimated 6,000 strikes per day

Unattenuated 328 1t 20,423 ft | <33ft 9,176 ft | <33 ft 669 ft 8,241 ft
(100m) | (6,225m) | (<10m) | (2,797 m) | (<10 m) | (204 m) | (2,512 m)
151ft | 9478ft |<33ft | 4,258ft | <33ft 312 ft 3,825 ft

Attenuated

(46 m) (2,889 m) | (<10m) | (1,298 m) | (<10m) | (95 m) (1,166 m)

Demolition in Water — Estimated 11,000 strikes per day

Unattenuated | 2o 4849ft |<33ft | 2178ft |<33ft | 157 ft (48 | 17751t
(18m) | (1478 m) | (<10m) | (664 m) | (<10m) |m) (541 m)
<33t 2,251ft | <33ft 1,010t | <33 ft 72 ft 823 ft

Attenuated

(<10m) | (686m) | (<10m) |(B08m) |(<10m) |(@2m) | (251 m)

dB = decibel; RMS = Root Mean Square; cSEL = Cumulative sound exposure level; ft = feet; m = meters

Distances would be limited to 1.2 miles (2,000 m) east and 4.8 miles (7,800 m) west into Arcata Bay due
to obstructions.

Since California sea lion, harbor porpoise, and harbor seal could be present within the
Aquatic Species BSA during bridge construction and demolition, these species could be
exposed to hydroacoustic sound levels reaching the behavioral TTS thresholds (Level B
harassment) and the PTS threshold (Level A harassment). While marine mammals
present in the Level B harassment behavioral disruption area would be exposed to
intermittent and temporary harassment, they could move to unaffected suitable habitat
within the bay. As a result, Level B impacts would be minimal.
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A Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan (Section 1.6— BR-2B) would be developed to reduce
the effects of hydroacoustic noise. However, marine mammals present within the level
A harassment Injury area, which is limited to the Eureka Slough channel for California
sea lion, but includes a portion of the adjacent Arcata Bay for harbor porpoise and
harbor seals, during these construction activities could be subjected to substantial
impact, including injury.

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, impacts to marine mammals from Airborne Noise and
Visual Disturbance would be minimal. For both Alternatives, impacts to marine
mammals from hydroacoustic noise within the Level B harassment-behavioral disruption
would be minimal. However, for both Alternatives, impacts to marine mammals from
hydroacoustic noise within the Level A harassment -injury has the potential to be
substantial.

Bats

Common Features Of Alternatives 2A And 2B Affecting Bats

Alternatives 2A and 2B would remove the existing northbound and southbound bridges.
Surveys of the bridges found that they may occasionally be used by roosting bats;
however, they are not used as a roosting or maternity colony. Standard Measure BR-
2G (Section 1.6) calls for preconstruction surveys for bats prior to bridge removal. If
bats are found to be present, a Bat Exclusion Plan would be prepared by a qualified
biologist prior to bridge removal. With this Standard Measure incorporated, the removal
of the existing bridges and construction of the new bridge are not expected to impact
Townsend’s big-eared bat, or any other bat species.

Conclusion

With Standard Measures incorporated, both Alternatives would have no impact on
Townsend’s big-eared bat, or any other bat species.

Obscure Bumble Bee
Common Features Of Alternatives 2A And 2B Affecting Obscure Bumble Bee

Habitat Removal

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, vegetation removal could impact foraging habitat of
the obscure bumble bee given the presence of plant species that could serve as food
plants within the Coastal BSA. However, the upland areas where potential food plants
would be removed due to project construction is very small (e.g., 0.25 acre or less)
relative to the availability of food plants in the general vicinity of the project. To the east
of the project area, there are abundant fields and grazing lands that support species
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that could serve as food plants and undoubtedly contain suitable nesting and
overwintering habitat. There is no high-quality potential nesting or overwintering habitat
within the Coastal BSA for the obscure bumble bee. Given the lack of high quality
habitat in the Coastal BSA, the small size of the impact area, and the abundance of
suitable habitat within the project vicinity, impacts from the proposed habitat removal
would be minimal.

Conclusion

Based on the above discussion for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, there would be minimal
impacts on obscure bumble bee.

Black Brant
Common Features Of Alternatives 2A and 2B Affecting Black Brant

Construction Impacts

The construction activities for both Alternatives would take place in and around existing
eelgrass beds which are foraging habitat for black brant. Black brant in Humboldt Bay
is known to mostly occur in Arcata Bay and South Bay with less than 1% of
observations in the narrow channel between the two sections of the bay (Barnhart et al.,
1992; Moore and Black, 2006). They have not been reported in the eelgrass beds of
Eureka Slough. As black brant are not known to use the project area, impacts from
construction would have no impact this species.

Effects Unique To Alternative 2A

Habitat Removal

Alternative 2A would temporarily impact 0.211 acres of eelgrass bed and permanently
remove 0.0002 acres. These areas are potential foraging areas for black brant. It is
estimated that temporarily impacted areas would regrow in 2 to 3 years following
construction. Based on the extremely small areas being permanently impacted and as
black brant does not appear to be using this area, there would be no impact to black
brant from habitat removal under Alternative 2A.

Effects Unique To Alternative 2B

Habitat Removal

Alternative 2B would temporarily impact 0.153 acres of eelgrass bed and permanently
remove 0.112 acres. It is estimated that temporarily impacted areas would re-grown in
2 to 3 years following construction. Based on the small areas being permanently
impacted and that black brant does not appear to be using this area, there would be no
impact to black brant from habitat removal under Alternative 2B.
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Conclusions

Alternative 2B would impact a greater amount black brant habitat then Alternative 2A.
However, both Alternatives would impact a small amount of habitat. Based on this
information, the temporary nature of construction, and as black brant is not known to
use the eelgrass beds in Eureka Slough, there would be no effect to black brant from
either alternative.

Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow
Common Features Of Alternatives 2A And 2B Affecting Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow

Construction Impacts

Under both build Alternatives, construction activities would occur within foraging and
nesting habitat of Bryant’s savannah sparrow. This species may nest and forage within
the estuarine marsh in the Coastal BSA. The vegetated upland strips along the
highway in the Coastal BSA are highly disturbed by the proximity of highway traffic, as
well as foot traffic, and are unlikely to provide nesting habitat for this species. All
vegetation removal would take place outside of the nesting bird season, or nesting bird
surveys would take place prior to vegetation removal, and buffers would be established
around active nests (Section 1.6—BR-2A). Therefore, no impacts to active nests from
vegetation removal are expected. If foraging individuals were present during
construction, they could simply move away from the disturbance into the ample
available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural pastureland) around Humboldt Bay.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that nesting or foraging Bryant’s savannah sparrow would
be impacted by either Alternative.

Effects Unique To Alternative 2A

Habitat Removal

Bryant's savannah sparrow historically nested in the estuarine (salt) marsh and
pickleweed mats of Humboldt Bay. Alternative 2A would temporarily impact 0.029 acre
of estuarine marsh (including 0.21 acre of pickleweed mat) and permanently remove
0.039 acre of estuarine marsh (including 0.03 acre of pickleweed mat). Standard
measure BR-4B would prepare a Revegetation Plan for the temporarily impacted areas.
It is estimated that temporarily impacted areas would regrow in 2 to 3 years following
construction. Based on the small areas being permanently impacted and the ample
available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural pastureland) around Humboldt Bay, there
would be minimal impact to Bryant’s savannah from habitat removal under Alternative
2A.
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Effects Unique to Alternative 2B

Habitat Removal

Bryant's savannah sparrow historically nested in the estuarine (salt) marsh and
pickleweed mats of Humboldt Bay. Alternative 2B would temporarily impact 0.297 acre
of estuarine marsh (including 0.145 acres of pickleweed mat) and permanently remove
0.224 acre of estuarine marsh (including 0.200 acres of pickleweed mat). Standard
measure BR-4B (Section 1.6) would require preparation of a Revegetation Plan for the
temporarily impacted areas. It is estimated that temporarily impacted areas would
regrow in 2 to 3 years following construction. Based on the small areas being
permanently impacted and the ample available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural
pastureland) around Humboldt Bay, there would be minimal impact to Bryant's
savannah from habitat removal under Alternative 2B.

Conclusions

Alternative 2A would permanently impact 0.039 acres of Bryant’s savannah sparrow
nesting and foraging habitat while Alternative 2B would permanently impact 0.224 acres
of Bryant’s savannah sparrow nesting and foraging habitat. Overall, both Alternatives
would impact a relatively small amount of habitat when compared to the approximately
900 acres of salt marsh within Humboldt Bay (H. T. Harvey and Associates, 2012).
Vegetation removal would take place outside of the nesting season. Additionally, for
both Alternatives, during construction foraging individuals could easily move away from
construction-produced noise and disturbance. Based on this, the temporary nature of
construction, and the ample available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural pastureland)
around Humboldt Bay, there would be a minimal impact to Bryant’s savannah sparrow
from either alternative.

Other Bird Species
Common Features of Alternatives 2A and 2B Other Bird Species

Construction Impacts

Both build Alternatives would have construction activities within foraging habitat of olive-
sided flycatcher, short-eared owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped
chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and
osprey. There is no suitable nesting habitat for these species within the Coastal BSA:
therefore, no nests would be subject to construction noise and disturbance.
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If foraging individuals were present during construction, they could simply move away
from the disturbance into the ample available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural
pastureland) around Humboldt Bay. Therefore, effects from construction on olive-sided
flycatcher, short-eared owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee,
Cooper’s hawk, double-crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and osprey are
not anticipated.

Effects Unique to Alternative 2A

Habitat Removal

Alternative 2A would temporarily impact 0.029 acre of estuarine marsh and permanently
remove 0.039 acre. These areas are potential foraging areas for olive-sided flycatcher,
short-eared owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’'s
hawk, double-crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, and merlin. Standard Measure BR-
4B (Section 1.6) would require preparation of a Revegetation Plan for the temporarily
impacted areas. It is estimated that temporarily impacted areas would regrow in 2 to 3
years following construction. Based on the small areas being permanently impacted
and the ample available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural pastureland) around
Humboldt Bay, there would be minimal impact to on olive-sided flycatcher, short-eared
owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-
crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, and merlin from habitat removal under Alternative
2A.

Effects Unique to Alternative 2B

Habitat Removal

Alternative 2B would temporarily impact 0.297 acre of estuarine marsh and permanently
remove 0.224 acre. These areas are potential foraging areas for olive-sided flycatcher,
short-eared owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s
hawk, double-crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, and merlin. Standard Measure BR-
4B (Section 1.6) would require preparation of a Revegetation Plan for the temporarily
impacted areas. It is estimated that temporarily impacted areas would regrow in 2 to 3
years following construction. Based on the small areas being permanently impacted
and the ample available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural pastureland) around
Humboldt Bay, there would be minimal impact to olive-sided flycatcher, short-eared owl,
northern harrier, and white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-
crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, and merlin from habitat removal under Alternative
2B.
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Conclusions

Alternative 2A would permanently impact 0.039 acres while Alternative 2B would
permanently impact 0.224 acres of olive-sided flycatcher, short-eared owl, northern
harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-crested
cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and osprey foraging habitat. Both Alternatives
would impact a relatively small amount of habitat when compared to the approximately
900 acres of salt marsh within Humboldt Bay (H.T. Harvey and Associates, 2012).
Additionally, for both Alternatives, during construction these species could easily move
away from construction-produced noise and disturbance. Based on this, the temporary
nature of construction, and the available habitat (salt marsh and agricultural
pastureland) around Humboldt Bay, there would be a minimal effect to olive-sided
flycatcher, short-eared owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee,
Cooper’s hawk, double-crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and osprey from
either alternative.

The project would result in “No Take” of white-tailed kite.

Coastal Cutthroat Trout

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect all fish species
are identical to those for Coastal cutthroat trout, as discussed below. The species
analysis for Pacific lamprey, California Coastal (CC) Chinook salmon, Southern
Oregon/Northern California Coast (SONCC) coho salmon, longfin smelt, North
American green sturgeon—sDPS, Pacific eulachon—-Southern DPS, Northern California
(NC) steelhead, and tidewater goby (Sections 2.4.4.3 and 2.4.5.3) refer back to the
impact and standard measure analysis in this section.

Common Features Of Alternatives 2A And 2B Affecting Coastal Cutthroat Trout

Eureka Slough is a migratory corridor for adult Coastal cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus
clarkia clarkia) migrating between the ocean and upstream spawning areas in
Freshwater Creek basin and is used by smolting juveniles (age 1 year and older) for
passage during their seaward outmigration.

Under all Build Alternatives, project impacts on Coastal cutthroat trout from construction
activities include potential effects related to temporary increases in turbidity and
sedimentation, potential discharges of contaminants, construction noise and vibration,
hydroacoustic effects from activities such as site clearing, earthwork, installation, and
removal of temporary piles for falsework, vibratory and impact pile driving for installation
of temporary and permanent piles, construction and removal of a temporary bridge,
removal of the existing bridges, and construction of the new bridges, and habitat
alteration.
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Construction—-Water Quality

Suspended Sediment and Turbidity

For both Alternatives, site clearing, earthwork, creation of new impervious surface,
installation and removal of temporary piles for falsework, vibratory and impact pile
driving for installation of temporary and permanent piles, construction and removal of a
temporary bridge, removal of the existing bridges, and construction of the new bridges
could disturb soil and sediments and cause temporary increases in turbidity and
suspended sediments in and downstream of the affected waters. Potential effects on
Coastal cutthroat trout from elevated turbidity and suspended sediment include impaired
visibility for feeding, reduced feeding rates, and damaged gill tissue causing
asphyxiation. Standard Measures (Section 1.6) such as BR-1 which educates workers
on environmental permit conditions and requirements and BR-2E which requires in-
water construction to only occur during the June 15 to October 15 work window, would
avoid the time when fish are most likely present and limit impacts to water quality.
Additionally Standard Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2 would protect water quality by
implementing BMPs including erosion and sediment control, pollution prevention, and
stormwater treatment measures. As such, exposure to Coastal cutthroat trout from this
stressor would likely be negligible and the effects would be minor.

Contaminants

The operation of heavy equipment, drilling rigs, cranes, and other construction
equipment in or near the channel could result in accidental spills and leakage of fuel,
lubricants, hydraulic fluids, and coolants into the channel. Other sources of
contaminants include wet concrete, asphalt, and discharges from vehicle and concrete
washout facilities. Standard Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2 (Section 1.6) would implement
BMPs that would substantially reduce or eliminate the potential for accidental releases
of contaminants into Eureka Slough.

Contaminants generated by traffic due to wear of tires, brakes, and pavement, as well
as exhaust emissions and fluid leaks deposited on impervious roadway surfaces, may
be carried by stormwater runoff into the channel, resulting in chronic to acute effects on
fish. There would be a net increase in impervious surface area of the new bridges and
bridge approaches relative to existing surfaces. This increase would result in reduced
infiltration of water adjacent to the highway and may cause a slight increase in runoff of
contaminants during winter precipitation events. To prevent or reduce stormwater
runoff, bioswales, or Design Pollution Prevention Areas (DPPAs), would be installed.
After construction, all stormwater conveyance systems and permanent erosion control
and stormwater treatment measures would be maintained in compliance with Caltrans’
Storm Water Management Program.
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With implementation of these Standard Measures and BMPs (Section 1.6), and project-
specific construction and design measures to control stormwater discharges and
minimize contaminant inputs, degradation of water quality from accidental releases are
unlikely. No measurable long-term increase in roadway runoff is expected, as the new
bridge would not result in added vehicle trips and increased impervious surfaces would
be offset by the installation of bioswales. As such, potential exposure of Coastal
cutthroat trout to these stressors would be minor.

Construction—Noise and Visual Disturbance

General Construction Noise and Visual Disturbance

The use of artificial light at night would be restricted (Standard Measure BR-2D) to the
minimum needed and directed onto work areas using light shields to avoid illuminating
the channels. Noise and vibration could occur from equipment operating in or adjacent
to Eureka Slough. As per Standard Measure BR-2E, equipment operation in Eureka
Slough would be limited to the June 15 to October 15 in-water work window, but other
activities adjacent to or above the slough could occur year-round, and the temporary
structures would remain in place until the project is complete. Noise and visual
disturbances to Coastal cutthroat trout could result in avoidance behaviors and
temporarily disrupt feeding, delay migration, or flush fish from suitable habitat,
potentially making them more vulnerable to predation. Eureka Slough is generally only
passed through during spawning migrations in winter/fall and smolt ocean migrations in
spring. As a result, they are likely uncommon in the Aquatic Species BSA, having rarely
been collected in Humboldt Bay and Eureka Slough during fish surveys. Given that the
Aquatic Species BSA is not considered to be important rearing habitat for juvenile
Coastal cutthroat trout, and the use of the area by adult and juvenile fish is likely limited
to movements between the ocean and upstream to Freshwater Creek, the effects of
these stressors would likely be negligible.

Impact Noise

The use of impact hammers for pile installation of temporary trestles, falsework, and
bridge piers, or demolition produces impulsive sounds that can cause injury or mortality
of fish (McCauley et al., 2003; Hastings and Popper, 2005; Popper and Hastings, 2009).
It can also result in avoidance behaviors and temporarily disrupt feeding, delay
migration, or flush fish from suitable habitat, potentially making them more vulnerable to
predation (Voellmy et al., 2014; Simpson et al., 2016).

Caltrans’ Hydroacoustic Report for the project uses the model developed by NMFS to
calculate sound levels from impulsive noise sources and the distance from these
sources that attenuates to the peak or cumulative criteria (Caltrans 2024i). These
distances are used to define the area in which the thresholds could be exceeded and
result in injury, mortality, or behavioral changes of fish that are present.
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For fish with swim bladders, which applies to salmonid species, a threshold of 206
decibels (dB) is considered the maximum level a fish can receive from a single strike
without injury (Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group 2008). The threshold of 187 dB
cumulative SEL for fish size greater than 2 grams, and 183 dB cumulative SEL for fish
size less than 2 grams, is considered the total amount of acoustic energy a fish can
receive from multiple strikes without injury. The cumulative SEL threshold is based on
the total daily exposure of a fish to noise from sources that are discontinuous (in this
case, noise that occurs up to 12 hours a day, with 12 hours between exposures). This
presumes that fish can recover from any effects during this 12-hour period. The
accepted threshold for behavioral effects of pile driving is 150 dB root mean square
(RMS). The distance that the single strike SEL drops below 150 dB is referred to as the
distance to the effective quiet.

Table 48 below summarizes the types of impulsive noise sources associated with the
project and distances from these activities that could result in injury or mortality of fish in
Eureka Slough, with and without attenuation measures (i.e., noise reducing measures).
Attenuation measures (detailed in Section 1.6) may be used; however, the effectiveness
of these measures in the shallow waters of Eureka Slough is uncertain. Therefore,
analysis of impacts to fish within this document is on the unattenuated distances. If
during the preparation of the Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan (BR-2B) attenuation
measures are found to be effective, they will be incorporated into that Plan. It is worth
noting that for unattenuated impact noise, the area in which the 206 dB peak injury
threshold may be exceeded is confined to the narrow, shallow channel of Eureka
Slough and does not extend into the adjacent Arcata Bay.

Table 48. Estimated Distance to Threshold for Impulsive Noise Source for Fish with Swim
Bladders, with and without Attenuation, Using 2008 Criteria
. Distance to 187 Distance to 183 .
_ Distance to_206 dB cSEL Injury dB cSEL Injury Distance to _150
Scenario dB Peak Injury dBrms Behavioral
Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold
(fish >2 grams) (fish <2 grams)
Trestle Piles in Water — Estimated 600 strikes per day
7,067 ft
Unattenuated 59 ft (18 m) 502 ft (153 m) 928 ft (283 m) (2,154 m)
3,281 ft
Attenuated 33ft(<10m 233ft(71m 430 ft (131 m ’
u (<10 m) (71 m) (131 m) (1,000 m)
24-inch Piles on Land — Estimated 4,000 strikes per day
4,570 ft
Unattenuated* 33ft(<10m 728 ft (222 m 187 ft (257 m ’
u (<10 m) (222 m) (257 m) (1,393 m)
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 295
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025




Chapter 2. Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Distance to 187 Distance to 183

. Distance to_206 dB cSEL Injury dB cSEL Injury Distance to _150
Scenario dB Peak Injury Threshold Threshold dBrms Behavioral
Threshold Threshold

(fish >2 grams) (fish <2 grams)

60-inch CISS Piles in Water — Estimated 6,000 strikes per day

Unattenuated 177f (54 m) | 8241t (2512 m) | 8241 ft (2,512 m) | 38,312 ft (11,659 m)
3,825 ft 3,825 ft 17,756 ft
Attenuated 82 ft (25 ! ! ’
enuate (25m) (1,166 m) (1,166 m) (5,412 m)

Demolition in Water — Estimated 11,000 strikes per day

8,241 ft
Unattenuated 33t (10 m) 1,305 ft (398 m) 1,305 ft (398 m) (2,512 m)
3,825 ft

Attenuat <33 ft (<1 7 ft (1 7 ft (1 ’
enuated 33 ft (<10 m) 607 ft (185 m) 607 ft (185 m) (1,166 m)

dB = decibels; cSEL = cumulative sound exposure level; RMS = root mean square; ft = feet; m = meters
*No attenuation for piles driven on land

Distances would be limited to 6,562 feet east and 22,966 feet west into Arcata Bay due to obstructions.

Standard Measure BR-2E (Section 1.6) would minimize the potential for injury and
mortality, as pile driving and demolition would only occur during the June 15 to October
15 work window, which would avoid the time when Coastal cutthroat trout are most
likely present. Negative effects on Coastal cutthroat trout from impact noise would be
further minimized through implementation of the Standard Measures BR-2C and 2B
which call for a qualified biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities and a
Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan to describe the monitoring methodology and frequency
of monitoring. If they are found to be effective within the shallow slough waters, this
Plan may also include the use of noise attenuation measures such as bubble curtains,
dewatered cofferdams, and dewatered isolation casings. Additionally, Standard
Measure BR-2 B requires that pile diving be halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL
threshold; therefore, the maximum area where Coastal cutthroat trout would be
susceptible to injury during pile driving is only the 177 feet (54 m) surrounding the pile
where the Peak Injury threshold may be exceeded (Table 48). This area in which the
injury and mortality thresholds may be exceeded are confined to the narrow, shallow
channel of Eureka Slough and does not extend into the adjacent Arcata Bay. However,
given that juvenile or adult Coastal cutthroat trout may on occasion occur within the
area of Peak Injury during pile driving between June 15 and October 15, they could be
at risk for injury or mortality from these activities.
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Bridge Demolition-Dewatering

Under both Alternatives, dewatering would be required for cofferdam installation around
the 20 existing piers for bridge demolition to occur. Fish capture and relocation could
be required as part of the cofferdam installation. Fish relocation methods would be
outlined as part of the Aquatic Species Relocation Plan (Section1.6—Standard Measure
BR-2H). While fish relocation avoids potential harm, fish relocation activities
themselves can harm fish. The amount of unintentional injury or mortality attributable to
fish capture and handling varies widely depending on the method used, stream
conditions, and the expertise and experience of the field crew. Fish collecting gear,
whether passive or active, poses some risk to individuals, including stress, disease
transmission, injury, or death. In addition, relocated fish may be subject to increased
predation risk or impaired growth because of competition with other fish and
displacement to less favorable habitat (Hayes et al., 1996; Keeley 2003; Ward et al.,
2007).

Data on fish relocation efforts from clear water diversion activities since 2004 shows
most average mortality rates are below three percent for salmonids (Collins 2004,
Hurlburt 2013). Given the measures that would be implemented to avoid and minimize
impacts to fish during relocation efforts, Caltrans expects no more than three percent of
all relocated fish would be subject to potential injury or mortality.

Habitat Alteration

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, habitat alteration from the project that could affect
Coastal cutthroat trout habitat include temporary losses of in-stream channel habitat,
permanent shading of estuarine habitat from the larger bridges, and temporary shading
of estuarine habitat from temporary trestles and temporary bridge. The small temporary
losses of in-stream channel habitat would occur from the placement of temporary piles
for the temporary bridge, construction trestle, and falsework piles. These temporary
losses of habitat are miniscule relative to the available existing habitat throughout the
17,000-acre bay (i.e., less than 0.001% of the total area) and are likely to have minimal
effects on the overall quantity or quality of habitat available.

Installation of the temporary trestles would result in a temporary increase in shading
over the slough during construction. However, it is unlikely that the proposed changes
in light levels associated with the temporary structures would have any measurable
effect on water temperature, primary production, or habitat for fish because of the
temporary nature and small scale of these effects. Following completion of the project,
replacement of the existing bridge with the proposed new bridge would create slightly
more shade due to the increased width of the new bridge. Given that the Aquatic
Species BSA is not considered important rearing habitat for juvenile Coastal cutthroat
trout, and their use of the area by adult and juvenile fish is likely limited to movements
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between the ocean and upstream in Freshwater Slough and Freshwater Creek, the
effect of this stressor would likely be negligible.

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated (Section
1.6), would be minimal. However, even with Standard Measures incorporated, for both
Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from impact noise and fish relocation during dewatering
could include lead to injury or mortality of Coastal cutthroat trout.

Pacific Lamprey

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect Pacific lamprey
are identical to those for Coastal cutthroat trout, as discussed above and include
potential effects related to temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential
discharges of contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects
(injury or mortality) from pile driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality
from dewatering and fish relocation, and habitat alteration. Standard Measures such as
BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls for a
qualified biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities, BR-2H which prepares an
Aquatic Species Relocation Plan, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality,
would be implemented to reduce impacts.

Pacific lamprey, as a fish with no swim bladder, can tolerate slightly greater
hydroacoustic noise levels with recoverable injury at 216 dB SELcum or 213 dB peak and
mortality and potential mortal injury at 219 dB SELcum or 213 dB peak. Unattenuated
peak sound pressure from impact pile driving within the water are expected to be
between 210dB and 217dB, which could cause injury or mortality to Pacific lamprey.
Pacific lamprey use Eureka Slough for holding before migrating upstream to spawn and
forage. Given that Pacific lamprey may occur within the BSA between June 15 and
October 15, they could be at risk for injury or mortality from these activities.

Under both Alternatives, dewatering would be required for cofferdam installation.
Salvage techniques for salmonids are often not effective for salvaging lamprey
ammocoetes as ammocoetes may not emerge from dewatered substrates until they
begin to desiccate, which often occurs at night after other fish salvage operations have
ceased (USFWS 2010). Pacific lamprey ammocoetes have difficulties tolerating
salinities >12 ppt (Richards & Beamish, 1981). Optimal temperatures for early life stage
survival in laboratory experiments with E. tridentatus and L. richardsoni ranges from 10—
18C (Meeuwig, Bayer & Seelye, 2005). Salinities and temperatures were recorded for
Eureka Slough in June 2021 and July 2023 resulting in salinity ranging from 30-34 ppt
and temperatures from 62.6 to 69.8 F (17 to 21C). Based on this data, ammocotes are
unlikely to be present in the slough during dewatering and Standard Measure BR-2H
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(Aquatic Species Relocation Plan) would be implemented to minimize impacts to Pacific
lamprey adults and juveniles. Given the measures (Section 1.6) that would be
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to fish during relocation efforts, Caltrans
expects no more than three percent of all relocated fish would be subject to potential
injury or mortality.

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated, would be
minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with Standard Measures
incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could include lead to injury or
mortality of Pacific lamprey.

No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing bridges would not be replaced. There
would be no impact to animal species.

2444 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

For bats, migratory birds, and black brant for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, there would
be no impact with Standard Measures incorporated (Section 1.6). No additional
avoidance and minimization measures would be needed.

For obscure bumble bee, Bryant’s savannah sparrow, olive-sided flycatcher, short-
eared owl, Northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk,
double-crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and osprey, impacts from
Alterative 2A and 2B would be minimal. No additional avoidance and minimization
measures would be needed.

For marine mammals, for both Alternatives, impacts from hydroacoustic noise within the
Level A harassment injury has the potential to be substantial. To mitigate for impacts to
marine mammals, Bio-5 (below) would be implemented.

Bio-5: To offset potential effects on marine mammals, a Marine Mammal
Monitoring Plan would also be developed that would include monitoring for
presence of marine mammals during project activities that may exceed
established acoustic and hydroacoustic noise thresholds, and halting work when
any are present and could be subiject to injury. In addition, a Hydroacoustic
Monitoring Plan (HMP) would be developed that would include measures to
minimize exposure of marine mammals to potentially harmful underwater sounds
resulting from the project. Note, the HMP is a standard measure for projects that
involve impact pile driving, hoe-ramming, jackhammering, or any other activities
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that could potentially produce impulsive sound waves that may affect listed fish
species (see Section 1.6—-BR-2B). It is mentioned in the MMRP because marine
mammals would be included as part of the plan.

For Coastal cutthroat trout and Pacific lamprey, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even
with Standard Measures incorporated, effects from impact noise and dewatering could
include lead to injury or mortality. To mitigate for impacts to Coastal cutthroat trout and
Pacific lamprey, Bio-6 (below) would be implemented. By restoring or creating quality
habitat for different life stages of these species, (e.g., juvenile rearing and/or foraging
habitat etc.), this mitigation measure is anticipated to increase the population of these
fish over time, thereby mitigating for losses potentially caused by the construction of this
project.

Bio-6: To compensate for potential impacts on longfin smelt, NC steelhead, CC
Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon, Coastal cutthroat trout, sSDPS green
sturgeon, and Pacific lamprey, and tidewater goby, Caltrans may implement a
combination of on-site and off-site restoration efforts, and/or preservation of
existing habitat through purchase. Caltrans would focus on measures that
provide overlapping benefits to sensitive fish species and wetlands and other
waters as described in Bio-3 and 4. Mitigation activities could include habitat
creation and/or restoration which would likely include enhancing estuarine
function through a subset of the following options: slough channel construction or
restoration, enhanced slough channel connectivity, tidal marsh creation or
restoration, fish passage barrier removal through tide gate replacement, and
creation or restoration of off-channel habitat in a Humboldt Bay tributary. All off-
site mitigation would focus on improving some or all of the following: habitat
quality, connectivity, water quality, spawning habitat, migration, and juvenile
rearing and/or foraging for these sensitive fish species. Final acreage amount,
location, and restoration project would be determined in coordination with the
appropriate administering agencies.

245 Threatened and Endangered Species

2451 Regulatory Setting

The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA): 16 United States Code (USC) Section 1531, et seq.
See also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402. This act, and later
amendments, provide for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies,
such as the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) (and the Department, as
assigned), are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
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the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) to ensure they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing
actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or
adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is defined as geographic
locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered species. The outcome
of consultation under Section 7 may include a Biological Opinion with an Incidental Take
Statement or a Letter of Concurrence. Section 3 of FESA defines take as “harass,
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture or collect or any attempt at such
conduct.”

California has enacted a similar law at the state level: the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA), California Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq. CESA
emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to rare, endangered, and
threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset project-caused losses
of listed species populations and their essential habitats. The California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is the agency responsible for implementing CESA. Section
2080 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits “take” of any species determined
to be an endangered species or a threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of
the California Fish and Game Code as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt
to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA allows for take incidental to otherwise
lawful development projects; for these actions an Incidental Take Permit is issued by
CDFW. For species listed under both FESA and CESA requiring a Biological Opinion
under Section 7 of FESA, the CDFW may also authorize impacts to CESA species by
issuing a Consistency Determination under Section 2080.1 of the California Fish and
Game Code.

Another federal law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
of 1976, as amended, was established to conserve and manage fishery resources
found off the coast, as well as anadromous species and Continental Shelf fishery
resources of the United States, by exercising (A) sovereign rights for the purposes of
exploring, exploiting, conserving, and managing all fish within the exclusive economic
zone established by Presidential Proclamation 5030, dated March 10, 1983, and (B)
exclusive fishery management authority beyond the exclusive economic zone over such
anadromous species, Continental Shelf fishery resources, and fishery resources in
special areas.
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2.4.5.2 Affected Environment

This section focuses on discussing threatened and endangered species under FESA
and CESA only. A discussion of non-threatened and endangered special-status
species is included in Section 2.4.3, Plant Species and Section 2.4.4, Animal Species.

Record searches® and habitat assessments were conducted to determine whether
threatened and endangered species have the potential to occur within the project area.
Habitat suitability within the Coastal BSA and Aquatic Species BSA was assessed to
determine potential presence of special-status animal species (Caltrans 2025b).

Coordination with federal and state agencies conducted to date is included in Chapter 4,
Comments and Coordination. It is anticipated that Section 7 consultation with USFWS
and NMFS would be conducted prior to the final environmental document.

See Appendices F and G for lists of USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and CNPS special-status
plant and animal species, including threatened and endangered species, which are
known to occur or have the potential to occur within the project vicinity, and the rationale
for habitat presence or absence.

Based on the record searches and habitat assessments, nine threatened and
endangered species could potentially occur or would have suitable habitat and/or critical
habitat (CH) within the BSAs, including two birds and seven fish (Caltrans 2025b).

Species with potential to occur within the project area are discussed below; species with
no habitat present within the project area are not discussed further. A summary of
FESA and CESA conclusions for all listed species is included under the Environmental
Consequences section.

Bald Eagle

The state endangered and Fully Protected bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) could
occur within the project area year-round. Bald eagles are also federally protected by
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Bald eagles typically nest in large trees
within one mile of fishable waters, within or directly adjacent to forests with large trees
that provide suitable nesting structures (Buehler 2000). Nesting occurs February
through August. Bald eagles feed on a variety of fish, small mammals, amphibians,
reptiles, and small birds, and also scavenge and eat carrion. In Humboldt County, bald
eagles are strongly tied to open water and undisturbed shorelines. River corridors and

3 Record searches for special-status animal species were determined by reviewing natural resource
agency databases, literature, and other relevant sources; these included official lists from the CNDDB
(CDFW 2025).
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estuaries attract scattered individuals thought to be migrants, or otherwise nonresident,
from October to March (Hunter et al., 2005). Resident nesting eagles have also been
reported in the area.

The Coastal BSA contains potentially suitable foraging habitat for bald eagle but does
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this species. This species has not been observed
during numerous field visits by Caltrans biologists to the project site since year 2020.

Marbled Murrelet

Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) is federally threatened and state
endangered. Critical habitat has been designated but does not include the Aquatic
Species BSA. The marbled murrelet is a small seabird that occurs along the Pacific
coast from Alaska to central California. Populations have declined, primarily due to loss
and fragmentation of nesting habitat from harvest of old-growth coniferous forests.
They forage in nearshore marine waters and in protected bays and coves (Ralph et al.,
1995). They fly inland to nest, laying a single egg on a large moss-covered branch high
in an old-growth coniferous tree. Nests are initiated from mid-March to mid-August, and
chicks fledge by mid-September (Hamer and Nelson, 1995). During the non-breeding
season, they spend most of their time at sea but may fly inland to visit nesting areas in
the early morning, presumably to find nest sites and establish pair-bonds for future
nesting (Naslund 1993; Hébert and Golightly, 2006).

No surveys were conducted for marbled murrelets. They are known to occur in small
numbers in Humboldt Bay, particularly in late summer and fall, primarily in the deeper
channels closer to the entrance of the bay (eBird 2021), outside of the Aquatic Species
BSA. The only record within the Aquatic Species BSA was along the Humboldt Bay
waterfront near Halvorsen Park, approximately 1.2 miles (1,930 m) from the bridges
(eBird 2021). Thus, it is possible, but unlikely, that they would occur in the Aquatic
Species BSA.

Chinook Salmon-California Coastal ESU

The Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)—California Coastal (CC) ESU is
listed as federally threatened and includes naturally spawned populations of Chinook
salmon from rivers and streams south of the Klamath River to the Russian River (70 FR
37160). Critical habitat was designated in 2005 and includes the same stream reaches
identified by the final listing rule (70 FR 52629). The Aquatic Species BSA occurs within
critical habitat.
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The CC Chinook salmon is a fall-run, ocean-type anadromous fish. Adults enter fresh
water between August and January and typically spawn in lowland reaches of big rivers
and tributaries within a few days or weeks after arrival (Healey 1991). Spawning
generally occurs in swift, relatively shallow riffles or along the edges of fast runs.
Preferred spawning substrate is clean, loose gravel. They rear in fresh water, lagoons,
estuaries, and bays for one to three months, usually departing for the ocean in summer
(Moyle et al., 2008).

CC Chinook critical habitat includes sites essential to support one or more life stages of
the ESU. These include freshwater spawning sites, freshwater rearing sites, freshwater
migration corridors, and estuarine areas for rearing and transitions between fresh water
and salt water. Within these sites, essential physical or biological features include
adequate substrate, water quality, water quantity, water temperature, water velocity,
cover/shelter, food, space, and safe passage conditions.

Chinook salmon spawn and rear in Freshwater Creek and estuary upstream of Eureka
Slough, and adult Chinook pass through Eureka Slough and Humboldt Bay during
spawning runs in fall/winter and smolt ocean migrations in summer (Wallace 2006;
Anderson and Ward 2016). Juveniles have been reported to remain in Freshwater
Creek and estuary for 1 to 8 weeks (Wallace 2006). Their time in the estuary may be
limited by the warming of the water in lower Freshwater Slough (upstream of Eureka
Slough), which reaches near lethal levels 68°F (20°C) by late June and remains there
throughout the summer, potentially forcing young-of-the-year Chinook salmon out of the
slough and into Humboldt Bay in mid- to late summer (Wallace 2006). Although water
temperatures in Eureka Slough did not reach lethal levels during the Wallace (2006)
study, they exceeded temperatures for optimal growth 54-63°F (12-17°C) conditions for
juveniles by mid-August. The quality of rearing habitat for Chinook salmon in much of
the action area is likely marginal due to the lack of deep water, natural cover, and
structural complexity, such as submerged and overhanging large wood, rock and
boulders, and overhanging vegetation.

There are currently few Chinook salmon in the watershed. After ceasing augmentation
of the population with hatchery-reared Chinook salmon in 2004, adult escapement
declined sharply in the subsequent decades, from a high of 154 individuals in 2000, to
less than 20 individuals in each of the years 2006-2023 (CDFW 2023). Juveniles were
irregularly captured in small numbers (e.g., fewer than 10 individuals) in Freshwater
Creek in weekly seine surveys conducted in April through June 2013, 2014, and 2015
(Anderson and Ward, 2016).

Similar to other salmonid species, they have rarely been collected in Humboldt Bay and
Eureka Slough during fish surveys conducted using various types of active and passive
sampling gear (e.g., Chamberlain and Barnhart, 1993; Pinnix et al., 2004, 2005; Cole
2004), further suggesting they are likely uncommon in the Eureka Slough.
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Coho Salmon-Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast Coho Salmon

Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)-Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast
(SONCC) ESU is listed as federally and state threatened. It includes all naturally
spawned populations of coho salmon in coastal streams between Cape Blanco, Oregon
(Elk River), and Punta Gorda, California (Mattole River), as well as salmon produced by
three artificial propagation programs: the Cole Rivers Hatchery (Rogue River) in
Oregon, and Trinity River and Iron Gate (Klamath River) hatcheries in California (NMFS
2014). Critical habitat was designated in 1999 and encompasses all accessible reaches
of all rivers (including estuarine areas and tributaries) between the Mattole River in
California and the EIk River in Oregon (64 FR 24049). The Aquatic Species BSA is
within critical habitat for SONCC coho salmon.

Coho salmon are anadromous fish. Juveniles can rear in their natal stream and/or an
estuary for 1 to 2 years before emigrating to the ocean where they spend 1 to 2 years
before returning to their natal stream to spawn (Bell and Duffy, 2007; Moyle et al.,
2008). In California, upstream migration varies among tributaries but generally occurs
from September through January with a peak in November and December, and
spawning occurs mainly from November to January (Moyle et al., 2008). Eggs incubate
in redds (gravel nests) made up of coarse, loose gravels commonly at the heads of
riffles or tails of pools (Moyle et al., 2008). Adults die after spawning. Incubation lasts 8
to 12 weeks, and fry emerge between March and July (Shapovalov and Taft, 1954).

Following emergence, young coho salmon rear in low-gradient coastal streams,
tributaries to large rivers, brackish-water estuaries, wetlands, lakes, sloughs, side
channels, off-channel ponds, beaver ponds, and other slack-waters (Pacific Fishery
Management Council 2014). Optimal water temperatures for juvenile rearing are
between 54° and 63°F (12° and 17°C) (Richter and Kolmes 2005). They are
opportunistic predators that feed primarily on aquatic and terrestrial insects.

SONCC coho salmon critical habitat includes sites essential to support one or more life
stages of the ESU. These include freshwater spawning sites, freshwater rearing sites,
freshwater migration corridors, and estuarine areas for rearing and transitions between
fresh water and salt water. Within these sites, essential physical or biological features
include adequate substrate, water quality, water quantity, water temperature, water
velocity, cover/shelter, riparian vegetation, food, space, and safe passage conditions.

Coho salmon spawn and rear in Freshwater Creek and estuary located upstream of
Eureka Slough and pass through Eureka Slough and Humboldt Bay during spawning
runs in fall/winter and smolt ocean migrations in spring (Anderson and Ward, 2016;
Pinnix et al., 2013; Rebenack et al., 2015; Wallace 2006). They are the most abundant
salmonid species in Freshwater Creek, numbering in the hundreds per year over the
past 20 years (CDFW 2023). The Freshwater Creek stream-estuary ecotone provides
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high quality rearing habitat for juvenile coho where they reside an average of 1 to 2
months, but some individuals rear there for over a year (Allen et al., 2016). However,
they are likely uncommon in Eureka Slough, having rarely been collected in Humboldt
Bay and Eureka Slough during fish surveys conducted using various types of active and
passive sampling gear (e.g., Chamberlain and Barnhart, 1993; Pinnix et al., 2004, 2005;
Cole 2004). Coho salmon smolts tracked with acoustic monitors from Freshwater Creek
to Humboldt Bay only briefly passed through Eureka Slough (average less than 1 day)
but spent an average of 10 to 12 days in the upstream freshwater/estuary ecotone and
an average of 15 to 22 days in Humboldt Bay (Pinnix et al., 2013). The quality of
rearing habitat for Chinook salmon in much of the action area is likely marginal due to
the lack of deep water, natural cover, and structural complexity, such as submerged and
overhanging large wood, rock and boulders, and overhanging vegetation.

In Humboldt Bay, coho salmon smolts tracked with acoustic transmitters spent most of
the time in deep channel habitats (60 percent and 72 percent of the time in 2007 and
2008, respectively), 30 percent and 26 percent of the time in the channel margins, and
little time spent in floating eelgrass mats (9 percent and 2 percent) and pilings/docks (1
percent and 0 percent) (Pinnix et al., 2013). They were not detected over eelgrass beds.

Longfin Smelt

Longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys) is listed as state threatened. It is a small, short-
lived (2 years) pelagic fish that occurs in estuaries and nearshore ocean waters along
the Pacific coast from San Francisco Bay to Alaska. They inhabit the middle or deeper
areas of the water column and move up towards surface waters at night. They are
known to occur in a wide variety of estuarine habitats and in a range of flow regimes.
Adults prefer salinities of 15-30 parts per thousand (ppt) and water temperatures of
60.8- 64.4 degrees F (16-18°C) but may occur in waters as warm as 68 degrees F
(20°C) in summer (Baxter 1999). Larvae and young juveniles have a lower salinity
tolerance and are generally found below 15 ppt, with highest abundance at around 2 ppt
(Kimmerer et al. 2009). In winter to early spring, adults travel from the ocean or bay
upstream to spawn in fresh or slightly brackish water where they deposit their eggs on
coarse gravel or sandy substrates. Most spawning occurs between January and March.
After hatching, the larvae disperse downstream to estuarine habitats for rearing. As
juveniles, they continue their downstream migration out to the bay or ocean. They
mature at the end of their second year and migrate to spawn, after which they usually
die.

Longfin smelt have been captured throughout Humboldt Bay, including Eureka Slough,
Freshwater Slough, and upstream in Freshwater Creek (Garwood 2017). Spawning has
been reported in Freshwater Creek and other tributaries to Humboldt Bay. Larval fish
surveys conducted in Humboldt Bay in 1969 reported longfin smelt throughout the year,
peaking in January (Eldridge and Bryan, 1972). They were common in the 1969 study,
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but much less common by the early 2000s based on extensive sampling conducted by
Gleason et al. (2007), presumably due to a declining population. During monthly larval
fish surveys conducted by CDFW, larval longfin smelt were reported in Eureka Slough
in small numbers (11 or fewer) in January through March 2017, but none in the
remaining months (CDFW, unpubl. data). Based on the existing survey information and
the biology of the species, longfin smelt adults would be most abundant within Eureka
Slough in the winter during upstream migration, and larvae/ juveniles in early spring.
Adults and juveniles could occur within Eureka Slough year-round, but likely in small
numbers. Spawning habitat is not present within the Aquatic Species BSA.

North American Green Sturgeon—Southern DPS

The Southern DPS (sDPS) of the North American green sturgeon (Acipenser
medirostris) is listed as federally threatened and a State SSC and only spawns in the
Sacramento River, although migrating adults are known to occur in Humboldt Bay.

Green sturgeon ranges in ocean waters from Ensenada, Mexico, to the Bering Sea,
Alaska, and are common in coastal waters from San Francisco Bay to Canada (Lindley
et al., 2008). They make long migrations along the Pacific coast, generally to the north
in the fall and to the south in spring (Lindley et al., 2008). They congregate in coastal
bays and estuaries of Washington, Oregon, and California (including Humboldt Bay) in
summer and fall, and along the coast of British Columbia, Canada, in winter and spring
(Lindley et al., 2008; Lindley et al., 2011). They are benthic feeders and feed on
invertebrates and fish in intertidal mudflats and deeper channels, moving on and off
mudflats with tidal fluctuations and frequenting shallow areas less than 33 feet deep
(Moyle et al., 1992; Kelly et al., 2007; Moser and Lindley, 2007).

Critical habitat for the green sturgeon—-sDPS includes Humboldt Bay and is within the
Aquatic Species BSA. Critical habitat is designated for freshwater riverine systems,
estuarine areas, and nearshore marine waters. The estuarine features essential to the
conservation of green sturgeon—sDPS include abundant food resources, suitable water
flows, suitable water quality, safe migratory corridors, a diversity of water depths, and
suitable sediment quality.

In one study of 355 adult green sturgeon tagged with acoustic transmitters in rivers
along the Pacific coast, a few individuals were detected in Humboldt Bay in summer and
fall (June-October) (Lindley et al., 2011). They were detected in deeper channels of
Arcata Bay, but acoustic receivers placed in Eureka Slough and Freshwater Slough to
the west and east of the bridge detected no sturgeon (W. Pinnix, pers. comm.
11/21/22). Based on this information, it is possible that green sturgeon could
occasionally occur and forage over the intertidal mudflats and deeper channel areas of
the Aquatic Species BSA in summer and fall.
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Pacific Eulachon-Southern DPS

The southern DPS of Pacific eulachon (Thaleichthys pacificus), which consists of
populations in California, Oregon, and Washington, is federally listed as threatened and
a state SSC. It is a small, anadromous fish that ranges in the eastern Pacific Ocean
from the Bering Sea, Alaska, to Humboldt Bay, California. The southernmost known
spawning run is in Mad River (just north of Humboldt Bay) and the Klamath River is the
main spawning river in California; however, there is evidence of a few individuals
spawning in Humboldt Bay tributaries from the 1970s (Jennings 1996).

Pacific eulachon spend the majority of their lives in nearshore ocean waters, returning
to larger rivers during spring runoff to spawn. Larvae generally drift downstream and
rear in estuaries for weeks to months, then juveniles move to nearshore ocean waters
where they remain until they become sexually mature, at around 3 years of age.

Critical habitat was designated in October 2011 and includes the Klamath River,
Redwood Creek, and Mad River in California, which is the known southern extent of the
southern DPS population (76 FR 65323). The Aquatic Species BSA/action area is not
within critical habitat for Pacific eulachon—Southern DPS.

Based on occasional reports of individuals over the past few decades, they are thought
to be infrequent visitors in winter in Humboldt Bay (Gustafson et al., 2010). They have
occasionally been captured in Jolly Giant and Jacoby Creek (tributaries to Humboldt
Bay) during spawning season, but not in Freshwater Creek (Gustafson et al., 2010).
They have not been captured in Humboldt Bay or Eureka Slough during fish surveys
conducted using various types of active and passive sampling gear (e.g., Chamberlain
and Barnhart, 1993; Pinnix et al., 2004, 2005; Cole 2004). Their presence in the
Aquatic Species BSA is highly unlikely.

Steelhead — Northern California DPS

Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus)—Northern California (NC) DPS was listed as
threatened under FESA in 2006 (71 FR 834). The DPS includes all naturally spawned
anadromous steelhead populations below natural and manmade impassable barriers in
California coastal river basins from Redwood Creek southward to and including the
Gualala River, as well as some State and Federal propagation programs. Critical
habitat was designated in 2005 and includes the same stream reaches identified by the
final listing rule (70 FR 52629). The Aquatic Species BSA occurs within critical habitat.
The winter-run population is also a state SSC. The summer-run population is State
endangered, but this population does not occur within the Coastal BSA.
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NC steelhead enter coastal streams between November and April and spawn shortly
after arriving in spawning areas (Moyle 2002). Successful migration depends on rainfall
or snowmelt and sufficient stream flow to provide suitable passage conditions to
upstream spawning areas. Winter-run steelhead generally spawn between December
and April. After spawning, they may return to the ocean in spring.

Juvenile steelhead prefer streams with cool, clear, fast-flowing riffles, ample riparian
cover and undercut banks, and abundant food (Moyle 2002). Newly emerged fry
generally occupy shallow waters along stream margins while larger juveniles maintain
territories in faster and deeper water in pools or runs. They typically rear in streams or
estuaries for 1 to 2 years before entering the ocean. Downstream movement typically
peaks in April or May although young-of-the-year have been reported to migrate to
estuaries as late as June or July (Moyle et al., 2008). Smolts typically emigrate to the
ocean between March and June, although bar formation across the mouth of coastal
streams may prevent exit from the estuary until the bar breaches in late fall or winter
(Moyle et al., 2008).

NC steelhead critical habitat includes sites that are essential to support one or more life
stages of the DPS. These include freshwater spawning sites, freshwater rearing sites,
freshwater migration corridors, and estuarine areas for rearing and transitions between
fresh water and salt water. Within these sites, essential physical or biological features
include adequate substrate, water quality, water quantity, water temperature, water
velocity, cover/shelter, food, space, and safe passage conditions.

Steelhead spawn and rear in Freshwater Creek and estuary upstream of Eureka
Slough, and adult steelhead pass through Eureka Slough and Humboldt Bay during
spawning runs in winter and smolt ocean migrations in spring (Anderson and Ward,
2016; Allen et al., 2016; Wallace et al., 2018). Abundance estimates in Freshwater
Creek over the past 20 years ranged from 25 to 400+ individuals per year (CDFW
2023). Steelhead are likely uncommon in the Aquatic Species BSA, having rarely been
collected in Humboldt Bay and Eureka Slough during fish surveys conducted using
various types of active and passive sampling gear (e.g., Chamberlain and Barnhart,
1993; Pinnix et al., 2004, 2005; Cole 2004).

Tidewater Goby

The federally endangered and state SSC tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi) is a
small fish that is endemic (limited) to California, ranging from the Smith River to
northern San Diego County. They occur in coastal lagoons, brackish marshes, and
estuaries that are seasonally disconnected from tidal action when sand bars form at the
ocean’s edge (Swenson 1999; Moyle 2002) or when anthropogenic structures (e.g.,
perched culverts, tide gates) mute tidal action (Ritter et al., 2008).
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They prefer areas with flood refugia, such as off-channel sloughs, pockets of still water,
and “perched” habitats, particularly for the egg and larval life stages. Substrate is
generally bare (e.g., sand and mud), and they use dense emergent vegetation for cover,
especially Ruppia spp. (Chamberlain 2006). Although adults and juveniles are known to
occur in a wide range of salinity levels (0-51 parts per thousand [ppt]), they generally
occur at low to moderate salinities (2-15 ppt) (Stillwater Sciences 2006).

In general, tidewater goby live for only 1 year (Swenson 1999), although some live
longer (Hellmair and Kinziger, 2014). Spawning occurs from April through November,
with distinct peaks in spring and late summer (Swenson 1999). Male gobies initiate
spawning by digging a vertical burrow 4 to 8 inches deep in unconsolidated, clean,
coarse sand or mud substrates with minimal vegetative cover. Females fight for access
to males with burrows in which to lay their eggs, and they lay 300 to 500 eggs per clutch
in 6 to 12 clutches per year. Following hatching, the larvae live in vegetated areas of
estuaries until they have matured sufficiently to become free-swimming and benthic.
Juveniles feed on small aquatic animals, such as shrimp, amphipods, ostracods, and
midge larvae and other aquatic insects (USFWS 2005).

Critical habitat has been designated for the tidewater goby; however, the Aquatic
Species BSA is not within critical habitat for the species.

The Aquatic Species BSA was evaluated for potential presence of tidewater goby
habitat during multiple site visits, including a site visit with USFWS (Greg Schmidt and
Nissen Bradsen). Within the Aquatic Species BSA, the only potentially suitable habitat
is present in the off-channel unnamed slough adjacent to Eureka Slough on the
southeast side of U.S. Highway 101. Tidewater gobies are known to occur in brackish
off-channel habitats and sloughs adjacent to Humboldt Bay; the nearest known
populations to the Aquatic Species BSA are in a ditch along U.S. Highway 101 about 1
mile north of the channel, and another about 1.75 mile upstream in Freshwater Slough
(Frimodig and Goldsmith, 2008). They are unlikely to occur in the open channel under
the bridge and in most areas of the Aquatic Species BSA/action area, as these areas do
not contain suitable habitat for spawning, eggs, or larval life stages.
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2.4.5.3 Environmental Consequences

Build Alternatives
Bald Eagle
Common Features Of Alternatives 2A And 2B Affecting Bald Eagle

Construction Impacts

Both build Alternatives would have construction activities within foraging habitat of the
bald eagle. There is no suitable nesting habitat for this species within the Coastal BSA:
therefore, no nests would be subject to construction noise and disturbance. If foraging
individuals were present during construction, they could simply move away from the
disturbance into the ample available habitat in and around Humboldt Bay. Therefore,
only minimal effects from construction on bald eagle are anticipated.

Habitat Alteration

There is no nesting habitat for bald eagle within the project area. Bald eagles could
possibly forage within the slough. For both Alternatives, the replacement of the existing
bridges with the proposed bridges would be a minimal change and would have minimal
to no impact on bald eagle foraging habitat.

Conclusion

Alternatives 2A and 2B would have minimal to no long-term impact to bald eagle
foraging habitat. Additionally, for both Alternatives, during construction these species
could easily move away from construction-produced noise and disturbance. Based on
this, the temporary nature of construction, and the ample available foraging habitat
around Humboldt Bay, there would be a minimal effect to bald eagle from either
alternative.

Per CESA, the project would result in no “Take” of the bald eagle.

Marbled Murrelet

Common Features Of Alternatives 2a And 2b Affecting Marbled Murrelet

The project would not impact nesting murrelets because there is no suitable nesting
habitat within the project area.
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Construction- Noise

Impact Noise

Murrelets could be exposed to hydroacoustic noise from the project, as they spend a
substantial amount of time foraging underwater. Impact pile driving for installation of the
temporary trestles, temporary and permanent bridges, and during demolishment of the
old bridges are impulsive noises that can result in behavioral effects, auditory injury,
physical injury, and mortality (Teachout 2012). The established injury and behavioral
response thresholds for impulsive noise sources for marbled murrelets are shown in
Table 49.

Table 49. Hydroacoustic Impulsive Noise Thresholds for Marbled Murrelet

Effect Type Threshold
Auditory Injury (cochlear hair loss, recoverable) 202 dB cSEL
Non-Auditory Injury (barotrauma, significant injury) 208 dB cSEL
Behavioral Response 150 dBrws

The cumulative sound exposure level (cSEL) threshold is based on the total daily
exposure of the animal to noise from sources that are discontinuous (in this case, noise
that occurs up to 12 hours a day, with 12 hours between exposures). This presumes
that the animal can recover from any effects during this 12-hour period. There are no
thresholds for non-impulsive noise sources for marbled murrelets.

Caltrans’ Hydroacoustic Report for the project calculates sound levels from impulsive
noise sources and the distance from the source that sound attenuates (Caltrans 2024i).
These distances are used to define the area in which the thresholds may be exceeded
and potentially result in injury or behavioral harassment of murrelets that may be
present. Table 50 below summarizes the distances for impulsive noise sources, with
and without attenuation measures (i.e., noise reducing measures). Attenuation
measures may be used; however, the effectiveness of these measures in the shallow
waters of Eureka Slough is uncertain. Therefore, analysis of impacts to marbled
murrelets within this document is on the unattenuated distances.
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If during the preparation of Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan (Section 1.6-BR-2B)
attenuation measures are found to be effective, they will be incorporated into that
Plan. The areas in which auditory (minor hearing damage) and non-auditory
(barotrauma, significant injury) injury thresholds may be exceeded for unattenuated
impulsive noise sources do not extend beyond the Eureka Slough channel into
Humboldt Bay. Given the nearest reported occurrence is within Humboldt Bay
approximately 1.2 mile (1,930 m) away from the bridge, it is highly unlikely that any
marbled murrelets would be exposed to noise levels that could cause injury or
mortality. However, the area that behavioral response thresholds may be exceeded
extends into Humboldt Bay where murrelets are more likely to be present (but still
rare); therefore, behavioral responses to impulsive noise could occur.

Table 50. Estimated Distance to Threshold for Hydroacoustic Impulsive Noise Source for
Marbled Murrelet, with and without Attenuation

Distance to 202 dB Distance to 208 dB Distance to 150 dBrwms
Scenario cSEL Auditory cSEL Non-Auditory Behavioral Response
Injury Threshold Injury Threshold Threshold

Trestle Piles in Water — Estimated 600 strikes per day

Unattenuated 49 ft (15 m) 33 ft (<10 m) 7,067 ft (2,154 m)

Attenuated 33 ft (<10 m) 33 ft (<10 m) 3,281 ft (1,000 m)

24-inch Piles on Land — Estimated 4,000 strikes per day

Unattenuated* 72 ft (22 m) 33 ft (<10 m) 4,570 ft (1,393 m)

60-inch CISS Piles in Water — Estimated 6,000 strikes per day

Unattenuated 928 ft (283 m) 371 ft (113 m) 38,312 ft (11,659 m)

Attenuated 430 ft (131 m) 171 1t (52 m) 17,756 ft (5,412 m)

Demolition in Water — Estimated 11,000 strikes per day

Unattenuated 29 ft (9 m) 190 ft (58 m) 8,241 ft (2,512 m)

Attenuated 33 ft (<10 m) 89 ft (27 m) 3,825 ft (1,166 m)

c¢SEL = cumulative sound exposure level; dB = decibels; RMS = root mean square; ft = feet;
m = meters

*No attenuation for piles driven on land

Note: Distances would be limited to 6,562 feet east and 22,966 feet west into Arcata Bay due to
obstructions
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Negative effects on marbled murrelets from impact noise would be minimized through
implementation of Standard Measures BR-1 which educates workers on environmental
permit conditions and requirements and BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic
Monitoring Plan to describe the monitoring methodology and frequency of monitoring. If
they are found to be effective within the shallow slough waters, this Plan may also
include the use of noise attenuation measures such as bubble curtains, dewatered
cofferdams, and dewatered isolation casings. Additionally, the areas in which the injury
and mortality thresholds may be exceeded are confined to the narrow, shallow channel
of Eureka Slough and do not extend into the adjacent Arcata Bay. Lastly, marbled
murrelet presence within the Aquatic Species BSA is so unlikely that any potential
behavioral or injury effects associated with impact pile driving would be discountable.

Conclusions

Based on the Standard Measures listed above and the unlikely presence of marbled
murrelet within the Aquatic Species BSA, both Alternatives 2A and 2B would likely have
a minimal effect on marbled murrelet.

Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, it is anticipated the project may affect, but
is not likely to adversely affect marbled murrelet. Also per FESA, there would be no
effect to marbled murrelet critical habitat.

Per CESA, project Alternatives 2A and 2B would not result in “Take” of marbled
murrelet.

Chinook Salmon-California Coastal ESU

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect Chinook
salmon—California Coastal (CC) ESU (CC Chinook salmon) are identical to those for
Coastal cutthroat trout, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3, and include potential effects
related to temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential discharges of
contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects (injury or
mortality) from pile driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality from
dewatering and fish relocation, and habitat alteration. Standard Measures (Section 1.6),
such as BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls for
qualified biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities, BR-2H which prepares an
Aquatic Species Relocation Plan, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality, will
be implemented to reduce impacts.

Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15 and October 15 (BR-2E)
would avoid the primary migration of adult CC Chinook salmon and peak outmigration of
smolts in summer. Because the June 15 to October 15 in-water work window avoids
the time when they are most likely present, and because they likely spend little time
within the Aquatic Species BSA as compared to other areas within the watershed, their
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exposure to stressors from the project would likely be low. Additionally, Standard
Measure BR-2B requires that pile diving be halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL
threshold; therefore, the maximum area where CC Chinook salmon would be
susceptible to injury during pile driving is only the 177 feet (54m) surrounding the pile
where the Peak Injury threshold may be exceeded (Table 48). However, given that
juvenile or adult Chinook salmon may on occasion occur within the area of Peak Injury
during pile driving and within the area where dewatering would be taking place, they
could be at risk of injury or mortality from these activities.

Critical Habitat

Alternatives 2A and 2B could impact critical habitat through temporary loss of in-stream
channel and temporary shading of estuarine habitat from temporary trestles and
temporary bridge. Permanent impacts to critical habitat include some additional
permanent shading of estuarine habitat from the installation of the larger bridges.

The small temporary losses of in-stream channel habitat would occur from the
placement of temporary piles for the temporary bridge, construction trestle, and
falsework piles. These temporary losses of habitat are miniscule relative to the
available existing habitat throughout the 17,000-acre bay (i.e., less than 0.001% of the
total area) and are likely to have minimal effects on the overall quantity or quality of
habitat available. Installation of the temporary trestles and temporary bridge would
result in a temporary increase in shading over the slough during construction. However,
it is unlikely that the proposed changes in light levels associated with the temporary
structures would have any measurable effect on water temperature, primary production,
or habitat for fish because of the temporary nature and small scale of these effects.

Following completion of the project, replacement of the existing bridges with the
proposed new bridges would create slightly more shade due to the increased width of
the new bridges. Given that the Aquatic Species BSA is not considered important
rearing habitat for juvenile Chinook salmon, and their use of the area by adult and
juvenile fish is likely limited to movements between the ocean and upstream in
Freshwater Slough and Freshwater Creek, the effect of this stressor would likely be
negligible.

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures (Section 1.6)
incorporated, would be minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with
Standard Measures incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could
include lead to injury or mortality of CC Chinook salmon.
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Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, it is anticipated the project may affect, is
likely to adversely affect CC Chinook salmon and may affect, is not likely to
adversely affect the species’ critical habitat.

Coho Salmon-Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast Coho Salmon

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect coho salmon—
Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast ESU (SONCC coho salmon) are identical to
those for Coastal cutthroat trout, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3., and include potential
effects related to temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential
discharges of contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects
(injury or mortality) from pile driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality
from dewatering and fish relocation, and habitat alteration. Standard Measures (Section
1.6), such as BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls
for qualified biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities, BR-2H which prepares
an Aquatic Species Relocation Plan, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality,
would be implemented to reduce impacts.

Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15 and October 15 (BR-2E)
would avoid the primary migration of adult coho salmon and peak outmigration of smolts
in summer. Because the June 15 to October 15 in-water work window avoids the time
when they are most likely present, and because they likely spend little time within the
Aquatic Species BSA as compared to other areas within the watershed, their exposure
to stressors from the project would likely be low. Additionally, Standard Measure BR-2B
requires that pile diving be halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL threshold;
therefore, the maximum area where coho salmon would be susceptible to injury during
pile driving is only the 177 feet (54m) surrounding the pile where the Peak Injury
threshold may be exceeded (Table 48). However, given that juvenile or adult coho
salmon may on occasion occur within the area of Peak Injury during pile driving and
within the area where dewatering would be taking place, they could be at risk of injury or
mortality from these activities.

Critical Habitat

Impacts to coho salmon critical habitat are identical to those discussed in the Chinook
salmon section above.

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated, would be
minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with Standard Measures
incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could lead to injury or
mortality of SONCC coho salmon.
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Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, it is anticipated that the project may affect,
is likely to adversely affect SONCC coho salmon and may affect, is not likely to
adversely affect the species’ critical habitat.

Per CESA, the project Alternatives 2A and 2B could result in “Take” of SONCC coho
salmon.

Longfin Smelt

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect longfin smelt,
and how standard measures reduce potential impacts, are identical to those for Coastal
cutthroat trout, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3, and include potential effects related to
temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential discharges of
contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects (injury or
mortality) from pile driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality from
dewatering and fish relocation, and habitat alteration. Standard Measures (Section 1.6),
such as BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls for
qualified biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities, BR-2H which prepares an
Aquatic Species Relocation Plan, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality,
would be implemented to reduce impacts.

Eureka Slough is a migratory corridor for longfin smelt migrating to upstream spawning
areas in Freshwater Creek basin, with longfin smelt adults most abundant within Eureka
Slough during winter upstream spawning migration, and larvae/juveniles most abundant
in late winter/early spring. Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15
and October 15 (BR-2E) avoids the primary migration of longfin smelt through Eureka
slough. Longfin smelt adults prefer water salinities of 15-30 parts per thousand (ppt)
and larvae and young juveniles have an even lower salinity tolerance and are generally
found below 15 ppt, with highest abundance at around 2 ppt (Kimmerer et al., 2009).
During the summer months June through October when construction would be taking
place, the salinity levels in Eureka Slough are consistently over 30ppt (CDFW, unpubl.
data). Therefore, it is unlikely any larvae or young juveniles would be present in the
slough during construction activities, such as pile driving or dewatering. With salinity
levels higher than their preferred range and surveys that report low abundance of the
species, the summer waters in Eureka Slough may not be high quality habitat for adult
longfin smelt. Therefore, they are unlikely to be present in the slough in high numbers
when pile driving and dewatering activities are taking place. Additionally, Standard
Measure BR-2 B requires that pile diving be halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL
threshold; therefore, the maximum area where longfin smelt would be susceptible to
injury during pile driving is only the 177 feet (54m) surrounding the pile where the Peak
Injury threshold may be exceeded (Table 48). However, given that adults could be
present within the area of Peak Injury during pile driving and within the area of
dewatering, they could be subject to injury or mortality from these activities.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 317
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 2. Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated, would be
minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with Standard Measures
incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could include lead to injury or
mortality of longfin smelt.

Per CESA, Alternatives 2A and 2B could result in “Take” of longfin smelt.

North American Green Sturgeon—-Southern DPS

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect North American
green sturgeon— sDPS (sDPS green sturgeon) are identical to those for Coastal
cutthroat trout, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3, and include potential effects related to
temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential discharges of
contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects (injury or
mortality) from pile driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality from
dewatering and fish relocation, and habitat alteration. Standard Measures (Section 1.6),
such as BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls for
qualified biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities, BR-2H which prepares an
Aquatic Species Relocation Plan, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality,
would be implemented to reduce impacts.

Adult green sturgeon could occur in Eureka Slough within the Aquatic Species BSA
particularly in summer and fall when they are most likely to occur in Humboldt Bay.
Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15 and October 15 does not
avoid the time of year when they are most likely to be present. As noted in the Affected
Environment section above, based on data from tagged individuals in Humboldt Bay,
green sturgeon used the deeper channels of Arcata Bay and were never detected in
Eureka Slough. Additionally, Standard Measure BR-2 B requires that pile diving be
halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL threshold; therefore, the maximum area
where green sturgeon would be susceptible to injury during pile driving is only the 177
feet (54 m) surrounding the pile where the Peak Injury threshold may be exceeded
(Table 48). This area is all contained within the shallower waters of Eureka Slough.
Given this, as their presence is likely uncommon in Eureka Slough, their exposure to
stressors from the project would likely be low.

Critical Habitat

Impacts to green sturgeon critical habitat are identical to those discussed in the Chinook
salmon section above.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 318
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 2. Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Conclusions

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated, would be
minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with Standard Measures
incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could include lead to injury or
mortality of sSDPS green sturgeon.

Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, it is anticipated that the project may affect,
is likely to adversely affect sDPS green sturgeon and may affect, is not likely to
adversely affect their critical habitat.

Pacific Eulachon-Southern DPS

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect Pacific
eulachon—sDPS are identical to those for Coastal cutthroat trout, as discussed in
Section 2.4.4.3, and, if Pacific eulachon if they were present, includes potential effects
related to temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential discharges of
contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects (injury or
mortality) from pile driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality from
dewatering and fish relocation, and habitat alteration.

However, as detailed above, Humboldt Bay is just outside of Pacific eulachon’s range.
They have never been captured in Freshwater Creek or Eureka Slough. Their presence
in the Aquatic Species BSA is highly unlikely. As a result, both alternatives would likely
have no effect on Pacific eulachon.

Conclusion

Based on the temporary nature of construction and that sDPS Pacific eulachon is not
known to be present in Eureka Slough, there would be no effect to sDPS Pacific
eulachon from either alternative.

Per FESA, Alternatives 2A and 2B of the project would have no effect on Pacific
eulachon and their critical habitat.

Steelhead—-Northern California DPS

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect steelhead—
Northern California DPS (NC steelhead) are identical to those for Coastal cutthroat
trout, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3, and include potential effects related to temporary
increases in turbidity and sedimentation, potential discharges of contaminants,
construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic effects (injury or mortality) from pile
driving and demolition noise, potential injury or mortality from dewatering and fish
relocation, and habitat alteration. Standard Measures (Section 1.6), such as BR-2B
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which calls for a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls for qualified
biologist to monitor in-stream construction activities, BR-2H which prepares an Aquatic
Species Relocation Plan, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality, would be
implemented to reduce impacts.

Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15 and October 15 (BR-2E)
would avoid the primary migration of adult NC steelhead and peak outmigration of
smolts in summer. Because the June 15 to October 15 in-water work window avoids
the time when they are most likely present, and because they likely spend little time
within the Aquatic Species BSA as compared to other areas within the watershed, their
exposure to stressors from the project would likely be low. Additionally, Standard
Measure BR-2B requires that pile diving be halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL
threshold; therefore, the maximum area where steelhead would be susceptible to injury
during pile driving is only the 177 feet (54m) surrounding the pile where the Peak Injury
threshold may be exceeded (Table 48). However, given that juvenile or adult steelhead
may on occasion occur within the area of Peak Injury during pile driving and within the
area where dewatering activities are taking place, they could be at risk of injury or
mortality from these activities.

Critical Habitat

Impacts to NC steelhead critical habitat are identical to those discussed in the Chinook
salmon section above.

Conclusion

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general construction noise,
visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated, would be
minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with Standard Measures
incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could include lead to injury or
mortality of NC steelhead.

Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, it is anticipated the project may affect, is
likely to adversely affect NC steelhead and may affect, is not likely to adversely
affect NC steelhead critical habitat.

Tidewater Goby

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, project-related activities that could affect tidewater goby
are identical to those for Coastal cutthroat trout, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3, and
include potential effects related to temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation,
potential discharges of contaminants, construction noise and vibration, hydroacoustic
effects (injury or mortality) from pile driving, and habitat alteration.
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Standard Measures (Section 1.6), such as BR-2B which calls for a Hydroacoustic
Monitoring Plan, BR-2C which calls for qualified biologist to monitor in-stream
construction activities, and WQ-1 and WQ-2 which protect water quality, would be
implemented to reduce impacts.

The off-channel unnamed slough adjacent to Eureka Slough within the Aquatic Species
BSA is potential habitat for eggs, larvae, and adult tidewater goby, and they could be
present there year-round. Tidewater gobies are not known to be present within this
unnamed slough and the slough provides only marginal habitat. The unnamed slough is
separated by land from the Eureka Slough channel; therefore, hydroacoustic noise and
vibration from pile driving for the construction of the new bridges, the temporary bridge
for Alternative 2A, and the northern trestles would have no impact on tidewater goby
within this off-channel unnamed slough. Additionally, no dewatering would take place
within this unnamed slough. The southern construction trestle for both Alternatives 2A
and 2B would have piers within this off-channel unnamed slough. If the piles for these
trestles were placed within the water of the slough channel, any tidewater goby present
could be subject to injury or mortality from pile driving noise. In order to avoid impacts
from pile driving within the slough waters Bio-8 (detailed in Section 2.4.5.4) would
require all piles to be located outside of the unnamed slough channel. By locating all
piles outside of the unnamed slough channel, tidewater goby would not be subject to
direct injury from hydroacoustic noise. Tidewater goby spawning occurs from April
through November, with distinct peaks in spring and late summer (Swenson 1999).
Therefore, burrows containing eggs may be present within the unnamed slough during
the construction window (June 15 through October 15). Vibrations from pile driving
adjacent to this unnamed slough channel could cause nest burrows to collapse leading
to injury or mortality of tidewater goby.

Conclusion

Although the unnamed slough provides only marginal habitat for tidewater goby, they
could be present there year-round. For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water
quality, general construction noise, visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard
Measures incorporated, would be minimal. For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, with Bio-8
incorporated, effects from impact noise on tidewater goby would be minimal. However,
impacts from vibration from pile diving adjacent to the unnamed slough could lead to
injury or mortality of tidewater goby if they are present.

Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, it is anticipated that the project may affect,
is likely to adversely affect tidewater goby. For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, per
FESA, the project would have no effect on tidewater goby critical habitat.
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No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing bridges would not be replaced. There
would be no impact to threatened and/or endangered species.

Summary of FESA and CESA Conclusions

Coordination with state and federal agencies conducted to date is included in Chapter 4,
Comments and Coordination.

Anticipated effects findings under FESA for the species and critical habitats potentially
within the project area are included in Table 51. Itis anticipated that Section 7
consultation with USFWS and NMFS would be conducted prior to finalizing the final
environmental document.

Table 51. FESA Preliminary Effects Findings
Common Scientific Federal A Effe.c.t Flndlng for
1 Effect Finding Critical Habitat
Name Name Status . .
(if applicable)
Birds
Brachyramphus May Affect, Not
Marbled murrelet yramp FT Likely to Adversely | No Effect
marmoratus
Affect
Fish
Chinook salmon— . .
California Coastal Oncorhynchus ET May Affect, Likely May Affect, Not Likely
ESU tshawytscha to Adversely Affect | To Adversely Affect
Coho salmon-—
Southern . .
Oregon/Northern Oncorhynchus kisutch FT May Affect, Likely May Affect, Not Likely
o to Adversely Affect | To Adversely Affect
California Coast
ESU
NI'OGZI:I 2:3? rclacc?r?- Acipenser medirostris FT May Affect, Likely May Affect, Not Likely
gDPS 9 P to Adversely Affect | To Adversely Affect
Pacific eulachon- ) .
sDPS Thaleichthys pacificus FT No Effect No Effect
Steelhead-NC DPS | Oncorhynchus mykiss ET May Affect, Likely | May Affect, Not Likely
winter run irideus to Adversely Affect | To Adversely Affect
: Eucyclogobius May Affect, Likely
Tidewater goby newberryi FE to Adversely Affect No Effect
'Status Definitions: FE = Endangered; FT = Threatened
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Caltrans has determined the project would have no effect on the following federally
listed species, critical habitat, or species proposed for listing:

Beach layia (Layia carnosa)

Lassics lupine (Lupinus constancei)

Menzies’ wallflower (Erysimum menziesii)

Western lily (Lilium occidentale)

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)—East Pacific DPS
Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)

Olive Ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea)

Northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata)

California Ridgeway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus obsoletus)

Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina)

Short-tailed albatross (Phoebastria albatrus)

Western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)
Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)-Western U.S. DPS
Pacific eulachon—Southern DPS (Thaleichthys pacificus)
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus)—Northern California DPS summer run
Pacific (Humboldt) marten (Martes caurina humboldtensis)-Coastal DPS
Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus)

Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus)

Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae)

North Pacific right whale (Eubalaena japonica)

Sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis)

Sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus)

Southern sea otter (Enhydra lutris nereis)

Southern resident killer whale (Orcinus orca)

Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus)
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Caltrans has determined the project may adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
for Pacific Coast Salmon (Chinook and coho salmon), Pacific Coast Groundfish, and
Coastal Pelagic species. Section 7 consultation would be conducted with NMFS to
address potential effects of the project on EFH.

Per CESA, Caltrans has determined the project could result in incidental take of the
following state-listed species. An Incidental Take Permit or Consistency Determination
with California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) may be required for these
species:

e Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)-SONCC ESU

e Longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys)

Caltrans has determined the project would not result in take of the following state-
listed, state candidate, or fully protected species:

e Beach layia (Layia carnosa)

e Menzies’ wallflower (Erysimum menziesii)

o Western lily (Lilium occidentale)

e Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

e Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)

e Bank swallow (Riparia riparia)

e California Ridgeway'’s rail (Rallus obsoletus obsoletus)

e Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)

e Great grey owl (Strix nebulosa)

e Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus)

e Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina)

e White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus)

e Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii)

e Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)-Western U.S. DPS

e Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus)—Northern California DPS summer run

e Northern California ringtail (Bassariscus astutus raptor)

e Pacific (Humboldt) marten (Martes caurina humboldtensis)-Coastal DPS
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e Crotch bumble bee (Bombus crotchii)

e Western bumble bee (Bombus occidentalis)

2.4.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Alternatives 2A and 2B would have no impact on Pacific eulachon. With the
incorporation of Standard Measures and Best Management Practices (Section 1.6), the
project would have minimal impacts on bald eagle. No additional species-specific
avoidance and minimization measures would be needed.

Alternatives 2A and 2B have the potential to impact marbled murrelet. Bio-7 (detailed
below) would be implemented to further minimize any potential impacts to marbled
murrelet.

Bio-7: To offset potential effects on marbled murrelets (MAMU), a Marine
Mammal Monitoring Plan would be developed that would include monitoring for
marbled murrelets during project activities that may exceed established
hydroacoustic noise thresholds for injury, and halting work if a murrelet is present
and could be subject to injury. In addition, a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan
(HMP) would be developed that would include measures to minimize exposure of
MAMU to potentially harmful underwater sounds resulting from the project. The
HMP is a standard measure for projects that involve impact pile driving, hoe-
ramming, jackhammering, or any other activities that could potentially produce
impulsive sound waves that may affect listed fish species (see Section 1.6, BR-
2B). Itis mentioned in the MMRP because MAMU would be included as part of
the plan.

Bio-8: To avoid impacts from pile diving noise on tidewater goby from both
Alternatives (2A and 2B), no piles would be driven into the unnamed slough
channel located between the crematorium and the northbound highway lanes at
Post Mile 80.0.

Bio-6: For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, implementation of Bio-6 (detailed in
Section 2.4.4.4) would mitigate for impact noise and dewatering, which could
lead to fish injury or mortality for CC Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon,
sDPS green sturgeon, NC steelhead, tidewater goby, and longfin smelt. By
restoring or creating quality habitat for different life stages of these species (e.g.,
juvenile rearing and/or foraging habitat etc.), this mitigation measure is
anticipated to increase the population of these fish species over time thereby
mitigating for losses potentially caused by the construction of this project.
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24.6 Invasive Species

2.4.6.1 Regulatory Setting

On February 3, 1999, President William J. Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 13112
requiring federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in
the United States. The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its
seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species,
that is not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause
economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.” Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) guidance issued August 10, 1999, directs the use of the State’s
invasive species list, maintained by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) to
define the invasive species that must be considered as part of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis for a proposed project.

2.4.6.2 Affected Environment

Cal-IPC places invasive plant species into three categories:

e High: species with severe ecological impacts, high rates of dispersal and
establishment, and usually widely distributed

¢ Moderate: species with substantial and apparent ecological impacts, moderate to
high rates of dispersal, establishment dependent on disturbance, and limited to
widespread distribution

e Limited: species with minor ecological impacts, low to moderate rates of invasion,
limited distribution, and locally persistent and problematic

At least 40 non-native plant species were identified within the Coastal BSA, 8 with a
high rating by Cal-IPC: foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis), pampas grass (Cortaderia
jJubata), Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), French broom
(Genista monspessulana), English ivy (Hedera helix), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
armeniacus), and dense-flowered cordgrass (Spartina densiflora).

The most consequential invasive species within the Coastal BSA is the dense-flowered
cordgrass that grows interspersed within the salt marsh, crowding out the native
pickleweed and salt grass. English ivy grows densely within the understory of the pine
tree grove along the southwestern edge of the Coastal BSA adjacent to the RV park.
Himalayan blackberry is found on upland roadsides and within native coastal brambles,
but also within and on the edges of wet areas.
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2.4.6.3 Environmental Consequences

All Build Alternatives

For all Build Alternatives, there is potential for new invasive species to be brought to the
project area on equipment, material, and vehicles during construction activities. Project
construction could take up to four or five years, and the project would temporarily
disturb areas, potentially spreading existing invasive species into new areas of the
project. In order to prevent the spread of invasive species, Standard Measures such as
BR-3A, which requires erosion control and landscaping material be free of invasive
plant seeds, and BR-3B, which requires all equipment be cleaned in adherence with the
latest version of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Aquatic Invasive Species
Cleaning/Decontamination Protocol, would be implemented. Additionally, Standard
Measure BR-4 B requires a Revegetation Plan that includes invasive species control
measures. For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, with these Standard Measures
incorporated, there should be minimal impacts from invasive species.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not change existing conditions, and there would be no
impact to invasive species.

2.4.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No additional avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures are proposed for invasive
species control for the project.
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3.1 Determining Significance Under CEQA

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation
(Department) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state
and federal environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has
been prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). FHWA's responsibility for
environmental review, consultation, and any other actions required by applicable
Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by
Caltrans pursuant to 23 United States Code Section 327 (23 USC 327) and the
Memorandum of Understanding dated May 27, 2022, and executed by FHWA and
Caltrans. The Department is the lead agency under CEQA and NEPA.

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is
determined. Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or a lower
level of documentation, will be required. NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared when
the proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect
the quality of the human environment.” The determination of significance is based on
context and intensity. Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not
be of sufficient magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA. Under NEPA,
once a decision is made regarding the need for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact
that is evaluated, and no judgment of its individual significance is deemed important for
the text. NEPA does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in
the environmental documents.

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the Department to identify each “significant
effect on the environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each
significant effect. If the project may have a significant effect on any environmental
resource, then an EIR must be prepared. Each and every significant effect on the
environment must be disclosed in the EIR and mitigated if feasible. In addition, the
CEQA Guidelines list a number of “mandatory findings of significance," which also
require the preparation of an EIR. There are no types of actions under NEPA that
parallel the findings of mandatory significance of CEQA. This chapter discusses the
effects of this project and CEQA significance.
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3.2 CEQA Environmental Checklist

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that might be
affected by the proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in
connection with the projects will indicate that there are no impacts to a particular
resource. A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. The
words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the following checklist are related
to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form are intended to encourage the
thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance.

Project features, which can include both design elements of the project, and
standardized measures that are applied to all or most Caltrans projects such as Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and measures included in the Standard Plans and
Specifications or as Standard Special Provisions, are considered to be an integral part
of the project and have been considered prior to any significance determinations
documented below; see Chapters 1 and 2 for a detailed discussion of these features.
The annotations to this checklist are summaries of information contained in Chapter 2 in
order to provide the reader with the rationale for significance determinations; for a more
detailed discussion of the nature and extent of impacts, please see Chapter 2. This
checklist incorporates by reference the information contained in Chapters 1 and 2.

The project would have the potential to have Significant and Unavoidable and
potentially significant impacts on some resources; however, due to the nature
and limited footprint of the project, the project would not be anticipated to have
any significant irreversible environmental changes to any resources.
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3.2.1 Aesthetics

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? No Impact

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic No Impact
buildings within a state scenic highway?

¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the
site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that

are experienced from a publicly accessible vantage Less Than Significant

point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the Impact
project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the No Impact

area?

CEQA Significance Determinations for Aesthetics
Please see Section 2.2.11 of this EIR/EA for more information.
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The visual quality of the project site and adjacent surroundings would be maintained.
Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No scenic resources would be damaged by the project. The project is within a
landscape of high visual quality with views of the bay, marshes, and slough with
associated natural elements in the foreground and the Coast Range in the distant
background. The project would not diminish the views that make the highway eligible
for scenic status. Therefore, there would be “No Impact”.
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¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from a publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

Temporary visual impacts during implementation of the project under all Build
Alternatives would result from construction activities such as equipment and materials
staging, truck hauling, excavation activity, and construction signage. However, the
project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings. The replacement bridges would be constructed
on a similar alignment and in scale with the existing bridges. Although the project would
require removal of established vegetation, revegetation of any temporary access roads,
constructions easements, and staging areas that were previously vegetated would take
place upon completion of construction. The project includes context-sensitive design
solutions including aesthetic treatment to the bridges and associated elements. The
project conforms to applicable zoning and other regulations that govern scenic quality.
Therefore, impacts are considered “Less Than Significant”, and no mitigation is
required.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

The project would not include new lighting elements in an area in which there is
currently no lighting. The project would not create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, there
would be “No Impact”.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 332
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

3.2.2  Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable

air quality plan? No Impact

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- Less Than Significant
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient Impact
air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant Less Than Significant
concentrations? Impact

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

Less Than Significant
Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Air Quality
Please see Section 2.3.6 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) No Impact

As the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any air quality plans,
there would be “No Impact”.

b), c), d) Less Than Significant Impact

Humboldt County is classified as in attainment for federal National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for all transportation-related criteria pollutants. At the state level,
Humboldt County is listed as attainment or unclassified for all criteria pollutants except
for the state 24-hour PM1o (fine particulate matter 10 micrometers in diameter or less)
standard. Particular matter from construction activities would be temporary and
Standard Measures and BMPs (Section 1.6) would be utilized to limit dust within the
project area. The project is not capacity increasing and would have no impact on traffic
volumes or vehicle fleet mix. The project would generate a less than significant amount
of pollutants during construction due to short-term emissions. Fugitive dust and
construction equipment exhaust would be temporary and transitory in nature. The
project would comply with air quality regulations to avoid or minimize construction
emissions and Caltrans Standard measures and Best Management Practices for air
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quality would be implemented to reduce exposure of pollutants and odors resulting from

construction activities. Therefore, impacts are considered “Less Than Significant”,

and no mitigation is required.

3.2.3 Biological Resources

Would the project:

Question

CEQA Determination

a) 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 the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, or NOAA Fisheries?

Less Than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Less Than Significant
Impact

c) 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?

Less Than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

d) 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?

Less Than Significant
Impact

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy No Impact
or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
No Impact

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project

334
June 2025




Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

CEQA Significance Determinations for Biological Resources

This section was prepared using information from the Natural Environment Study (NES)
prepared for the project (Caltrans 2025b). See Section 2.4, Biological Environment for
additional information on biological resources.

Record searches and habitat assessments were conducted to determine whether
special-status species have the potential to be present in project area. Federal and
state lists of potential species in the vicinity are included in Appendix F-Species Lists.
The presence of potential habitat for each species and potential to occur are
documented in Appendix G—Species Tables for plants and wildlife species and critical
habitat (CH). Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to occur are
discussed further below. The project would have no impact under CEQA on species
with no potential habitat.

a) 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 the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or
NOAA Fisheries?

Special-status Plants: Less Than Significant Impact.

Two special-status plant species, Humboldt Bay’s owls-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-
beak, would be impacted by both Alternatives 2A and 2B. Alterative 2A would
temporarily impact 165 square feet of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and 157 square feet of
Point Reyes bird’s-beak. Alternative 2A would have no permanent impacts to Humboldt
Bay owl’s-clover or Point Reyes bird’s-beak.

Alterative 2B would temporarily impact 174 square feet of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover
and 218 square feet of Point Reyes bird’s-beak and permanently impact 218 square
feet of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and 1,089 square feet of Point Reyes bird’s-beak.

Standard measure BR-4B and BR-4C would require replanting of temporarily disturbed
areas and THVF to be installed around occurrences adjacent to construction. The sizes
of the impacted areas are relatively small compared to the occurrences within the salt
marsh surrounding Humboldt Bay. With Standard Measures incorporated, there would
be “Less Than Significant Impact’ to both these species with both Alternatives 2A and
2B. Although the project does not require mitigation under CEQA, agency permitting will
likely require permit-driven mitigation; therefore, in addition to on-site restoration of
temporary impacts, Bio-1 described in Section 2.4.1.4 would be implemented for
Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-beak.

See Section 2.4.3 for detailed discussion of special-status plants.
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Special-status Marine Mammals: Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated.

Under both Alternatives, California sea lions, harbor porpoises and harbor seals could
occur within the Aquatic Species BSA and be exposed to noise, vibration, and visual
disturbance associated with bridge construction and demolition. Potential impacts
include exposure to airborne noise visual disturbance and hydroacoustic noise.

Noise and vibrations from vibratory pile driving, impact pile driving, drilling, and
demolition could exceed airborne acoustic thresholds for behavioral disruption of harbor
seals and California sea lion. These noises would be intermittent and temporary and
would not be expected to cause long-term or permanent behavioral changes. The area
where acoustic thresholds would be exceeded would be confined to Eureka Slough and
not extend out into Arcata Bay, and Eureka Slough does not contain any known haul-
outs or important areas for harbor seals or California sea lions. Additionally, marine
mammals could easily move to unaffected suitable habitat within the bay. Impacts to
marine mammals from airborne noise would be minimal.

Visual impacts from artificial lighting would be minimal as Standard Measure BR-2D
requires artificial lighting to be temporary and directed specifically on the portion of the
work area actively under construction.

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, vibratory and impact pile driving during construction of
the temporary trestles, temporary and permanent bridges, and during demolishment of
the old bridges would result in hydroacoustic noise that could affect marine mammals.
The areas in which Level A harassment (Injury) thresholds may be exceeded for non-
impulsive noise sources for harbor porpoise, harbor seals, and California sea lion are
confined to the narrow, shallow channel of Eureka Slough and do not extend into the
adjacent Arcata Bay. While marine mammals present in the Level B harassment
behavioral disruption area would be exposed to intermittent and temporary harassment,
they could move to unaffected suitable habitat within the bay. As a result, Level B
impacts would be minimal. A Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan (BR-2B) would be
developed to reduce the effects of hydroacoustic noise; however, marine mammals
present within the Level A harassment Injury area during these construction activities
would be subjected to substantial impact, including injury. Mitigation measure Bio-5
detailed in Section 2.4.4.4, which would develop a Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan,
would be implemented to mitigate for hydroacoustic noise impacts to marine mammals
and would include monitoring for presence of marine mammals during project activities
that may exceed established acoustic and hydroacoustic noise thresholds. Therefore,
CEQA impacts from both Alternate 2A and 2B would be “Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated”.

See Section 2.4.4 for a detailed discussion special-status marine mammals.
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Special-status Fish including Coastal Cutthroat Trout, Pacific Lamprey, CC
Chinook Salmon, SONCC Coho Salmon, Longfin Smelt, sDPS Green Sturgeon,
NC Steelhead, and Tidewater Goby: Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated.

Under Alternatives 2A and 2B, impacts to Coastal cutthroat trout, Pacific lamprey, CC
Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon, longfin smelt, sSDPS green sturgeon, NC
steelhead, and tidewater goby, and the Standard Measures implemented to minimize
and avoid them, are identical to those described in detail in Sections 2.4.4.3 and
2.453.

Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15 and October 15 (BR-2E)
would avoid the primary migration of adult Coastal cutthroat trout, CC Chinook salmon,
SONCC coho salmon, longfin smelt, NC steelhead and peak outmigration of smolts in
summer. Because the June 15 to October 15 in-water work window avoids the time
when they are most likely present, and because they likely spend little time within the
Aquatic Species BSA as compared to other areas within the watershed, their exposure
to stressors from the project would likely be low. Additionally, Standard Measure BR-2B
requires that pile diving be halted prior to reaching the cumulative SEL threshold;
therefore, the area where fish would be susceptible to injury during pile driving is only
the area where the Peak Injury threshold may be exceeded (Table 48). However, given
that juveniles (or adult longfin smelt) may on occasion occur within the area of Peak
Injury during pile driving or area where dewatering activities will take place between
June 15 and October 15, they could be at risk for injury or mortality from these activities.

Alternatives 2A and 2B could impact critical habitat for CC Chinook salmon, SONCC
coho salmon, sDPS green sturgeon, and NC steelhead. The small temporary losses of
in-stream channel habitat during construction are miniscule relative to the available
existing habitat throughout the 17,000-acre bay (i.e., less than 0.001% of the total area)
and are likely to have minimal effects on the overall quantity or quality of habitat
available. Following completion of the project, replacement of the existing bridges with
the proposed new bridges would create slightly more shade due to the increased width
of the new bridges. The effect of this stressor would likely be negligible.

Pacific lamprey adults and juveniles could be within the project area year-round. The
salinity and temperatures within Eureka Slough are too high for ammocoetes to be
present. For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, effects from water quality, general
construction noise, visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures
(Section 1.6) incorporated, would be minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and
2B, even with Standard Measures incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish
relocation could include lead to injury or mortality of Pacific lamprey.

Adult green sturgeon could occur in Eureka Slough within the Aquatic Species BSA,
particularly in summer and fall when they are most likely to occur in Humboldt Bay.
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Restricting in-water construction activities between June 15 and October 15 does not
avoid the time of year when they are most likely to be present. However, Humboldt Bay
green sturgeon use the deeper channels of Arcata Bay and have never been detected
in the Eureka Slough. Therefore, as their presence is likely uncommon in Eureka
Slough, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B effects from water quality, general construction
noise, visual impacts, and habitat alteration, with Standard Measures incorporated,
would be minimal. However, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, even with Standard
Measures incorporated, effects from impact noise and fish relocation could include lead
to injury or mortality of sDPS green sturgeon.

The off-channel unnamed slough adjacent to Eureka Slough within the Aquatic Species
BSA is potential habitat for eggs, larvae, and adult tidewater goby, and they could be
present there year-round. Tidewater gobies are not known to be present within this
unnamed slough. The unnamed slough is separated by land from the Eureka Slough
channel; therefore, hydroacoustic noise and vibration from pile driving for the
construction of the new bridges, the temporary bridge for Alternative 2A, and the
northern trestles would have no impact on tidewater goby within this off-channel
unnamed slough. Additionally, no dewatering would take place within this unnamed
slough. The southern construction trestle for both Alternatives 2A and 2B would have
piers within this off-channel unnamed slough. If the piles for these trestles were placed
within the water of the slough channel, any tidewater goby present could be subject to
injury or mortality from pile driving noise. In order to avoid impacts from pile driving
within the slough waters, Bio-8 (detailed in Section 2.4.5.4) would require all piles to be
located outside of the unnamed slough channel. By locating all piles outside of the
unnamed slough channel, tidewater goby would not be subject to direct injury from
hydroacoustic noise. Tidewater goby spawning occurs from April through November,
with distinct peaks in spring and late summer (Swenson 1999). Therefore, burrows
containing eggs may be present within the unnamed slough during the construction
window (June 15 through October 15). Vibrations from pile driving adjacent to this
unnamed slough channel could cause nest burrows to collapse, leading to injury or
mortality of tidewater goby.

Mitigation measure Bio-8, detailed in Section 2.4.5.4, would avoid impacts to tidewater
goby by ensuring that no piles needed for the southern trestle for both Alternatives 2A
and 2B would be driven into the unnamed slough channel located between the
crematorium and the northbound highway lanes at Post Mile 80.0. Therefore, under
CEQA, impacts from pile driving noise on tidewater goby from both Alternate 2A and 2B
would be “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated”.
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Mitigation measure Bio-6, detailed in Section 2.4.4.4, would mitigate for impact noise,
vibration, and dewatering, which could include fish injury or mortality for Coastal
cutthroat trout, Pacific lamprey, CC Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon, longfin
smelt, sDPS green sturgeon, NC steelhead, and tidewater goby. By restoring or
creating quality habitat for different life stages of these species (e.g., juvenile rearing
and/or foraging habitat etc.), this mitigation measure is anticipated to increase the
population of these fish over time, thereby mitigating for losses potentially caused by the
construction of this project. Therefore, under CEQA, impacts from both Alternate 2A
and 2B would be “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated’.

Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, the project may affect, is likely to
adversely affect CC Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon, sDPS green sturgeon, NC
steelhead, and tidewater goby.

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, per FESA, the project may affect, is not likely to
adversely affect CC Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon, sDPS green sturgeon,
and NC steelhead critical habitat. There would be no effect to tidewater goby critical
habitat.

Per CESA, the project Alternatives 2A and 2B could result in “Take” of SONCC coho
salmon and longfin smelt.

See Section 2.4.4 and 2.4.5 for a detailed discussion of these special-status fish.

Obscure bumble bee: Less Than Significant Impact.

For both Alternatives 2A and 2B, vegetation removal could impact foraging habitat of
the obscure bumble bee. However, the upland areas where potential food plants would
be removed due to project construction is very small (e.g., 0.25 acre or less) relative to
the availability of food plants in the general vicinity of the project. There is no high-
quality potential nesting or overwintering habitat for the obscure bumble bee within the
Coastal BSA. Given the lack of high-quality habitat within the Coastal BSA, the small
size of the impact area, and the abundance of suitable habitat in the project vicinity,
Alternatives 2A and 2B would have a “Less Than Significant Impact” on obscure
bumble bee.

See Section 2.4 .4 for a detailed discussion obscure bumble bee.
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Special-status Birds including bald eagle, Bryant’s savannah sparrow, marbled
murrelet, olive-sided flycatcher, short-eared owl, northern harrier, white-tailed
kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-crested cormorant, long-
billed curlew, merlin, and osprey: Less Than Significant Impact.

The project area has suitable nesting and foraging habitat for Bryant’s savannah
sparrow. Bald eagle, marbled murrelet, olive-sided flycatcher, short-eared owl, northern
harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-crested
cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and have foraging habitat within the Coastal BSA.

Both Alternatives 2A and 2B require vegetation removal and would require noise and
night lighting during construction, all of which could affect special-status bird species
and their habitat. Standard Measures incorporated into the project, such as BR-2A,
BR2-B, and BR2-D would minimize impacts associated with these activities by requiring
trees and vegetation be removed outside of the nesting season of these species,
minimizing hydroacoustic noise during construction and minimizing night lighting.

Alternatives 2A and 2B would remove habitat for special-status birds. Some areas
would be permanently impacted, and the habitat would be replaced with infrastructure.
In other areas, estuarine marsh would be removed to facilitate construction of the
project and then would be replanted. However, the areas impacted are small, and there
is adequate suitable habitat in the project vicinity to which individuals could relocate.

Given the abundance of suitable habitat in the vicinity, the relatively small size of the
impact, the temporary nature of construction, and the Standard Measures detailed
above, Alternatives 2A and 2B would have a less than significant impact on bald
eagle, Bryant’s savannah sparrow, marbled murrelet, olive-sided flycatcher, short-eared
owl, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, black-capped chickadee, Cooper’s hawk, double-
crested cormorant, long-billed curlew, merlin, and osprey. In addition, for bald eagle, a
state endangered species, it is anticipated that there would be “no Take: under CESA.

For both Alternatives, the areas in which the injury and mortality thresholds for marbled
murrelet may be exceeded are confined to the narrow, shallow channel of Eureka
Slough and do not extend into the adjacent Arcata Bay. Marbled murrelet presence
within the Aquatic Species BSA is so unlikely that it is anticipated there would be a
“‘Less Than Significant Impact’.

Although the project does not require mitigation under CEQA, an additional minimization
measure has been included for both alternatives to reduce impacts. Bio-7 (see Section
2.4.5.4) would be implemented to further minimize any potential impacts to marbled
murrelet.

In addition, marbled murrelet is listed as federally threated and state endangered.
There is no critical habitat within the project BSAs.
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Per FESA, for both Alternatives 2A and 2B, the project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect marbled murrelet. There would be no effect to marbled murrelet
critical habitat.

Per CESA, the project Alternatives 2A and 2B would result in "No Take” of marbled
murrelet or bald eagle.

The project would result in "No Take” of white-tailed kite
See Section 2.4.4 and 2.4.5 for a detailed discussion of special-status birds.
Special-status Bats Including Townsend’s Big -Eared Bat: No Impact.

Alternatives 2A and 2B would remove the existing northbound and southbound bridges.
Surveys of the bridges found that they may occasionally be used by roosting bats,
however they are not used as a roosting or maternity colony. Standard Measure BR-2G
calls for preconstruction surveys for bats prior to bridge removal. If bats are found to be
present, a Bat Exclusion Plan would be prepared by a qualified biologist prior to bridge
removal. With Standard Measures incorporated (Section 1.6), both Alternatives would
have “No Impact” on Townsend’s big-eared bat or any other bat species.

See Section 2.4.4 for a detailed discussion special-status bats.
Black Brant: No Impact.

Alternative 2A would permanently impact 0.0002 acres and Alternative 2B would
permanently impact 0.0.112 acres of foraging habitat (eelgrass beds) for black brant.
However, black brant in Humboldt Bay is known to mostly occur in Arcata Bay and
South Bay with less than 1% of observations in the narrow channel between the two
sections of the bay (Barnhart et al., 1992; Moore and Black, 2006). They have not been
reported in the eelgrass beds of Eureka Slough. As black brant are not known to use
the project area, both Alternatives would have “No Impact” on black brant.

See Section 2.4 .4 for a detailed discussion of black brant.

Special-status Fish, Pacific Eulachon: No Impact.

As detailed in Section 2.4.5, Humboldt Bay is just outside of sDPS Pacific eulachon’s
range. They have never been captured in Freshwater Creek or Eureka Slough. Their
presence in the Aquatic Species BSA is highly unlikely. Based on the temporary nature
of construction, and as Pacific eulachon is not known to be present in Eureka Slough,
there would be “No impact” to sDPS Pacific eulachon from either alternative.

Per FESA, Alternatives 2A and 2B of the project would have No Effect on Pacific
eulachon and their critical habitat.
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See Section 2.4.5 for a detailed discussion of Pacific eulachon.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Riparian Habitat: Less Than Significant Impact.

Riparian habitat mapped within the Coastal BSA occurs along an estuarine inlet.
Vegetation consisted of Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and other willow species and
patchy red alders (Alnus rubra).

Alternative 2A would have no impacts on riparian habitat. Under Alternative 2B, 0.04
acre of riparian habitat would be temporarily impacted, and 0.04 acre of permanent
impacts to riparian habitat is anticipated. This riparian habitat is also likely to be
considered an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) by the CCC. For
Alternative 2A, Standard Measure BR-4B would require a Revegetation Plan which
would require revegetation of temporarily impacted areas.

Given the relatively small impact, the abundance of similar habitat within the region, and
the Standard Measures incorporated into the project, both Alternatives would have a
‘Less Than Significant Impact” on riparian habitat. Although the project does not
require mitigation under CEQA, Bio-4 would likely be implemented during agency
permitting. Under this measure, in line with agency policies, permit-driven
compensation would offset impacts to riparian habitat.

See Section 2.4.2 for a detailed discussion of riparian habitat.
Sensitive Natural Communities: Less Than Significant Impact.

Pickleweed Mats, Salal-Berry Brambles/Thimbleberry, and Eelgrass Beds are
considered CDFW SNCs. Of these, Pickleweed Mats Alliance and Eelgrass Beds would
also possibly be considered an ESHA, while Salal-Berry Brambles/Thimbleberry are not
considered ESHAs as they are common in the region and resilient to disturbance.

Impact acreages for each community by alternative can be found in Section 2.4.1.3.
Standard Measures BR-4B, C, and D, which call for Revegetation Plans for temporary
disturbed areas and Temporary High Visibility Fencing (THVF) and/or flagging around
sensitive communities prior to construction, would be incorporated into both alternatives
to minimize impacts. Given the small size of the impacts relative to the abundance of
these communities around Humboldt Bay, with Standard Measures incorporated, both
Alternatives would have a “Less Than Significant Impact” to Pickleweed Mats, Salal-
Berry Brambles/Thimbleberry, and Eelgrass Beds.
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Although the project does not require mitigation under CEQA, Bio-1 and Bio-2 (detailed
in Section 2.4.1.4) would likely be implemented during agency permitting. Under these
measures, in line with agency policies, permit-driven compensation would offset impacts
to Pickleweed Mats and Eelgrass Beds.

See Section 2.4.1 for a detailed discussion of sensitive natural communities.

c) 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?

Estuarine Marsh: Alternative 2B Less Than Significant With Mitigation
Incorporated. Alternative 2A Less than Significant Impact.

Both build alternatives would have temporary and permanent impacts on estuarine
marsh. Alternative 2A would temporarily impact 0.029 acres and permanently impact
0.039 acres of estuarine marsh. Alternative 2B would temporarily impact 0.297 acres
and permanently impact 0.224 acres of estuarine marsh. Standard Measures BR-2E
and BR-5A, which limit the operating period to between June 15 and October 15 for all
in-stream work, would protect water quality and habitats. Standard Measure BR-4C
would protect adjacent wetlands and waters by installing THVF around them. Measure
BR-5B would call for the use of protection mats, if allowed, to minimize impacts to
wetlands. As per measure BR-4B, Caltrans would prepare a Revegetation Plan that
would require revegetation of wetlands and areas adjacent to waters that are
temporarily impacted.

Estuarine marsh is restricted to bay and estuary locations and therefore is a naturally
uncommon and highly valuable habitat. With Standard Measures incorporated,
Alternative 2A would have a “Less Than Significant” on estuarine marsh. Although
Alternative 2A does not require mitigation under CEQA, Bio-4 (detailed in Section
2.4.2.4) would likely be implemented during permitting. Under this measure, in line with
agency policies, permit-driven compensation would offset impacts to estuarine marsh.

Standard Measures and BMPs (Section 1.6) would be implemented as part of the
project to help avoid and minimize effects to estuarine marsh. Caltrans anticipates
significant impacts to estuarine marsh from Alternative 2B. To mitigate for these
impacts to estuarine marsh, Bio-3 (detailed in Section 2.4.2.4) would be implemented.
Under CEQA, impacts from Alternate 2B would be ‘Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated”.

See Section 2.4.2 for a detailed discussion of estuarine marsh.
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Other Wetlands and Waters: Less Than Significant Impact.

Both build alternatives would have temporary and permanent impacts on roadside Ditch
wetlands, estuarine and Marine Deepwater, estuarine channel, eelgrass beds, tidal mud
flats, culverted waters, and coastal riparian. Impacts acres can be found in Section
2.4.2.3. For both build Alternatives 2A and 2B, the following Standard Measures would
minimize and avoid impacts to wetlands and waters. BR-2E and BR-5A, which limits
the operating period to between June 15 and October 15 for all in-stream work, would
project water quality and habitats. Standard Measure BR-4C would protect adjacent
wetlands and waters by installing THVF around them. Standard Measure BR-5B would
call for the use of protection mats, if allowed, to minimize impacts to wetlands. After
construction, all temporary structures would be removed (including bridge trestles and
fill) and landform and topography would be restored back to preexisting conditions.
Existing bridge abutments and piers would be cut off at or below grade. As per
Standard Measure BR-4B, Caltrans would prepare a Revegetation Plan that would
require revegetation of wetlands and areas adjacent to waters that are temporarily
impacted.

Both Alternatives would have minor (generally less than 0.1 acres) of impact to
estuarine and marine deepwater, estuarine channel, eelgrass beds, tidal mud flats,
riparian, and culverted waters. While both alternatives would impact around 1 acre of
roadside ditch wetland, these wetlands are of lower quality and common; therefore, the
impact would be minor. Given the small size of the impacts relative to the abundance of
these communities around Humboldt Bay, with Standard Measures incorporated, both
Alternatives would have a “Less Than Significant Impact” to Other Wetlands and
Waters.

Although the project does not require mitigation under CEQA, Bio-4 (detailed in Section
2.4.2.4) would likely be implemented during permitting. Under this measure, in line with
agency policies, permit-driven compensation would offset impacts to other wetlands and
waters.

See Section 2.4.21 for a detailed discussion of other wetlands and waters.

d) 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?

Habitat Connectivity: Less than Significant Impact

Wildlife corridors are areas used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. Eureka
Slough connects Humboldt Bay to Freshwater Creek, providing important habitat
connectivity for anadromous fish that use the creek for spawning and rearing. Under
Alternatives 2A and 2B, the project could temporarily impact habitat connectivity. In-
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water construction and associated water quality impacts, hydroacoustic noise, artificial
lighting, and general disturbance could affect the ability of fish to move through Eureka
Slough. Standard Measures and BMPs described in Section 1.6, such as BR-2 (items
B, C, D, E, BR-5, WQ-1, and WQ-2), would be implemented to avoid and minimize
impacts on habitat connectivity. These measures include a June 15 to October 15 in-
water work window, measures to protect water quality, and a Hydroacoustic Monitoring
Plan. The Standard Measures outlined above would avoid and minimize impacts on
habitat connectivity and minimize exposure of fish to stressors. As a result, there would
be a “Less Than Significant Impact”’ to migratory fish.

For terrestrial wildlife, no natural landscape blocks or Essential Connectivity Areas
(ECAs) were identified by the CEHC Project in or adjacent to the Coastal BSA.
Humboldt Bay mudflats provide important wintering grounds for migratory shorebirds.
The project's Coastal BSA has an ACE rank of 1 for its terrestrial limited connectivity
opportunity but has a rank of 5 for its high aquatic biodiversity. Foraging migratory birds
may be temporarily impacted during construction. If foraging individuals were present
during construction, they could simply move away from the disturbance into the ample
available foraging habitat around Humboldt Bay. Therefore, both Alternatives would
have a “Less Than Significant Impact’ on wildlife movement.

See Section 2.4.1 for additional discussion of wildlife movement.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Alternatives 2A and 2B would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources; therefore, there would be “No Impact”.

See Section 2.2.2, Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Program, for
additional information.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

There are no conservation plans adopted for any portion of the project; therefore, the
project would not conflict with any such plans. As a result, there would be “No
Impact”.
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3.24 Cultural Resources

Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance No Impact
of a historical resource pursuant to in §15064.57 P
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance No Impact
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? P
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred No Impact
outside of dedicated cemeteries? P

CEQA Significance Determinations for Cultural Resources
Please see Section 2.2.12 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a), b), ¢c) No Impact

No properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places, no California Historical
Landmarks, no California Register of Historic Resources, and no Points of Historical
Interest are in the area of potential effect. No archaeological resources, including
human remains, are anticipated at the project site. In the event unidentified cultural
resources are unearthed during construction, work would be halted until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the significance of the discovery. Therefore, there would be
“‘No Impact”.
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3.2.5 Energy
Would the project:
Question CEQA Determination
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of Less Than Significant
energy resources, during project construction or Impact
operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
g No Impact
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

CEQA Significance Determinations for Energy
Please see Section 2.3.8 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

The construction and operation of the project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources. However, there would be short-term
energy consumption from the use of petroleum fuels by construction equipment and
vehicles. Project construction would be temporary and energy consumption would be
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. The project does not propose changes in
the operation of the current roadway and would not increase capacity. Therefore, there
would be a “Less Than Significant Impact” and no mitigation is required.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The project is not a capacity-increasing transportation project and would not increase
the use of energy resources during the operation of the bridges. The project would not
conflict with state and local plans for renewable energy and energy efficiency; therefore,
there would be “No Impact”.
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3.2.6 Geology and Soils
Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 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 Special
Publication 42.

No Impact

Less Than Significant

.. T ina?
i) Strong seismic ground shaking” Impact

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less Than Significant

Impact
iv) Landslides? No Impact
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? No Impact
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
No Impact

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 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial | No Impact
direct or indirect risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste No Impact
water?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological No Impact

resource or site or unique geologic feature?
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CEQA Significance Determinations for Geology and Soils
Please see Section 2.3.3 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a-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 Special Publication 42.

The project is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Additionally,
the site is not located within any unzoned fault and is not considered susceptible to
surface fault rupture hazards; therefore, there would be “No Impact”.

a-ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

The project is located in an area of potentially strong ground shaking. The project
would replace two seismically deficient structures with two new structures. The
Caltrans Office of Earthquake Engineering is responsible for assessing the seismic
hazard for Caltrans projects, and the project would be designed to meet current
Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria. However, highway infrastructure is susceptible to
damage from very large seismic events which could result in substantial adverse effects
from ground shaking even when built to current seismic design standards. Therefore,
the Impact Is Less Than Significant, and no mitigation is required.

a-iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Some of the sediments in the upper 70-feet below ground surface may be susceptible to
seismically induced liquefaction. The ground surface in the area of the bridge is
relatively flat; however, in the event of a very large seismic occurrence, there is potential
for bearing capacity failure and lateral spreading for the approach embankments.
Potential hazards and impacts from liquefaction would be evaluated as part of future
geotechnical exploration and analysis to support the project design and construction. If
recommended by the geotechnical investigation, final design would include design
features related to liquefiable soils. Highway infrastructure is susceptible to damage
from very large seismic events, which could result in substantial adverse effects from
soil liquefaction even when built to current seismic design standards. Therefore, the
Impact Is Less Than Significant, and no mitigation is required.
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a-iv), b), c), d), e), f) Landslides, soil erosion/topsoil, geologic unit, expansive soil,
septic tanks/waste water, paleontological resources?

The project would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects from
landslides. The topography of the project limits is relatively flat with no natural slopes.
The northern and southern approaches to both bridges consist of fill embankment
ramps rising to approximately 14 feet in height over a distance of approximately 600
linear feet.

Construction of the project would include soil-disturbing activities such as grading and
cut and fill slopes. Potential impacts related to soil erosion would be minimized through
Standard Measures and BMPs, including the implementation of a Stormwater Plan
which would include erosion control measures and a post construction Revegetation
Plan that would include measures to return disturbed areas to pre-construction or better
conditions. The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

The project is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, and the project site
would not become unstable as a result of the project. The project would not result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. The
project is not located on expansive soil that could result in substantial risk to life or
property.

The project does not involve septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.

The project would disturb geologic units with a low sensitivity for paleontological
resources, and therefore, a low potential to affect scientifically significant paleontological
resources. Caltrans Standard Measures and Best Management Practices (Section 1.6),
which include work stoppage and appropriate resource follow-up if paleontological
resources are encountered during construction, would be included in the project.

The project would not directly or indirectly impact geology and soils; therefore, there
would be “No Impact’ related to landslides, soil erosion/topsoil, geologic unit, expansive
soil, septic tanks/waste water, paleontological resources.
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3.2.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

Less Than Significant
Impact

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant
Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Please see Section 3.4 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?

Explained in Section 3.4.3.2 Construction Emissions, the project would result in GHG
emissions during construction; however, standard specifications and regulations
detailed in Section 3.4.4 GHG Reduction Strategies, would be implemented to reduce
and minimize GHG during construction. Section 3.4.3.1, Operational Emissions
explains that project would not add travel lanes or increase vehicle miles traveled.
Therefore, the project would not result in an increase in operational GHG emissions.
The project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that would have a significant impact. The impact would be “Less Than Significant”
and no mitigation is required.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

As described in Section 3.4.2.2 Regional Plans, the project supports the goals of the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), City of Eureka General Plan, and the Humboldt
Regional Climate Action Plan. Bicycle/pedestrian lanes on the bridges and connections
to the existing regional trail system expand opportunity for and increase safety of active
transportation. The project does not add travel lanes and would not result in an
increase in VMT or operational GHG emissions. As stated previously above in Section
a) and explained in Section 3.4.3.2, Construction Emissions, the project would result in
GHG emissions during construction; however, standard specifications and regulations
detailed in Section 3.4.4 GHG Reduction Strategies would be implemented to reduce
and minimize GHG during construction.
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The Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The impact would be “Less Than
Significant” and no mitigation is required.

3.2.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant
Impact

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and Less Than Significant
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous Impact
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within | No Impact
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which 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
Impact

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
nautical miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive
noise for people residing or working in the project area?

Less Than Significant
Impact

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant
Impact

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving No Impact
wildland fires?
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CEQA Significance Determinations for Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Please see Section 2.3.5 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

During construction, there is the potential to encounter hazardous materials in the soils
and existing road materials. The project would involve disturbance of soils and
demolition of existing bridge structures. Construction of the project would involve the
transportation, storage, and use of common materials such as fuels and oils to operate
construction equipment and vehicles. Accidental releases of these substances could
contaminate soils and degrade the quality of surface water and groundwater or be
released into the air. In addition, soil impacted by hazardous material could be
encountered at properties that would be partially or fully acquired for the proposed
project or potentially utilized as a construction staging location.

Typical hazardous materials used during construction would be handled in accordance
with Caltrans standard procedures. Standard regulations and policies would be
followed for the use, storage, handling, disposal, and transport of potentially hazardous
materials during construction of the project. Project-specific BMPs would be
implemented to further reduce the potential of accidental release or exposure to
hazardous materials. The private property adjacent to the project area previously
identified as being listed on the Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (Cortese
List) has a Case Closed status, having received a No Further Action letter from the
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board in August of 2007. Cleanup areas at
the listed site are not within the area of proposed work, and it is unlikely that
contaminants would be encountered during construction. Therefore, potential impacts
related to hazardous materials would be “Less Than Significant” and mitigation would
not be required.

b) 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?

The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through any reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials. The project could potentially disturb hazardous materials in the
form of asbestos-containing material, lead-based paint, treated wood waste, and aerially
deposited lead. Routine hazardous materials such as paint, solvents, and fuel would be
used, handled, stored, disposed of, and transported in accordance with applicable local,
state, and federal regulations. Therefore, impacts would be “Less Than Significant”,
and no mitigation is required.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 353
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

The project is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;
therefore, there would be “No Impact”.

d) Be located on a site which 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?

The project Initial Site Assessment (Caltrans 2022d) found project work is on or
adjacent to a private parcel listed on the Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List
(Cortese List). Potential contamination associated with the property is due to past land
uses and operation activities related to contaminant discharges and underground
storage tanks at the site. The property received a No Further Action letter from the
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board in August of 2007 and, having
fulfilled obligations to mitigate for any releases that occurred, has a Case Closed status.
Contaminant release and subsequent cleanup activities are not within the area of
proposed construction, and it is unlikely that petroleum hydrocarbons would be
encountered. With implementation of Caltrans Standard Measures and Best
Management Practices (Section 1.6) and avoidance and minimization measures, the
proposed project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. Therefore, the impact is “Less Than Significant” and no mitigation is
required.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two nautical miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

The project is located within two miles of Murray Field, a county-owned public airport.
The project would comply with all appliable federal, state, and local safety regulations
and pre-construction notifications to minimize potential for construction activities to
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working within the
project area. The replacement bridges would be approximately the same height as the
existing bridges and the project would not result in any permanent features that would
pose a hazard to air traffic or result in aviation-related safety impacts. Therefore, the
impact would be “Less Than Significant” and no mitigation is required.
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Traffic delays are expected during project construction. A Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) would be prepared for the project to alleviate or minimize traffic delays
through traffic handling practices. It is anticipated that lane reductions would be in
effect during hours of darkness and a work zone speed reduction would be required.
Traffic delays would be coordinated with all emergency responders and contract
specifications would require the contractor to provide local notifications at least 10
business days before the start of job activities. As such, the project would not interfere
with emergency response, or an Emergency Response Plan related to hazardous
waste. Therefore, the impact would be “Less Than Significant” and no mitigation is
required.

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

The project is not located within a Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) in a State
Responsibility Area. The project area is located within a Local Responsibility Area
served by Humboldt Bay Fire. There are no areas designated as Very High Fire Hazard
Severity within five miles of the project area and the nearest designated Severity Zone
(moderate) is approximately two miles to the east. The project would not expose people
or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildfires; therefore, there would be “No Impact”.

3.29 Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface

Less Than Significant

or ground water quality? Impact
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the
No Impact

project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of No Impact
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
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Question CEQA Determination

(i) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or | No Impact
offsite;

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of No Impact
polluted runoff; or
(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? No Impact
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
No Impact

pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater No Impact
management plan?

CEQA Significance Determinations for Hydrology and Water Quality
Please see Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Replacement of the Eureka Slough bridges could result in temporary impacts on water
quality during construction. Soil exposed by excavation activities would have an
increased potential for soil erosion which could be transported into receiving waters
through stormwater runoff. Petroleum products, chemicals, and concrete-related waste
may be spilled or leaked with the potential to be transported to receiving waters through
stormwater runoff. To avoid substantial degradations to surface or ground water quality,
standard temporary water pollution control, permanent design pollution prevention, and
post-construction treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be used to meet
water quality standards and waste discharge requirements.

The project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil and would need to comply with the
NPDES Construction General Permit and would be required to implement an
appropriate Stormwater Plan. Project features and the Stormwater Plan prepared for the
project prior to construction would identify temporary BMPs to address potential
temporary impacts on water quality. Therefore, the impact would be “Less Than
Significant” and no mitigation is required.
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

The project is located within the Eureka Groundwater Basin. Temporary water diversion
and dewatering within the Eureka Slough would be incorporated as a project feature,
and clean groundwater could be used as dust control, disposed of in an upland area, or
transported to a publicly owned treatment facility. The proposed project would
implement standard temporary water pollution control, permanent design pollution
prevention, and post-construction treatment BMPs to avoid substantial decreases in
groundwater supplies and substantial interference with groundwater recharge. The
proposed project would not decrease groundwater supply or interfere with groundwater
recharge or impede sustainable ground water management. Therefore, there would be
“No Impact”.

c i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The project would not temporarily or permanently alter the course of any stream or river.
The project would implement permanent design pollution prevention BMPs to address
potential post-construction stormwater impacts, and standard construction BMPs and a
Stormwater Plan would be required to avoid impacts during construction. These project
design features would avoid substantial erosion or siltation from occurring on-or off-site
during the construction and operation of the project. The project would add new
impervious surface, which would be fully treated. Therefore, there would be “No
Impact”.

c ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or offsite?

The project would not result in an increase to the rate and amount of surface runoff.
The proposed bridge would be designed with minimal impact to the floodplain and
would not cause any rise to the existing base flood elevation. The project would not
significantly alter the existing drainage pattern within the project limits and surrounding
area. The increase in new impervious surface would be addressed with treatment
BMPs that would be located and sized to appropriately infiltrate, harvest, reuse, and/or
evapotranspire stormwater runoff. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

c iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

The proposed project would be designed to avoid exceeding the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems. The project would not create or contribute runoff
water or alter existing drainage patterns such that the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems would be exceeded. Project features, such as post
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construction treatment areas, would avoid contributing additional sources of polluted
roadway runoff to the project area. The project would not adversely impact the current
hydraulic conditions of the project area. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

c iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

The proposed project would not impede or redirect flood flows. A final hydraulic analysis
would be conducted during final design to determine appropriate bridge design features
needed to meet flood capacity and permitting requirements. Therefore, there would be
"No Impact”.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

Within the project limits, the Eureka Slough floodplain is located within a FEMA Zone
VE floodplain. The FEMA Zone VE designation is for flood zones subject to the 1-
percent annual chance floodplain that have additional hazards associated with storm
waves. Because the project is located near the coastline of the Pacific Ocean, it could
be subject to tidal influence and tsunami inundation. Although portions of the project
limits could be inundated by flood or tsunami, the replacement of the bridges does not
increase the risk. The proposed project would not increase the base flood elevation of
any designated floodplain and would not increase the risk of release of pollutants due to
project inundation. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The proposed project would be designed to meet the water quality standards outlined in
the RWQCB Basin Plan and would not conflict with or obstruct the Basin Plan or any
other applicable federal, state, or local water quality control plans. The project is
located within the Eureka Plain Groundwater Basin. The proposed project would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of sustainable groundwater management.
Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.
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3.2.10 Land Use and Planning
Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

No Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Land Use and Planning
Please see Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Physically divide an established community?

Replacement of the Eureka Slough bridges would not divide an established community,
and no residences or businesses would be displaced. Therefore, there would be no
"No Impact” and no mitigation is required.

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The project is consistent with state, regional and local plans including the Humboldt
County Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan and the City of
Eureka General Plan (Section 2.2.1). The project is within the Coastal Zone within
State jurisdiction, and a Coastal Development Permit would be required to comply with
the California Coastal Act (Section 2.2.3). The project would not conflict with any land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. Therefore, there would be "No Impact” and mitigation is not
required.
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3.2.11 Noise

Would the project result in:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the

project in excess of standards established in the local Less Than Significant

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards Impact
of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or Less Than Significant
groundborne noise levels? Impact

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two nautical miles of a Less Than Significant
public airport or public use airport, would the project Impact

expose people residing or working within the project area
to excessive noise levels?

CEQA Significance Determinations for Noise
Please see Section 2.3.8 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a), b) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies
or Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

The project would not increase the capacity of U.S. 101 for motor vehicles and therefore
would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. A temporary increase
in ambient noise levels would occur and groundborne vibration and noise would be
generated during construction. Noise and vibration would not be in excess of
established local standards.

Pile driving activities, which generate the highest noise and vibration levels during
project construction, would be required for construction of the temporary work trestles
and the replacement bridge foundations. Typical pile driving can generate noise levels
ranging between 95 and 101 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The nearest noise sensitive area to
the pile driving operation is the Shoreline RV Park. The nearest RV site is
approximately 80 feet from the closest proposed pile installation location. At 75 feet
from pile driving, the typical maximum outdoor noise levels would be 98 dBA and the
typical hourly average noise level would be 96 dBA (Table 30).
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Vibration levels are highest close to the source, and then attenuate with increasing
distance. The amount of attenuation over distance varies depending on soil conditions.
Vibrations generated by the project would diminish in magnitude as they travel away
from the source. The upper limits of impact pile driving produce higher vibration levels
than vibratory pile driving. The distance to potential annoyance to nearby residences
from impact pile driving vibration would be considered severe within 85 feet of the pile
driving operation and would be barely perceptible beyond 2,500 feet. Vibratory pile
driving would be considered severe at distances less than 40 feet and would be barely
perceptible beyond 1,115 feet. The distance to potential damage to structures from
vibration depends on the structure type. The potential to cause damage from impact
pile driving could occur to within 130 feet of historic buildings, 110 feet of older
residential buildings, or 70 feet of new residential and commercial structures. Potential
damage from vibratory pile driving would occur within 60 feet of historic buildings, 50
feet of older residential buildings, or 32 feet of new residential and commercial
structures.

Caltrans utilizes Standard Specifications for noise that specify noise resulting from work
activities would be monitored and controlled to not exceed 86 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from
the job site activities from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m. Additional noise controls would be
implemented where practical and feasible. Measures that can further reduce potential
noise impacts include prohibiting unnecessary idling of engines, acoustic shielding
around pile driving hammer, and restricting noise-generating construction activities
during certain days and times with notification made in advance if work is necessary
outside those restrictions. Therefore, impacts from noise are considered “Less Than
Significant” and no mitigation is required.

There are no structures located within the thresholds for potential damage from
vibration or impact pile driving within the project limits. Therefore, the project would
have a “Less Than Significant” impact from vibration and no mitigation is required.

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two nautical miles of
a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The project is located approximately one mile from Murry Field, a Humboldt County
public airport that supports regional aviation. People working or living between the
project location and the airport (along Jacobs Avenue) would be exposed to both
construction noise from the project and air traffic noise from the airport. However, while
residents and workers at the location could be exposed to increased noise levels, the
distance between the project and the airport is great enough that noise would not reach
a level that would be excessive. Impacts are considered “Less Than Significant” and
no mitigation is required.
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3.2.12 Population and Housing
Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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)?

No Impact

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement No Impact
housing elsewhere?

CEQA Significance Determinations for Population and Housing

Please see Section 2.2.5 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a), b) Induce substantial unplanned 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) or displace
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed project would replace existing bridges on an existing highway. No
extension of roads or infrastructure would occur, and no capacity is being added. The
majority of improvements and construction associated with all Build Alternatives would
be within the existing Caltrans right of way. Partial acquisitions and easements would
be required from adjacent federal and private property; however, it is anticipated that
acquisitions would not affect existing use or function of the properties. No displacement
or relocation of residents or businesses would occur, and construction of replacement
housing elsewhere would not be necessary. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”,
and mitigation is not required.
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3.2.13 Public Services

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 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 following public services:

Question CEQA Determination
a) Fire protection? No Impact
b) Police protection? No Impact
c) Schools? No Impact
d) Parks? No Impact
e) Other public facilities? No Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Public Services

Please see Sections 2.2.9 and 2.2.10 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a), b), c¢), d), e) Affect fire or police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities?

The proposed project is limited to the replacement of the existing Eureka Slough
bridges, associated roadway improvements, and trail connections within the project
limits. The project does not include development which may result in a need for new or
improved government facilities. There would be no change to the service ratios,
response times, or other public performance objectives for existing public services such
as fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities. Therefore,
there would be "No Impact”.
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3.2.14 Recreation

Question CEQA Determination

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?

No Impact

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

No Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Recreation

Please see Section 2.2.4 of this EIR/EA for more information.

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?

The project would not provide increased access or directly or indirectly increase use or
deterioration of existing neighborhood or regional parks. While the project would result
in increased access to recreational trail facilities within the project area by providing
additional connection points, the enhanced access would not promote use that would
lead to substantial or accelerated physical deterioration of the existing trail system.
Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

The project would provide connections to existing public trails. The trail connections
would not require the construction or expansion of the existing recreational facilities and
would not result in an adverse physical effect on the environment. Therefore, there
would be "No Impact”.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 364
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

3.2.15 Transportation
Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, No Impact

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section

15064.3, subdivision (b)? No Impact
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous No Impact

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Less Than Significant

. ?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Transportation

Please see Section 2.2.10 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

The project would not change the existing circulation system because it would not
change the number or operation of vehicle lanes within the project limits. The project
would include new shared bicycle/pedestrian lanes, standard inside and outside
shoulders, and a new section of sidewalk adjacent to U.S. 101 west of the southbound
bridge. The project would be consistent with programs, plans, ordinances, and policies
regarding the circulation system. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

The project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b). The project would not result in an increase in vehicle miles
traveled as there would be no increase in the number of travel lanes within the project
limits. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

The project would not increase hazards or propose incompatible uses. The project
would correct the existing bridge profile that impedes sight distance and would
implement Caltrans design standards to increase the safety of the traveling public.
Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

During construction, two lanes of traffic would be maintained in both directions during
daytime peak travel times. Lane closures would be utilized during nighttime
construction, reducing traffic to one lane in each direction. A Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared as part of the project to minimize delays
during both day and nighttime construction. Infrequent, temporary full closures would
be needed when northbound and southbound traffic is shifted. Measures outlined in the
TMP would be taken to ensure that emergency services would not be delayed, and
construction activities would be coordinated with emergency service providers and
emergency vehicles would be accommodated at all times. After the project is
constructed, emergency service would be enhanced with wider shoulders which would
improve travel times for emergency services. Therefore, the impact would be “Less
Than Significant” and no mitigation is required.
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3.2.16 Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section
5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c)
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

No Impact

No Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Tribal Cultural Resources

Please see Section 2.2.12 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a), b) No Impact

In compliance with AB 52, Native American consultation was initiated on January 11,
2021, early in the project development phase and has continued throughout the life of
the proposed project. Correspondence continued as Caltrans prepared to conduct a
geoarchaeological investigation of the project area which was completed in 2022. The
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) responded to Caltrans' request on
September 9, 2021, for a consultation list of tribes, groups, and individuals who have
expressed an interest in the project vicinity and for review of the Sacred Lands File for
any potential sacred sites within the project vicinity. The NAHC indicated no sacred
sites were identified and provided a consultation list pursuant to Section 106.
Consultation emails were sent to all tribal groups and individuals to inform them of the
proposed geoarchaeological investigation and to notify them that the bridge project was
continuing. Recent correspondence with the tribes occurred on June 19, 2023, to share
project updates. Native American tribes, groups, and individuals consulted include the
Chairperson and THPO of the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria, the
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Chairperson, THPO, and Administration for the Wiyot Tribe, Table Bluff Rancheria, and
Chairperson, THPO, and Tribal Cultural Resources Advisor for Blue Lake Rancheria.

The geoarchaeological study conducted in 2022 determined that it is highly unlikely that
any potentially important cultural resources would be affected by the proposed project-
related earth disturbances, and recommended no further archaeological identification
efforts for the project area. All of the interested tribes were updated on the results of the
geoarchaeological study on May 5, 2022. It is Caltrans' policy to avoid cultural
resources whenever possible. If cultural resources or human remains are exposed
during Caltrans activities, Caltrans policy and state and federal law require that activity
in that area is stopped until appropriate action can be taken to address the discovery.

In addition, Caltrans would consult with the Native American tribes and representatives
in the event that human remains, or other tribal cultural resources are discovered during
construction. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

3.2.17 Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project:

Question CEQA Determination

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater

drainage, electric power, natural gas, or Less Than Significant
telecommunications facilities, the construction or Impact

relocation of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development No Impact
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

¢) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected No Impact
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid No Impact
waste reduction goals?
e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and No Impact

reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
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CEQA Significance Determinations for Utilities and Service Systems

Please see Section 2.2.9 of this EIR/EA for more information.

a) Less than Significant Impact

The project would require relocation of overhead and underground utilities, and any
utilities attached to the bridge. Ultilities would be relocated following current design
requirements and would avoid impacting sensitive environmental resources. The City of
Eureka’s water and sewer lines are currently attached to the bridges. While most likely
they will be re-attached to the bridges, with some temporary attachments during
construction, there is the possibility of moving them completely off the highway
alignment. This would involve underground directional drilling from upland areas, and
potentially additional environmental studies and permitting. Impacts are expected to be
“Less Than Significant” and no mitigation is required.

b), ¢), d), e) No Impact

The project does not include new development or uses that would require water
supplies nor does the project include uses that generate new wastewater flows. While
the project would generate solid waste during construction, the operation of the highway
would not generate solid waste or impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals.
The project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste. Therefore, there would be "No Impact”.

3.2.18 Cumulative Impacts

This cumulative impact analysis evaluates whether the project, in combination with
projects that are planned, approved, or under construction, would result in a cumulative
effect on a resource, and, if so, whether the project's contribution to the cumulative
impact would be considerable. If the project would not cause direct or indirect impacts
on a resource, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact on that resource.

3.2.18.1 Regulatory Setting

Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, combined with the potential impacts of the proposed project.
A Cumulative Effect Assessment looks at the collective impacts posed by individual land
use plans and projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time.
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Cumulative impacts to resources within the project area may result from residential,
commercial, industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural
development and the conversion to more intensive agricultural cultivation. These land
use activities can degrade habitat and species diversity through consequences such as
displacement and fragmentation of habitats and populations, alteration of hydrology,
contamination, erosion, sedimentation, disruption of migration corridors, changes in
water quality, and introduction or promotion of predators. They can also contribute to
potential community impacts identified for the project, such as changes in community
character, traffic patterns, housing availability, and employment.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15130 describes
when a cumulative impact analysis is necessary and what elements are necessary for
an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts. The definition of cumulative impacts
under CEQA can be found in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines.

3.2.18.2 Affected Environment (Methodology)

There are several steps involved in analyzing for cumulative impacts. Resources are
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis following the process set forth in the
2005 Caltrans’ Guidance for Preparers of Cumulative Impact Analysis. The first step in
the process is to evaluate which project-specific resources need to be considered in the
cumulative impact analysis. Resources that could be directly or indirectly impacted by
the project could potentially contribute to a cumulative impact to that resource and
would need to be further evaluated to determine if the impact is cumulatively
considerable.

The following steps serve as guidelines for identifying and assessing cumulative
impacts:

1. Identify the resources to consider in the cumulative impact analysis by gathering
input from knowledgeable individuals and reliable information sources.

2. Define the geographic boundary or Resource Study Area (RSA) for each
resource to be addressed in the cumulative impact analysis.

3. Describe the current health and the historical context of each resource.

4. Identify the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project that might
contribute to a cumulative impact on the identified resources.

5. ldentify the set of other current and reasonably foreseeable future actions or
projects within the RSA and their associated environmental impacts to include in
the cumulative impact analysis.
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6. Assess the potential cumulative impacts.
7. Report the results of the cumulative impact analysis.

8. Assess the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other
agencies to address a cumulative impact.

Project-Specific Resource Evaluation.

If a project would not result in a direct or indirect impact to a resource, it would not
contribute to a cumulative impact to that resource and would not need to be further
evaluated. The project would not directly or indirectly impact the following resources:

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources
e Cultural Resources

e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Land Use and Planning

e Mineral Resources

e Population and Housing

e Public Services

e Wildfire

e Biological Resources: black brant, bats, migratory birds, and Pacific eulachon

If a project would result in an impact to a resource, it is evaluated to determine whether
the project would have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past or future projects within
the RSA. The past and future projects considered when determining whether a
cumulative analysis is warranted are presented below in Tables 56 and 57. The
projects listed include land use developments, infrastructure, and other transportation
improvements that would be located near the proposed project.
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Table 52. Caltrans Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Location Status or
Project Name Route/ Jurisdiction Proj.ec.t Estimatfed Pot(?ntial
Post Mile Description Completion | Cumulative Affect
Date
EA 01-0M080
'\gi’;f'; 2"/';:3 H(L)J_'\é'/'g_?' Caltrans | Micro surfacing | 1/17/2024 Hazar(?::;)_‘”asm
Digouts
EA 01-O0N520
Clean QA HUM-255- Install lighting '
Samoa Bridge 0.28/0.28 Caltrans on Samoa 3/15/2025 Visual.
Decorative Bridge
Lighting
EA 01-3660U
Eureka-Arcata
Corridor
Combined:
(EA 01-0F220
Arcata
Accel/Decel HUM-255- Combined .
Lanes, 717.6, environmental Tralnlsp(t)r’;atlofp,h
EA01-0C970 | HUM-101- | Caltrans mitigation, 1/21/2026 Sp\‘fv‘gfl‘a: das ’”:n'ds ’
Eureka/Arcata 79.9/86.1 Upgrade 4- water quality
Corridor MBGR, Lane Facility '
EA 01-36600
E/A RTIP 101
Corridor,
Indianola
Interchange,
Mitigation)
EA 01-0H650 Rehabilitate Water quality,
HUM-101 HUM-101- | o ltrans drainage 6/1/2029 Salal-Berry
: 56.6/137.1 Bramble SNC,
Drainage North systems . .
special-status fish.
This project has the
potential to impact
wetlands, sensitive
natural
EA 01-0M270 Comr'r“rt‘”:es aI”d t
. special-status plan
Euqzl;a/éb\l_r;ata H;JQMJB%L Caltrans Se;el_seizl\i/:rl]zse 12/2/2033 species. However,
Resilience atthis gtage n
project
development, the
level of impact to
these resources is
unknown.
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Table 53. Non-Caltrans Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

. Status Or
e Project Estimated
Project Name Route; Jurisdiction jec! . Potential Affect
; Description Completion
Post Mile
Date
. . In Wetlands, special-
Pedestrian trail . .
Humboldt Bay County of construction, status plants, special-
- - from Eureka to S . .
Trail South Humboldt Arcata completion in status birds, special-
2025 status fish.
. Trail linking In pllannlng, Wetlands, special-
. City of Eureka estimated . .
Bay to Zoo Trail -- . L status birds, special-
Eureka Waterfront Trail | completion in status fish
to Sequoia Park 2027 ’
Humboldt Bay
Shellfish Humboldt Planning, no .
; Water quality, eelgrass
Aquaculture -- Bay Harbor Aquaculture completion
. _ beds.
Expansion District date
Project
King Salmon Humboldt .
Fisherman’s _ Bav Harbor Dredain Ongoin Water quality, eelgrass
Channel y_ . ging going beds, longfin smelt.
. District
maintenance
Humboldt Bay Humboldt . . Special-status fish,
- . - Bay Harbor Dredging Ongoing .
periodic dredging . marine mammals.
District
Humboldt Aquaculture Pending, in
Nordic Aquafarm -- Bay Harbor | facility adjacent | design/permitt Special-status fish.
District to bay in Samoa ing.
This project has the
potential to impact
wetlands, eelgrass
e
Offshore Wind Humboldt based port to Pending, in P . » SP .
. . . birds, special-status
Heavy Lift -- Bay Harbor support off- design/permitt ) .
. . ) . fish, and marine
Terminal District shore wind ing.
mammals. However,
efforts . . .
at this stage in project
development, the level
of impact to these
resources is unknown.
Salt marsh and
tidal chgnnel 2023
restoration of
earthwork e
114 acres completed Positive impact to
Elk River Estuary HUM 101/ 74 City of adjacent to Elk map be ’ wetlands and
Restoration Eureka River as it y Pickleweed SNC, and
continued . ]
enters vegetation special-status fish.
Humboldt Bay, man% -
west of U.S. 9 ’
101.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 373
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

. Status Or
e Project Estimated
Project Name Route; Jurisdiction e . Potential Affect
Post Mile Description Completion
Date
Project may have
impacts to sensitive
natural communities,
special-status plants,
Restoration special-status birds,
Elk River activities in the Early and positive impacts
Recovery -- CalTrout upper estuary planning to wetlands and
Program east of U.S. stages. special-status fish.
101. However, at this stage
in project
development, the level
of impact to these
resources is unknown.

3.2.18.3 Environmental Consequences (Cumulative Impact Analysis)

All Build Alternatives

The cumulative impact analysis determines whether impacts to resources are
cumulatively considerable when considered with other past and reasonably foreseeable
projects in the resource study area (RSA). Potential for impacts to resources areas
resulting from the Build Alternatives when considered cumulatively with projects in the
above tables are discussed below.

Aesthetics

The RSA for aesthetics would be the Area of Visual Effect (AVE), which is the area from
which a project would be visible. As discussed in Sections 2.2.10 and 3.2.1,
Visual/Aesthetics, under both Build Alternatives, the layout, height, and scale of the
project is comparable to the existing elements being replaced. The AVE would remain
visually intact with views of natural features remaining as the dominant visual element.
There would be no adverse effect on the scenic vista and no project features would
adversely affect views in the area. No projects with visual impacts included in the
cumulative impact analysis could be viewed at the same time as the Eureka Slough
bridges location; therefore, there would be no shared AVE. The Build Alternatives
would not contribute to permanent impacts to the AVE and the project would not be
cumulatively considerable for effects on aesthetics.
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During construction, the views of and from the project location would include
construction trestles and equipment, and staging areas with construction materials.
Construction-related impacts to views would be temporary and limited to the area
adjacent to the work site. Likewise, any construction equipment and activities from
other projects that might occur in the AVE would be temporary and are not anticipated
to occur in close proximity as the proposed project Therefore, effects to aesthetics
during construction would not be cumulatively considerable.

Air Quality

The RSA for air quality would be North Coast Air Basin. As discussed in Sections 2.3.6,
and 3.2.2, Air Quality, under all Build Alternatives the project is a non-capacity
increasing project that would not directly or indirectly impact air quality as it would not
increase emissions compared with the No Build Alternative. The completed project
would have no cumulatively considerable impacts on air quality.

Humboldt County is categorized as an attainment area for all current National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and in attainment for all state standards except for
PM1o, which is produced during ground disturbance during construction. During
construction, short-term degradation of air quality is expected. These construction
emissions would be temporary and limited to the immediate area surrounding the
construction site. As no other projects would be concurrently constructed at the site, ,
there would be no cumulative impact to air quality. Therefore, effects to air quality
would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative effects from the project would
not be anticipated.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The RSA for greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) would be regional GHG emissions. As
discussed in Sections 3.2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 3.4, Climate Change, an
individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to significantly
influence global climate change. Because the fundamental characteristic of global
climate change is a cumulative impact, a project may contribute to that impact through a
change in GHG emissions. The project would not result in a change in GHG emissions.
The project does not add travel lanes or increase vehicle miles traveled and would
therefore not result in an increase in operational GHG emissions or result in a source of
new permanent emissions. The project would not interfere with regional GHG reduction
goals or conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

While construction activities from the project would generate GHG emissions, they
would be temporary and would not contribute to a change in the amount of regional
GHG emissions. Likewise, other projects completed throughout the region would
produce GHG emissions during construction; however, construction activities are not a
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new, permanent source of emissions. The Build Alternatives are not anticipated to
affect regional GHG emissions. Therefore, effects to GHG emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable and cumulative effects from the project would not be
anticipated.

Energy

The RSA for energy would be the regional supply of gasoline and diesel. As discussed
in Sections 2.3.8 and 3.2.5, Energy, Build Alternatives 2A and 2B would not result in
inefficient or unnecessary use of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources. The
project would not result in changes in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, or any other factor
that would cause an increase in long-term energy consumption. Long-term operation
and maintenance of the new bridges is expected to result in lower energy use than for
maintaining the existing bridges.

During construction, there would be a one-time expenditure of direct energy use to build
the project. The energy used under both Build Alternatives would not contribute to
unnecessary or wasteful use of energy. No projects identified in the cumulative impact
analysis are anticipated to contribute to unnecessary or wasteful use of energy.
Additionally, the project is not anticipated to coincide with other projects that could
contribute to an energy shortage. Therefore, effects to energy would not be
cumulatively considerable and cumulative effects from the project would not be
anticipated.

Geology and Soils

The RSA for geology and soils is the surface and subsurface conditions of the bridge
site, the slough channel, and the adjacent tidal mudflat, marshy floodplain, and fill
embankments. As discussed in Sections 2.3.3 and 3.2.6, Geology/Soils/Seismic/
Topography the project would be designed according to current standards to minimize
the potential for adverse impacts to the public from earthquakes, landslides,
liquefication, or other geologic hazards. The replacement bridges would be less
vulnerable in a seismic event or other coastal hazard than the existing bridges, and the
project would not, when considered with the effects of other projects within the RSA,
contribute to the occurrence or increase the intensity of a geologic hazard within the
project area.

Construction activities would require grading and vegetation removal, which could result
in soil compaction and exposure of bare soil. Upon completion of construction, the
project site would be restored to pre-construction conditions and revegetated. No other
projects have been identified that would result in compaction or exposure of soil within
the project area. The Build Alternatives would not cumulatively contribute to impacts to
geology and soils. Therefore, effects to geology and soils would not be cumulatively
considerable and cumulative effects from the project would not be anticipated.
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Hazardous Materials

The RSA for hazardous materials is the soils, existing bridge structures, roadway
features such as sign posts and traffic striping within the project area, and the fuel,
lubricants, and fluids used during construction As discussed in Sections 2.3.5 and
3.2.8, Hazardous Waste/Materials, the project would generate hazardous waste during
construction. During construction, there is the potential to encounter hazardous
materials in the soils, existing road materials, and existing bridge materials and there
would also be potential for the accidental release of hazardous materials during
construction activities. Construction of the proposed project would not result in the
inability of other nearby projects being able to properly dispose of hazardous waste or
result in an increased exposure to the public or workers to a cumulatively considerable
amount of hazardous waste. Construction Best Management Practices would be
employed throughout construction, and all materials would be properly disposed of at a
licensed facility. The project area would not be impacted by hazardous materials from
the Build Alternatives. Therefore, effects from hazardous materials would not be
cumulatively considerable and cumulative effects from the project would not be
anticipated.

Hydrology

The RSA is the hydrology of the Eureka Plain Hydrologic Unity within the Freshwater
watershed. As discussed in Sections 2.3.1 and 3.2.9 Hydrology and Floodplain, the
Eureka Slough bridges are located within a floodplain. Additionally, the project location
is near the coastline of the Pacific Ocean, where it could be subject to tidal influence,
sea level rise, and tsunami inundation. The project design would consider the FEMA
water surface, sea level rise, and tidal influence for the minimum soffit elevation of the
bridges. The project would not result in impacts to the area hydrology or an
encroachment of the floodplain that would increase flooding risk. The project would not
contribute to incompatible floodplain development or incompatible floodplain
development from other projects. No projects have been identified within the RSA that
would impact area hydrology. The Build Alternatives would not cumulatively contribute
to impacts to the hydrology or floodplain within the project area. Therefore, effects to
hydrology would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative effects from the
project would not be anticipated.

Noise and Vibration

The RSA for noise is the residents, businesses, and visitors within the project area and
the RSA for vibration is the structures located within the project area. As discussed in
Sections 2.3.7 and 3.2.11, Noise and Vibration, replacement of the Eureka Slough
bridges would not result in future long-term traffic noise impacts. No substantial vertical
profile changes are being considered that would increase noise between receptors and
the traffic noise source.
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During construction, traffic detours would not result in substantial noise increases and
measures would be implemented to avoid and minimize construction noise and
vibration. Pile driving (the highest noise level construction activity) would not occur
during nighttime hours, and no other projects identified for the cumulative analysis
would involve pile driving. There are no known projects within the RSA that would be
producing construction noise during the same time period as the proposed project. The
Build Alternatives would not cumulatively contribute to noise impacts. Therefore, effects
from noise and vibration would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative effects
from the project would not be anticipated.

For impacts to biological resources from noise and vibration, refer to the specific
resource area listed below under Biological Resources.

Recreation

The RSA for recreation is the bicycle and pedestrian trails and the recreational
waterways within the project area. As discussed in Sections 2.2.4 and 3.2.14, Parks
and Recreational Facilities, the project would temporarily impact the Eureka Waterfront
Trail and the Eureka Slough Boat Launch during some construction activities. No other
projects would restrict access to the trail and boat launch during the construction of the
project. The completed project would provide connections from the bridges to existing
public trails, permanently increasing access to the regional trail system.

Under Build Alternative 2A, a temporary bridge would be built on a portion of the
Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Refuge (HBNWR). The temporary bridge would be
removed upon completion of the project. Under Alternative 2B, the replacement
southbound bridge would be built on a portion of the HBNWR. The replacement bridge
would permanently occupy the HBNWR parcels. No other projects would be impacting
HBNWR properties within the RSA. Temporary and permanent impacts to the HBNWR
would represent a minor percentage of the refuge and would not affect the quality of the
features or characteristics that provide recreation opportunities to the public. The
project would not have cumulatively considerable impacts to recreational resources
within the RSA. Therefore, cumulative effects from the project would not be anticipated.

Transportation and Traffic

The RSA for traffic and transportation is U.S. 101 within the project area and the
connecting streets, on- and off-ramps, sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails as well as the
associated traffic volumes and available transit services. As discussed in Sections
2.2.9 and 3.2.15, Traffic and Transportation, the project would not result in an increased
vehicle capacity or change the long-term traffic operations or access to streets,
driveways, or on- and off-ramps within the project area. The completed project would
not result in a change in transit service operations. No adverse impacts to sidewalks,
bike lanes, or multiuse trails would occur under the project.
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During construction, there would be temporary, short-term impacts to vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians. The Build Alternatives propose options for construction
staging that require the shifting of traffic lanes throughout the various phases of bridge
construction. Project construction would require limited nighttime closures of one lane
in each direction of U.S. 101. Construction activities would necessitate intermittent,
temporary detours for users of the Waterfront Trail. No other projects within the RSA
would create traffic congestion or require detours of the roadway, trails, or bicycle lanes.
Transportation impacts from the Build Alternatives would not be cumulatively
considerable given that no other transportation projects would be necessitating detours
or causing congestion within the RSA. Therefore, cumulative effects to transportation
and traffic would not be anticipated.

Utilities and Service Systems

The RSA for the utilities is the existing power, communication, water, and sewer
facilities within the project area. Service systems include the law enforcement,
emergency, and fire protection agencies that serve the project area. As discussed in
Sections 2.2.8 Utilities/Emergency Services, 3.2.13 Public Services, and 3.2.17 Utilities
and Service Systems, the project would not include development or uses that would
require new utility services to be permanently established within the project area.

During construction, the project would require relocation of existing overhead and
underground utilities, and any utilities attached to the bridge which would result in
temporary service interruption. There would be temporary traffic delays on U.S. 101
during construction which could result in temporary delays in emergency response. No
other projects would be occurring during construction of the proposed project that would
contribute to delays to emergency services or utility service interruptions. The Build
Alternatives would include standard measures that utilize plans to minimize disruption to
utilities or delays to emergency response. Impacts to services would not be
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative effects to utilities and service systems
within the RSA would not be anticipated.

Water Quality

The RSA for water quality is the receiving water bodies within the project area. As
discussed in Sections 2.3.2 and .3.2.9, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff, the
project would result in an increase in impervious surface, which increases the rate of
stormwater runoff and reduces the ability of stormwater to infiltrate into the soil and
pollutants to be removed. The Build Alternatives would comply with all federal, state,
and regional water quality regulations. Post-construction treatment areas would be
designed to accommodate stormwater to avoid an impact to water quality from the
project.
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During construction, replacement of the bridges would have the potential to result in
temporary impacts on water quality; however, standard avoidance and minimization
measures would minimize any potential affect (see Section 3.2.9). Project areas
disturbed during construction would be restored to avoid a permanent change in water
quality. All other projects in the vicinity of the proposed project would also be required
to comply with all water quality regulations and are not anticipated to have short- or
long-term impacts. As a result, the project would not have cumulatively considerable
effects to water quality within the RSA. Therefore, cumulative effects to water quality
from the project would not be anticipated.

Biological Resources
Natural Communities

As discussed in Section 2.4.1, Natural Communities, the project has the potential to
impact sensitive natural communities (SNCs); specifically, Pickleweed Mats, Salal —
Berry Brambles/Thimbleberry, and Eelgrass Beds.

Construction of the project would not have a cumulatively significant impact on
Pickleweed Mats due to the small area of permanent impacts (less than 0.4 acre)
relative to the abundance of Pickleweed Mats in Humboldt Bay. Additionally, any
impacts associated with the project would be offset with implementation of avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures. The Eureka/Arcata 101 SLR Resilience Project
and the Elk River Recovery Program (Tables 52 and 53) may have impacts to
Pickleweed Mats. However, at this stage in those projects' development, the level of
impact to this resource is unknown. One non-federal project, EIk River Estuary
Restoration Project, may restore Pickleweed Mats as part of the project.

Construction of the project would not have a cumulatively significant impact on Salal —
Berry Brambles/Thimbleberry due to the miniscule area of permanent impacts (0.06
acre or less) and implementation of a Revegetation Plan to restore on-site. One other
proposed project, HUM-101 Drainage North would also have a less then significant
impact to this SNC, and impacts would be also restored on site.

Construction of the project would have a small area of temporary and permanent
impacts (0.21 acre for Alternative 2A, 0.27 acre for Alternative 2B) relative to the
abundance of eelgrass beds in Humboldt Bay estimated at 4,700 acres (i.e., impacting
less than 0.00005% of the total area). Other projects within Humboldt Bay that could
affect Eelgrass Beds include the Humboldt Bay Shellfish Aquaculture Expansion
Project, King Salmon Fisherman’s Channel maintenance, and the construction of the
Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Terminal. The Harbor District and Caltrans are planning a
joint eelgrass mitigation strategy to compensate for these projects, along with the
Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project, to ensure no net loss of eelgrass beds.
Given the minimal scale of the potential permanent impacts on eelgrass from the
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Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project, along with implementation of the joint
eelgrass mitigation strategy with the Harbor District for other projects within Humboldt
Bay, it is anticipated there would be no cumulatively significant impact on Eelgrass
Beds. Therefore, there would be no cumulatively considerable impacts to sensitive
natural communities.

Wetlands and Other Waters

As discussed in Section 2.4.2, Wetlands and Other Waters, the project is anticipated to
impact Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. and State; specifically, estuarine marsh,
roadside ditch wetlands, estuarine and marine deepwater, estuarine channels, eelgrass
beds, tidal mud flats, culverted waters, and riparian coastal wetlands. For temporary
impacts, Caltrans would prepare a Revegetation Plan that would require revegetation of
wetlands and areas adjacent to waters. For permanent impacts that cannot be restored
on-site, off-site mitigation would be completed. Off-site mitigation would include
purchase of property for enhancement and preservation to compensate for permanent
wetland impacts. Other projects in the region which could affect Wetlands and Other
Waters include the Eureka-Arcata Corridor Combined Project, Eureka/Arcata 101 SLR
Resilience, Humboldt Bay Trail South, Bay to Zoo Trail, and the Offshore Wind Heavy
Lift Terminal. Additionally, the ElIk River Restoration Project and Elk River Recovery
Program would have beneficial impacts to wetlands. These projects are not expected to
result in significant adverse impacts on wetlands and waters and mitigation would be
implemented to compensate for any impacts. There would be no cumulatively
significant impacts to Wetlands and Other Waters; therefore, there would be no
cumulatively considerable impacts to Wetlands and Other Waters.

Plant Species

As discussed in Section 2.4.3 Plant Species occurrences of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover
and Point Reyes bird’s-beak will be impacted by the project. Caltrans may implement a
combination of on- and off-site restoration efforts. Seeds of Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover
and Point Reyes bird’s-beak may be salvaged prior to construction and saved for future
on-site or off-site transplanting. As a standard measure, Caltrans would also implement
a Revegetation Plan that includes on-site revegetation and restoration after
construction. The Humboldt Bay Trail South would also have less than significant
impacts Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-beak. The Eureka/Arcata
101 SLR Resilience Project and the Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Terminal may also impact
these species; however, at this stage in these project’s development the level of impact
to these resources is unknown. Based on the relatively small impacts to the overall size
of the population of these species around Humboldt Bay, there would be no
cumulatively significant impacts to Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover and Point Reyes bird’s-
beak; therefore, there would be no cumulatively considerable impacts to special-status
plant species.
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Animal Species

Numerous species discussed in Section 2.4.4, Animal Species, occur within the project
area. There would be a less than significant impact on the following species from the
project:

e bald eagle

e black-capped chickadee

e Bryant’s savannah sparrow

e Cooper’'s hawk

e double-crested cormorant

e long-billed curlew

e marbled murrelet

e merlin

e northern harrier

e olive-side flycatcher

e osprey

e short-eared owl

o white-tailed kite

e obscure bumble bee

For obscure bumble bee, the project may impact small amounts of low quality foraging
habitat. There is an abundance of suitable habitat for obscure bumble bee within the
project vicinity. For most bird species, the project area contains no suitable nesting
habitat, and they would only use the area for foraging. The amount of foraging habitat
permanently impacted by both Build Alternatives is less than 0.25 acre and there is
ample available foraging habitat for these birds and bee in and around Humboldt Bay.
Standard bird protection measures (Section 1.6) would be implemented to avoid
impacts from construction to any nesting birds within the project area. Other projects
that would impact special-status animals include the Humboldt Bay Trail South, Bay to
Zoo Trail, and the EIk River Recovery Program. Impacts from these projects would
mainly be temporary disturbance of foraging habitat during construction. The Offshore
Wind Heavy Lift Terminal may also impact these species; however, at this stage in the
project’s development, the level of impact to these resources are unknown.
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Given the minimal impacts associated with the Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement
Project and with implementation of Standard Measures to protect nesting birds, there
would be no cumulatively significant impacts to the special-status species listed above
and therefore there would be no cumulatively considerable impacts to the special-status
animal species listed above.

Special-status Fish Species

Special-status fish species (Section 2.4.4 and 2.4.5) that may occur within the project
area include:

e California Coastal Chinook salmon—California Coastal ESU

e Coho salmon-Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast ESU
e Coastal cutthroat trout

e Longfin smelt

e North American green sturgeon—Southern DPS

e Pacific lamprey

o Steelhead—Northern California DPS winter run

e Tidewater goby

Potential impacts from the project on these fish species include temporary increases in
turbidity and sedimentation, potential discharges of contaminants, construction noise
and vibration, hydroacoustic effects (injury or mortality) from pile driving, demolition
noise, and dewatering, strandings in temporary cofferdams, and habitat alteration.
Standard measures and BMPs (Section 1.6) would be implemented to avoid and
minimize the temporary impacts on these species. Mitigation for impacts would include
a combination of on-site and off-site habitat restoration efforts including enhancing
estuarine function, connectivity, and creation of off-channel habitat, and/or preservation
of existing habitat through purchase. Other projects within the region that could affect
special-status fish species include the Eureka/Arcata Corridor Improvement Project,
HUM-101 Drainage North, Humboldt Bay Trail South, Bay to Zoo Trail, King Salmon
Fisherman’s Channel Maintenance, Humboldt Bay periodic dredging, and the Nordic
Aquafarm; however, these are not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on
these fish species. The Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Terminal may also impact these
species; however, at this stage in the project’s development, the level of impact to these
resources is unknown. Additionally, the Elk River Restoration Project and Elk River
Recovery Program would have beneficial impacts to special-status fish species.

With incorporation of Standard Measures and BMPs and off-site mitigation to
compensate for effects, there would be no cumulatively significant impacts; therefore,
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there would be no cumulatively considerable impacts to Chinook salmon—California
Coastal ESU, coho salmon—Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast ESU, Coastal
cutthroat trout, longfin smelt, North American green sturgeon—Southern DPS, Pacific
lamprey, Steelhead—Northern California DPS winter run, and tidewater goby.

Special-status Marine Mammals

Special-status marine mammals (Section 2.4.4) that may occur within the project area
include California sea lion, harbor porpoise, and harbor seal. Potential impacts from the
project on these marine mammals include noise, vibration, and visual disturbance
associated with bridge construction and demolition. Standard Measures and BMPs
(Section 1.6) and mitigation would be implemented to avoid and minimize the temporary
impacts on these species. Other projects within the region that could affect marine
mammals include Humboldt Bay periodic dredging; however, this is not expected to
result in significant adverse impacts on marine mammals. The Offshore Wind Heavy
Lift Terminal may also impact these species, however, at this stage in the project’s
development, the level of impact to marine mammals is unknown. With incorporation of
Standard Measures and BMPs, there would be no cumulatively significant impacts;
therefore, there would be no cumulatively considerable impacts to California sea lion,
harbor porpoise, and harbor seal.

No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing conditions would remain, and the project
would not be constructed. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts to any
resource.

3.2.18.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The project was determined to not have cumulatively considerable impacts to any
resource area. No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are proposed
based on cumulative impacts.
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3.2.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Question CEQA Determination

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially
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 Less Than Significant
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, | with Mitigation
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a | Incorporated
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)?

No Impact

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Less Than Significant
Impact

CEQA Significance Determinations for Mandatory Findings of Significance

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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?

As described in Section 3.2.3, Biological Resources, Build Alternatives 2A and 2B would
have a "Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated ” impact on
estuarian marsh (Alternative 2B only), marine mammals, Coastal cutthroat trout, Pacific
lamprey, CC Chinook salmon, SONCC coho salmon, longfin smelt, sDPS green
sturgeon, NC steelhead, and tidewater goby.
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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 described in, Section 2.5, Cumulative Impacts, the project does not have impacts
that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable; therefore, there would be
“No Impact”.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The project would have less than significant impacts to humans during construction
activities. As described in the CEQA Checklist sections, the project would affect
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Water Quality, Noise, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems. The
completed project would provide two new bridges built to current seismic standards,
wider shoulders to accommodate disabled or emergency vehicles, an adjusted vertical
curvature to increase sight distance, and multimodal features to improve transportation
options for bicyclists and pedestrians. Any adverse effect on humans would be “Less
Than Significant”.

3.3  Senate Bill 743/Induced Demand Analysis

Senate Bill 743 (2013) amended CEQA to allow the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) to develop new guidelines under CEQA establishing alternative
metrics to levels of service (LOS) for the analysis of transportation impacts. On
December 28, 2018, the Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines including changes related to Senate Bill 743. The amended CEQA
Guidelines add a new section on determining the significance of transportation impacts,
and generally specify vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most appropriate measure of
transportation impacts.

The Build Alternatives are not capacity increasing as there would be no increase in
travel lanes, substantial lengthening of the roadway, or a change in travel demand or
traffic patterns. The Build Alternatives would not result in an increase in VMT.

The No-Build Alternative would not change existing conditions and would therefore not
result in a change in traffic patterns or induce an increase in travel demand. The No
Build Alternative would not result in an increase in VMT.
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3.4 Climate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns,
and other elements of the Earth's climate system. The Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, established by the United Nations and World Meteorological
Organization in 1988, is devoted to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction and
climate change research and policy. Climate change in the past has generally occurred
gradually over millennia, or more suddenly in response to cataclysmic natural
disruptions. The research of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and other
scientists over recent decades, however, has unequivocally attributed an accelerated
rate of climatological changes over the past 150 years to GHG emissions generated
from the production and use of fossil fuels.

Human activities generate GHGs consisting primarily of carbon dioxide (COz), methane
(CHa), nitrous oxide (N20), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride
(SFs), and various hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). COz2 is the most abundant GHG; while it
is a naturally occurring and necessary component of Earth’s atmosphere, fossil-fuel
combustion is the main source of additional, human-generated COz2 that is the main
driver of climate change. In the U.S. and in California, transportation is the largest
source of GHG emissions, mostly CO2.

The impacts of climate change are already being observed in the form of sea level rise,
drought, extended and severe fire seasons, and historic flooding from changing storm
patterns. The most important strategy to address climate change is to reduce GHG
emissions. Additional strategies are necessary to mitigate and adapt to these impacts.
In the context of climate change, “mitigation” involves actions to reduce GHG emissions
to lessen adverse impacts that are likely to occur. “Adaptation” is planning for and
responding to impacts to reduce vulnerability to harm, such as by adjusting
transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms, heat, and higher sea
levels. This analysis will include a discussion of both in the context of this transportation
project.

3.41 Regulatory Setting

For a full list of laws, regulations, and guidance related to climate change (GHGs and
adaptation), please refer to Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference (SER),
Chapter 16 - Climate Change | Caltrans.
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3.4.1.1 Federal

To date, no nationwide numeric mobile-source GHG reduction targets have been
established; however, federal agencies are mandated to consider the effects of climate
change in their environmental reviews.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] Part
4332) is the basic national charter for protection of the environment which establishes
policy, sets goals, and provides direction for carrying out the policy. NEPA requires
federal agencies to assess the environmental effects of their proposed actions prior to
making a decision on the action or project.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) recognizes the threats that extreme
weather, sea level rise, and other changes in environmental conditions pose to valuable
transportation infrastructure and those who depend on it. FHWA therefore supports a
sustainability approach that assesses vulnerability to climate risks and incorporates
resilience into planning, asset management, project development and design, and
operations and maintenance practices (FHWA 2022). This approach encourages
planning for sustainable highways by addressing climate risks while balancing
environmental, economic, and social values— “the triple bottom line of sustainability”
(FHWA n.d.). Program and project elements that foster sustainability and resilience
also support economic vitality and global efficiency, increase safety and mobility,
enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life.

Early efforts by the federal government to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency
to address climate change and its associated effects include The Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (42 USC Section 6201) and Corporate Average Fuel
Economy (CAFE) Standards. The U.S. Department of Transportation’s National
Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA) sets and enforces corporate
average fuel economy (CAFE) standards for on-road motor vehicles sold in the United
States. The Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) calculates average fuel
economy levels for manufacturers, and also sets related GHG emissions standards for
vehicles under the Clean Air Act. Raising CAFE standards leads automakers to create
a more fuel-efficient fleet, which improves our nation’s energy security, saves
consumers money at the pump, and reduces GHG emissions (USDOT 2014). These
standards are periodically updated and published through the federal rulemaking
process.
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3.4.1.2 State

California has been innovative and proactive in addressing GHG emissions and climate
change by passing multiple Senate and Assembly bills and executive orders (EOs).

In 2005, EO S-3-05 initially set a goal to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 80
percent below year 1990 levels by 2050, with interim reduction targets. Later EOs and
Assembly and Senate bills refined interim targets and codified the emissions reduction
goals and strategies. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) was directed to
create a climate change scoping plan and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable,
cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.” Ongoing GHG emissions reduction
was also mandated in Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 38551(b). In 2022, the
California Climate Crisis Act was passed, establishing state policy to reduce statewide
human-caused GHG emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels, achieve net zero GHG
emissions by 2045, and achieve and maintain negative emissions thereafter.

Beyond GHG reduction, the State maintains a climate adaptation strategy to address
the full range of climate change stressors, and passed legislation requiring state
agencies to consider protection and management of natural and working lands as an
important strategy in meeting the state’s GHG reduction goals.

3.4.2 Environmental Setting

The project is located on U.S. 101 in Humboldt County near the northern limits of the
city of Eureka. The project area includes a 0.7 mile length of U.S. 101 from Post Mile
79.5 to Post Mile 80.2. Within the project limits, U.S. 101 is a four-lane divided highway.
The highway is the primary north-south route in Caltrans District 1, traversing
Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties. U.S. 101 serves interregional and
interstate traffic, and the Eureka Slough bridges accommodate a relatively high traffic
volume. The City of Eureka road and street network adjacent to the project area is well-
developed, serving mainly commercial businesses and some residential buildings. City
of Eureka zoning designations for properties surrounding the project area include
Service Commercial, Natural Resource, and Water Conservation.

In the Humboldt Bay area, the Eureka Slough bridges provide an essential link between
the cities of Eureka and Arcata. Regionally, the bridges provide access from the
communities south of the bridges to the communities north of the bridges. The U.S.
101/State Route 299 interchange is located approximately 9.5 miles north of Eureka
Slough and the U.S. 101/ State Route 36 interchange is located approximately 23 miles
south of Eureka Slough. Both of these routes provide crucial eastbound access for the
region. In the event of a U.S. 101 closure at the Eureka Slough bridges or along the
U.S. 101 corridor between Eureka and Arcata, State Route 255 and Myrtle Avenue are
the only nearby alternate routes.
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The Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) guides transportation
development within the project area. Humboldt County and the City of Eureka address
GHGs within the project area in the Circulation, Safety, and Traffic elements of their
General Plans. The HCAOG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Variety in Rural
Options of Mobility (VROOM) (HCAOG 2022), is a long range planning document that
sets goals, objectives, and policies for Humboldt County. The Humboldt Regional
Climate Action Plan (County of Humboldt, et al., 2022) is a collaborative effort between
Humboldt County and the cities of Arcata, Blue Lake, Eureka, Ferndale, Fortuna, Rio
Dell, and Trinidad to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

3.4.21 GHG Inventories

A GHG emissions inventory estimates the amount of GHGs discharged into the
atmosphere by specific sources over a period of time. Tracking annual GHG emissions
allows countries, states, and smaller jurisdictions to understand how emissions are
changing and what actions may be needed to attain emission reduction goals. U.S.
EPA is responsible for documenting GHG emissions nationwide, and the CARB does so
for the state of California, as required by H&SC Section 39607.4. Cities and other local
jurisdictions may also conduct local GHG inventories to inform their GHG reduction or
climate action plans.

National GHG Inventory

The annual GHG inventory submitted by the U.S. EPA to the United Nations provides a
comprehensive accounting of all human-produced sources of GHGs in the United
States. Total national GHG emissions from all sectors in 2022 were 5,489.0 million
metric tons (MMT), factoring in deductions for carbon sequestration in the land sector.
(Land Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry provide a carbon sink equivalent to 15% of
total U.S. emissions in 2022 [U.S. EPA 2024a].) While total GHG emissions in 2022
were 17% below 2005 levels, they increased by 1% over 2021 levels. Of these, 80%
were CO2, 11% were CH4, and 6% were N20; the balance consisted of fluorinated
gases. From 1990 to 2022, CO2 emissions decreased by only 2% (U.S. EPA 2024a).

The transportation sector’s share of total GHG emissions remained at 28% in 2022 and
continues to be the largest contributing sector (Figure 79). Transportation activities
accounted for 37% of U.S. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2022. This is a
decrease of 0.5% from 2021 (U.S. EPA 2024a, 2024b)).
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Figure 79. U.S. 2022 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

State GHG Inventory

CARSB collects GHG emissions data for transportation, electricity,
commercial/residential, industrial, agricultural, and waste management sectors each
year. It then summarizes and highlights major annual changes and trends to
demonstrate the state’s progress in meeting its GHG reduction goals. Overall statewide
GHG emissions declined from 2000 to 2021 despite growth in population and state
economic output (Figure 80). Transportation emissions remain the largest contributor to
GHG emissions in the state (Figure 81)(CARB 2023).
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Figure 80. California 2021 Greenhouse Gas Emissions by Economic Sector
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AB 32 required CARB to develop a Scoping Plan that describes the approach California
will take to achieve the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and to
update it every 5 years. The AB 32 Scoping Plan and the subsequent updates contain
the main strategies California will use to reduce GHG emissions. CARB adopted the
first scoping plan in 2008. The second updated plan, California’s 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan, adopted on December 14, 2017, reflects the 2030 target established in
EO B-30-15 and SB 32. The 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality,
adopted September 2022 ((ARBCARB 2008), assesses progress toward the statutory
2030 reduction goal and defines a path to reduce human-caused emissions to 85
percent below 1990 levels and achieve carbon neutrality no later than 2045, in
accordance with AB 1279 (CARB 2022a).

3.4.2.2 Regional Plans

As required by The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008,
CARSB sets regional GHG reduction targets for California’s 18 metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs) to achieve through planning future projects that will cumulatively
achieve those goals, and reporting how they will be met in the Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Targets are set at a percent
reduction of passenger vehicle GHG emissions per person from 2005 levels. The
project area is not within the jurisdiction of an MPO and therefore not subject to CARB
GHG reduction targets. However, the HCAOG is the regional transportation planning
agency for the area.

The 2022 RTP, VROOM (Variety in Rural Options of Mobility) (HCAOG 2022), identifies
short-term and long-term goals for GHG reduction strategies. Some of the goals
identified in the RTP include:

e Reduce countywide emissions by 40% of 1990 levels by 2030

e By 2035 have 100% zero-emission vehicle sales of passenger cars and trucks

e From 2030 to 2045, fully transition from fossil fuels to 100% renewable energy

e Make progress towards zero net greenhouse gas emissions by 2045

e By 2045 have statewide carbon neutrality and net-negative emissions thereafter

e By 2050 reduce GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels

e Improve accessibility of public transit

e Expand shared mobility

e Expand and increase safety of active transportation modes like walking and

biking

e Make communities more compact and connected
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The City of Eureka General Plan (City of Eureka 2018) includes strategies aimed at
reducing GHG emissions through air quality and mobility goals including:

¢ Planning and funding non-motorized transportation and development of a bicycle
and pedestrian master plan

e Design and construct complete streets elements and promote multimodal access
to activity centers

e Establish an interconnected transportation network with continuous pedestrian
and bicycle systems

The Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan (County of Humboldt et al., 2022) identifies
GHG emissions goals including:

e Improve accessibility of new development by transit, walking and biking
e Expand regional trail and bike lane network

¢ Implement complete streets measures

As a non-capacity increasing project, the project would not result in increased vehicle
miles traveled and would not result in an increase in operational GHG emissions. The
project incorporates multimodal features to support the safety and connectivity of active
transportation options in the area. The project would not conflict with any plan, policy,
or regulation established for the reduction of GHG.

3.4.3 Project Analysis

GHG emissions from transportation projects can be divided into those produced during
operation and use of the State Highway System (SHS) (operational emissions) and
those produced during construction (construction emissions). The primary GHGs
produced by the transportation sector are COz2, CH4, N20, and HFCs. CO2 emissions
are a product of burning gasoline or diesel fuel in internal combustion engines, along
with relatively small amounts of CHs4 and N20. A small amount of HFC emissions
related to refrigeration is also included in the transportation sector. (GHGs differ in how
much heat each traps in the atmosphere, called global warming potential, or GWP. CO2
is the most important GHG, so amounts of other gases are expressed relative to COz,
using a metric called “carbon dioxide equivalent”, or CO2e. The global warming
potential of CO2is assigned a value of 1, and the GWP of other gases is assessed as
multiples of CO2).

The CEQA Guidelines generally address greenhouse gas emissions as a cumulative
impact due to the global nature of climate change (Public Resources Code, §
21083(b)(2)). As the California Supreme Court explained, “because of the global scale
of climate change, any one project's contribution is unlikely to be significant by itself.”
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(Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3
Cal.5th 497, 512.). In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a project’s
incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(h)(1) and 15130).

To make this determination, the incremental impacts of the project must be compared
with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. Although climate change
is ultimately a cumulative impact, not every individual project that emits greenhouse
gases must necessarily be found to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the
environment.

3.4.3.1 Operational Emissions

The purpose of the project is to replace the existing Eureka Slough bridges to improve
the function and geometrics of the bridges and ensure uninterrupted traffic movement in
the event of an emergency incident or any other catastrophic event. The new bridge
structures would be designed to current standards with separated bicycle/pedestrian
lanes to promote and enhance safe mobility for all modes of transportation. The project
would not increase the vehicle capacity of the roadway. Because the project would not
increase the number of travel lanes on U.S. 101, the project would not increase vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). This type of project generally causes minimal or no increase in
operational GHG emissions. While some GHG emissions during the construction of the
project would be unavoidable, no long-term or post-construction increase in operational
GHG emissions would occur as a result of the project.

Table 52 shows the COz2 emissions for existing conditions in 2019 and the projected
CO:2 emissions for the No Build and Build Alternatives in 2033 (opening year) and 2053
(design year). Emissions would be the same for all Build Alternatives. For both the
opening and the design years, there is no expected change in GHG between the Build
Alternatives and the No Build Alternative. CO: is expected to decrease in emissions
from the baseline year to the design year. This change is due to fleet turnover. While
these emissions estimates are useful for comparing alternatives, they do not necessarily
accurately reflect what the true CO2 emissions would be because CO2 emissions are
dependent on additional factors that are not part of the CT-EMFAC model, such as fuel
mix, rate of acceleration, and the aerodynamics and efficiency of the vehicles.
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Table 54. Modeled Annual CO2e Emissions

CO2e Difference Build
. s . Change over
Alternative Emissions Vs Existing/Baseline (MT)
(Metric Tons/Year) No Build (MT)

Baseline (Existing

Conditions) 2019 3450

All Build Alternatives 2033 3013 -- -437

No-Build Alternative 2033 3013 0 -437

All Build Alternatives 2053 3062 -- -388

No-Build Alternative 2053 3062 0 -388

CO:ze = carbon dioxide equivalent

Source: CT-EMFAC2021

3.4.3.2 Construction Emissions

Construction GHG emissions would result from material processing and
transportation, on-site construction equipment, and traffic delays due to construction.
These emissions will be produced at different levels throughout the construction
phase; their frequency and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans
and specifications and by implementing better traffic management during
construction phases. While construction GHG emissions are only produced for a
short time, they have long-term effects in the atmosphere, so cannot be considered
“temporary” in the same way as criteria pollutants that subside after construction is
completed.

Use of long-life pavement, improved Transportation Management Plans, and
changes in materials can also help offset GHG emissions produced during
construction by allowing longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation
activities.

Construction is expected to begin in 2029. Build Alternative 2A is estimated to take
up to 5 construction seasons to complete and Build Alternative 2B is estimated to
take up to 4 construction seasons. The total CO2ze produced during construction is
estimated to be 1,494 metric tons for Build Alternative 2A and 1,487 metric tons for
Build Alternative 2B. Table 53 summarizes total GHG generated from on-site
construction equipment for Alternative 2A, and Table 54 summarizes total GHG
generated from on-site construction equipment for Alternative 2B. Construction
emissions were estimated using the CAL-CET2021 v1.0.2.
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The average carbon dioxide (COz2), methane (CHa), nitrous oxide (N20O), Black
Carbon (BC), and hydrofluorocarbon-134a (HFC-134a) emissions from construction
activities were estimated and presented in COze.

CO:2e is a quantity of GHG expressed as an equivalent of carbon dioxide, and is
estimated by multiplying each GHG (carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CHa), nitrous
oxide (N20), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)) by its global warming potential (GWP).
Each GWP of CO2, CH4, N20, and HFCs is 1, 25, 298, and 14,800, respectively.

Table 55. Alternative 2A GHG Generated From On-Site Construction Equipment

Construction CO; CH, N.O BC HFC- COze.*

Year (Ton) (Ton) (Ton) (Ton) 1342 (Metric
(Ton) Ton)
2029 235 0.006 0.012 0.006 0.005 226
2030 279 0.006 0.016 0.006 0.006 268
2031 321 0.007 0.017 0.009 0.007 309
2032 279 0.006 0.014 0.009 0.006 269
2033 172 0.003 0.010 0.006 0.003 166
2034 267 0.004 0.018 0.004 0.006 257
Total 1,553 0.031 0.088 0.041 0.033 1,494

Table 56. Alternative 2B GHG Generated From On-Site Construction Equipment

Construction | CO; CH, N0 BC ':';ga COze*
Year (Ton) (Ton) (Ton) (Ton) (Ton) (Metric Ton)
2029 261 0.006 0.014 0.007 0.005 251
2030 386 0.008 0.023 0.008 0.009 371
2031 327 0.007 0.017 0.010 0.008 316
2032 274 0.005 0.015 0.009 0.006 264
2033 295 0.004 0.020 0.005 0.008 285
Total 1,543 0.030 0.090 0.039 0.036 1,487
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All Caltrans construction contracts include Standard Specifications related to air
quality and emissions reduction, which require contractors to comply with all laws
applicable to the project and to certify they are aware of and would comply with all
CARB emission reduction regulations. Standard Measures for GHG are listed in
Section 1.6, Project Features, Standard Measures, and Best Management Practices
Common to all Build Alternatives and in Section 3.4.4.3, Project Level GHG
Reduction Strategies.

Certain common regulations (such as equipment idling restrictions) that reduce
construction vehicle emissions also help reduce GHG emissions.

Please see Section 2.3.6, Air Quality, for information related to GHG and air quality.
Section 2.3.9, Energy, includes additional information on short-term direct energy
use during construction.

3.4.3.3 CEQA Conclusion

The project would result in GHG emissions during construction; however, standard
specifications would be implemented to reduce and minimize GHG during
construction. The project would not add travel lanes or increase roadway capacity
or vehicle miles traveled; therefore, the project would not increase greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the
environment. For both Build Alternatives, GHG CEQA Environmental Checklist
impact a) would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

The project supports the goals and strategies of regional plans to implement
multimodal transportation opportunities in the region, encouraging active
transportation and non-motorized travel and reduction in GHG emissions. The
project does not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The project would result in GHG
emissions during construction; however, standard specifications would be
implemented to reduce and minimize GHG during construction. Operation of the
project would not increase GHG emissions. For both Build Alternatives, GHG CEQA
Environmental Checklist impact b) would be less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 398
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

3.4.4 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help reduce GHG
emissions. These measures are outlined in the following section.

3.4.4.1 Statewide Efforts

In response to Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, California is
implementing measures to achieve emission reductions of GHGs that cause climate
change. Climate change programs in California are effectively reducing GHG
emissions from all sectors of the economy. These programs include regulations,
market programs, and incentives that will transform transportation, industry, fuels,
and other sectors to take California into a sustainable, cleaner, low-carbon future,
while maintaining a robust economy (CARB 2022b).

Major sectors of the California economy, including transportation, will need to reduce
emissions to meet 2030 and 2050 GHG emissions targets. The Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research identified five sustainability pillars in a 2015 report: (1)
Increasing the share of renewable energy in the State’s energy mix to at least 50
percent by 2030; (2) Reducing petroleum use by up to 50 percent by 2030; (3)
Increasing the energy efficiency of existing buildings by 50 percent by 2030; (4)
Reducing emissions of short-lived climate pollutants; and (5) Stewarding natural
resources, including forests, working lands, and wetlands, to ensure that they store
carbon, are resilient, and enhance other environmental benefits (California
Governor's OPR 2015).

The transportation sector is integral to the people and economy of California. To
achieve GHG emission reduction goals, it is vital that the state build on past
successes in reducing criteria and toxic air pollutants from transportation and goods
movement. GHG emission reductions will come from cleaner vehicle technologies,
lower-carbon fuels, and reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Reducing today’s
petroleum use in cars and trucks is a key state goal for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by 2030.

In addition, SB 1386 (in Wolk 2016) established as state policy the protection and
management of natural and working lands and requires state agencies to consider
that policy in their own decision making. Trees and vegetation on forests,
rangelands, farms, and wetlands remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere
through biological processes and sequester the carbon in above- and below-ground
matter.

Subsequently, Governor Gavin Newsom issued Executive Order N-82-20 to combat
the crises in climate change and biodiversity. It instructs state agencies to use
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existing authorities and resources to identify and implement near- and long-term
actions to accelerate natural removal of carbon and build climate resilience in our
forests, wetlands, urban greenspaces, agricultural soils, and land conservation
activities in ways that serve all communities and in particular low-income,
disadvantaged, and vulnerable communities. To support this order, the California
Natural Resources Agency released Natural and Working Lands Climate Smart
Strategy (California Natural Resources Agency 2022).

3.4.4.2 Caltrans Activities

Caltrans continues to be involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as the
CARB works to implement EOs S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set
forth in AB 32. EO B-30-15, issued in April 2015, and SB 32 (2016), set an interim
target to cut GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The following
major initiatives are underway at Caltrans to help meet these targets.

Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure

The California Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI) builds on
executive orders signed by Governor Newsom in 2019 and 2020 targeted at
reducing GHG emissions in transportation, which account for more than 40 percent
of all polluting emissions, to reach the state's climate goals. Under CAPTI, where
feasible and within existing funding program structures, the state will invest
discretionary transportation funds in sustainable infrastructure projects that align with
its climate, health, and social equity goals (California State Transportation Agency
2021).

California Transportation Plan

The California Transportation Plan (CTP) is a statewide, long-range transportation
plan to meet our future mobility needs and reduce GHG emissions. It serves as an
umbrella document for all the other statewide transportation planning documents.
The CTP 2050 presents a vision of a safe, resilient, and universally accessible
transportation system that supports vibrant communities and improves public and
environmental health. The plan’s climate goal is to achieve statewide GHG
emissions reduction targets and increase resilience to climate change. It
demonstrates how GHG emissions from the transportation sector can be reduced
through advancements in clean fuel technologies; continued shifts toward active
travel, transit, and shared mobility; more efficient land use and development
practices; and continued shifts to telework (Caltrans 2021c).

Caltrans Strategic Plan

The Caltrans 2020-2024 Strategic Plan includes goals of stewardship, climate
action, and equity. Climate action strategies include developing and implementing a
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Caltrans Climate Action Plan; a robust program of climate action education, training,
and outreach; partnership and collaboration; a VMT monitoring and reduction
program; and engaging with the most vulnerable communities in developing and
implementing Caltrans climate action activities (Caltrans 2021b).

Caltrans Policy Directives and Other Initiatives

Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (June 22, 2012) established a
policy to ensure coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change into Caltrans
decisions and activities. Other Director’s policies promote energy efficiency,
conservation, and climate change, and commit Caltrans to sustainability practices in
all planning, maintenance, and operations. Caltrans Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Mitigation Report (Caltrans 2020d) provides a comprehensive overview of
Caltrans’ emissions and current Caltrans procedures and activities that track and
reduce GHG emissions. It identifies additional opportunities for further reducing
GHG emissions from Department-controlled emission sources, in support of
Caltrans and State goals.

3.4.4.3 Project-Level GHG Reduction Strategies

The following measures would also be implemented to reduce GHG emissions and
potential climate change impacts from the project:

AR-2: Temporary access roads, construction easements, and staging areas that
were previously vegetated would be revegetated.

AR-5: Where feasible, the removal of established trees and vegetation would be
minimized. Environmentally sensitive areas would have Temporary High Visibility
Fencing (THVF) installed before start of construction to demarcate areas where
vegetation would be preserved, and root systems of trees protected.

EN-1: The contractor will limit the idling of construction vehicles and equipment
when feasible. In cases where more restrictive idling measures are applicable (i.e.
GHG-1, GHG-2, and GHG-3), those measures will take precedence.

EN-2: The project will include the consideration of energy efficient options which
would be considered when replacing old highway lighting and other highway
infrastructure.

GHG-1: The project will comply with Caltrans Standard Specification "Air Quality"
which requires compliance to all applicable laws and regulations related to air quality
(Caltrans Standard Specification [SS] 14-9).

GHG-2: The contractor will comply with Title 13 of the California Code of
Regulations (CCR), which restricts idling of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles
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and equipment with gross weight ratings of greater than 10,000 pounds to no more
than 5 minutes.

GHG-3: The contractor will comply with Caltrans Standard Specification “Emissions
Reduction” which ensures construction activities adhere to the most recent
emissions reduction regulations mandated by the California Air Resource Board
(CARB) (Caltrans SS 7-1.02C).

GHG-4: The project will include the use of a Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) to minimize vehicle delays and idling emissions. Traffic will be scheduled and
directed to reduce congestion and related air quality impacts caused by idling
vehicles along the highway during peak travel times.

GHG-5: The project will include the revegetation of all areas temporarily disturbed
during construction would be revegetated with appropriate native species. The
revegetated landscaping would reduce surface warming and, through
photosynthesis, decreases CO:2 helping to offset any potential CO2 emissions
increase.

GHG-6: The project would maintain pedestrian and bicycle access during project
activities.

3.4.5 Adaptation

Reducing GHG emissions is only one part of an approach to addressing climate
change. Caltrans must plan for the effects of climate change on the state’s
transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from damage.
Climate change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising
temperatures, rising sea levels, variability in storm surges and their intensity, and in
the frequency and intensity of wildfires. Flooding and erosion can damage or wash
out roads; longer periods of intense heat can buckle pavement and railroad tracks;
and storm surges combined with a rising sea level can inundate highways. Wildfire
can directly burn facilities and indirectly cause damage when rain falls on denuded
slopes that landslide after a fire. Effects will vary by location and may, in the most
extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or redesigned.
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Furthermore, the combined effects of transportation projects and climate stressors
can exacerbate the impacts of both on vulnerable communities in a project area.
Accordingly, Caltrans must consider these types of climate stressors in how
highways are planned, designed, built, operated, and maintained.

3.4.5.1 Federal Efforts

Under NEPA Assignment, Caltrans is obligated to comply with all applicable federal
environmental laws and FHWA NEPA regulations, policies, and guidance.

The Fifth National Climate Assessment, published in 2023, presents the most recent
science and “analyzes the effects of global change on the natural environment,
agriculture, energy production and use, land and water resources, transportation,
human health and welfare, human social systems, and biological diversity; [It]
analyzes current trends in global change, both human-induced and natural, and
projects major trends for the subsequent 25 to 100 years...to support informed
decision-making across the United States.” Building on previous assessments, it
continues to advance “an inclusive, diverse, and sustained process for assessing
and communicating scientific knowledge on the impacts, risks, and vulnerabilities
associated with a changing global climate” (U.S. Global Change Research Program
2023).

The U.S. Department of Transportation recognizes the transportation sector’'s major
contribution of GHGs that cause climate change and has made climate action one of
the department’s top priorities (USDOT 2023). FHWA's policy is to strive to identify
the risks of climate change and extreme weather events to current and planned
transportation systems. FHWA has developed guidance and tools for transportation
planning that fosters resilience to climate effects and sustainability at the federal,
state, and local levels (FHWA 2022).

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration provides sea level rise
projections for all U.S. coastal waters to help communities and decision makers
assess their risk from sea level rise. Updated projections through 2150 were
released in 2022 in a report and online tool (NOAA 2022).
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3.4.5.2 State Efforts

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term
planning and risk management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation
system. A number of state policies and tools have been developed to guide
adaptation efforts.

California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment (Fourth Assessment) (State of
California 2018) provides information to help decision makers across sectors and at
state, regional, and local scales protect and build the resilience of the state’s people,
infrastructure, natural systems, working lands, and waters. The Fourth Assessment
reported that if no measures are taken to reduce GHG emissions by 2021 or sooner,
the state is projected to experience an up to 8.8 degrees Fahrenheit increase in
average annual maximum daily temperatures; a two-thirds decline in water supply
from snowpack resulting in water shortages; a 77% increase in average area burned
by wildfire; and large-scale erosion of up to 67% of Southern California beaches due
to sea level rise. These effects will have profound impacts on infrastructure,
agriculture, energy demand, natural systems, communities, and public health (State
of California 2018).

Sea level rise is a particular concern for transportation infrastructure in the Coastal
Zone. Major urban airports will be at risk of flooding from sea level rise combined
with storm surge as early as 2040; San Francisco airport is already at risk. Miles of
coastal highways vulnerable to flooding in a 100-year storm event will triple to 370
by 2100, and 3,750 miles will be exposed to temporary flooding. The Fourth
Assessment’s findings highlight the need for proactive action to address these
current and future impacts of climate change.

To help actors throughout the state address the findings of California’s Fourth
Climate Change Assessment, AB 2800’s multidisciplinary Climate-Safe
Infrastructure Working Group published Paying it Forward: The Path Toward
Climate-Safe Infrastructure in California. This report provides guidance on
assessing risk in the face of inherent uncertainties still posed by the best available
climate change science. It also examines how state agencies can use infrastructure
planning, design, and implementation processes to respond to the observed and
anticipated climate change impacts (Climate-Safe Infrastructure Working Group
2018).

EO S-13-08, issued in 2008, directed state agencies to consider sea level rise
scenarios for 2050 and 2100 during planning to assess project vulnerabilities,
reduce risks, and increase resilience to sea level rise. It gave rise to the 2009
California Climate Adaptation Strategy, the Safeguarding California Plan, and a
series of technical reports on statewide sea level rise projections and risks, including
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the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Update in 2018. The reports
addressed the full range of climate change impacts and recommended adaptation
strategies. The current California Climate Adaptation Strategy incorporates key
elements of the latest sector-specific plans such as the Natural and Working Lands
Climate Smart Strategy, Wildfire and Forest Resilience Action Plan, Water
Resilience Portfolio, and the CAPTI (described above). Priorities in the 2023
California Climate Adaptation Strategy include acting in partnership with California
Native American tribes, strengthening protections for climate-vulnerable
communities that lack capacity and resources, implementing nature-based climate
solutions, using best available climate science, and partnering and collaboration to
best leverage resources (California Natural Resources Agency 2023).

EO B-30-15 recognizes that effects of climate change threaten California’s
infrastructure and requires state agencies to factor climate change into all planning
and investment decisions. Under this EO, the Office of Planning and Research
published Planning and Investing for a Resilient California: A Guidebook for State
Agencies, to encourage a uniform and systematic approach to building resilience.

SB 1 Coastal Resources: Sea Level Rise (in Atkins 2021) established statewide
goals to “anticipate, assess, plan for, and, to the extent feasible, avoid, minimize,
and mitigate the adverse environmental and economic effects of sea level rise within
the Coastal Zone.” As the legislation directed, the Ocean Protection Council
collaborated with 17 state planning and coastal management agencies to develop
the State Agency Sea-Level Rise Action Plan for California in February 2022. This
plan promotes coordinated actions by state agencies to enhance California's
resilience to the impacts of sea level rise (California Ocean Protection Council
2022).

3.4.5.3 Caltrans Adaptation Efforts

Caltrans Vulnerability Assessments

Caltrans completed climate change vulnerability assessments to identify segments
of the State Highway System vulnerable to climate change effects of precipitation,
temperature, wildfire, storm surge, and sea level rise.

The climate change data in the assessments were developed in coordination with
climate change scientists and experts at federal, state, and regional organizations at
the forefront of climate science. The findings of the vulnerability assessments guide
analysis of at-risk assets and development of Adaptation Priority Reports as a
method to make capital programming decisions to address identified risks.
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Caltrans Sustainability Programs

The Director’s Office of Equity, Sustainability and Tribal Affairs supports
implementation of sustainable practices at Caltrans. The Sustainability Roadmap is
a periodic progress report and plan for meeting the Governor’s sustainability goals
related to EOs B-16-12, B-18-12, and B-30-15. The Roadmap includes designing
new buildings for climate change resilience and zero-net energy, and replacing fleet
vehicles with zero-emission vehicles (Caltrans 2023f).

3.4.5.4 Project Adaptation Analysis

The Caltrans Climate Change Vulnerability Assessments District 1 Technical Report
(Caltrans 2019) identified key climate-related stressors that may affect transportation
infrastructure in the district: These stressors are discussed below.

Sea Level Rise

A sea level rise (SLR) analysis was conducted to determine the potential for
inundation of the project area due to SLR. The SLR analysis applies to both Build
Alternatives. Structures, such as bridges, have an expected design life of 75 years.
Accordingly, SLR projections from the California Ocean Protection Council’'s 2022
State Agency Sea-Level Rise Action Plan for California (California Ocean Protection
Council 2022) were consulted using the project's expected design life applied to
future emissions scenarios and a risk level.

The nearest tide gauge is located west of the project area at the Humboldt Bay
North Spit. Projections are shown for high emissions (years 2030-2110) and low
emissions (years 2070-2110) scenarios for the North Spit tide gauge. Project risks,
including the consequences of SLR impacts to the project, assess the project’s
capacity to adapt to impacts, and who or what would be affected by an impact are
considered along with the emissions scenario to determine an appropriate SLR
projection to apply to a project. Emissions and risk aversion scenarios are shown in
Table 55.
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Table 57. Sea Level Rise Projection (in feet) for North Spit Tide Gauge

Likely Range 1-In-200 Chance H++ Scenario
Extreme Risk
AL Ig:::I:Tell'-lslg:i (Hig?'lv:r;si:)sr;ons
only))
High Emissions
2030 0.7 1.0 1.2
2040 1.1 1.6 2.0
2050 1.5 2.3 3.1
Low Emissions 2070 20 3.5 --
High Emissions 2070 24 4.0 5.6
Low Emissions 2090 2.7 5.3 --
High Emissions 2090 3.5 6.2 8.9
Low Emissions 2100 3.1 6.3 --
High Emissions 2100 4.1 7.6 10.9
Low Emissions 2110 3.3 71 --
High Emissions 2110 4.3 8.0 12.7

Note: High Emission Scenario. SLR based on a base year of 2000, NAVD 88 FT.

The project would be at the end of its design life in 2110. The consequences of SLR
on the project would include road closures and detours. The project has limited
ability to adapt to rising sea levels, although the bridges would be designed to be
raised if needed. This would cause inconvenience, but not irreversible conditions or
a threat to public safety. Closures of U.S. 101 would have local and regional
impacts to residents, businesses, visitors, the transport of goods, and the ability to
provide services. Based on a high emission, medium-high risk aversion scenario,
the project is projected to experience 8.0 feet of SLR in the year 2110.

Figures 82 and 83 below show current and projected 2110 sea levels. Water depth
is illustrated in blue, ranging from dark blue at the deepest locations to light blue
where inundation is shallower. The bridges would span the channel under all
scenarios without becoming inundated. Currently, there is approximately 16 feet of
clearance under the bridges during mean higher high water (MHHW). The new
bridge structures would be designed to the existing structure elevation. The new
bridges would not be lower than the existing bridges. The lowest point of the project
area is at PM 82.5, the northern “end construction” location, at an elevation of 5 feet

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation 407
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project June 2025



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation

(NAVD 88). This area would be utilized only for construction staging and would not
contain any project structures or permanent improvements.
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Figure 82. Visualization of Current Sea Level (2025)

A/ SeaLevel Rise Viewer Enter an address or city

wateR
eV P SEA LEVEL RISE

#  visualization Location
@ ‘Lowlying Areas

@ Area Not Mapped

Project @ Levecd veas
Location

it

More Resources for Your Community

Source: NOAA Sea Level Rise Viewer (NOAA 2024)

Figure 83. Visualization of Sea Level Rise at Project Design Year 2110
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The project is within the Coastal Zone. Consistency with Coastal Zone policies of
the California Coastal Commission and the City of Eureka LCP are evaluated in
Section 2.2.3, Coastal Zone. The proposed project would not affect beach areas,
beach nourishment, or sand supply. Even though the project ESL is within flood
hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, given the bridges would be replaced with
equivalent structures, the project would not be expected to exacerbate or be affected
by these hazards (Caltrans 2023c).

Precipitation and Flooding

Historically, the project region has received on average 39.45 inches of rainfall per
year which is approximately the same as the average annual rainfall over the past
20 years (40.3 inches). In general, climate change in this region is not expected to
result in less total precipitation, but the precipitation may come in heavier individual
events (U.S. Global Change Research Program 2023). The 100-year storm rainfall
event in the project region is expected to increase by 5 to 9% through 2085,
according to mapping in the Caltrans Climate Change Vulnerability Assessments
District 1 Technical Report (Caltrans 2019).

Flooding and extreme weather events may disrupt construction activities and
damage equipment and facilities used during the construction period. Changes in
the frequency or intensity of these events are uncertain during the construction
period. However, these events are typical for the region and are expected to be
managed through existing construction management procedures, including
appropriate construction scheduling, contingency budgeting, and emergency
management protocols.

The project limits are within the 100-year floodplain and the project area is at risk
from flooding and storm surge (Caltrans 2023c). Increased flooding and extreme
weather events due to climate change can be expected to place increasing stress on
infrastructure. The replacement bridges would be designed such that the post-
construction flows would not have negative impact to the 100-year storm event
elevations. The Build Alternatives would incorporate features into the replacement
bridge design to minimize risk from intense rainfall and flooding, including Standard
Specification HF-1 which ensures no new structures would be placed that would
result in a substantial backflow during a flood event, and HF-2 which ensures
existing bridge pilings are removed below the bed of the channel, reducing
resistance and blockage of water moving downstream in a flood event.
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Wildfire

The project is not located within a California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) in a State Responsibility
Area (Figure 84) (CAL FIRE 2024). The project area is located within a Local
Responsibility Area served by Humboldt Bay Fire. There are no areas designated
as Very High Fire Hazard Severity within five miles of the project area and the
nearest designated Severity Zone (moderate) is approximately two miles to the east.
Given the project limits are in an urban setting and located over a slough, the
Caltrans Climate Change Vulnerability Assessments District 1 Technical Report
(Caltrans 2019) climate change mapping tool indicates the project limits would
remain at low exposure for wildfire through 2085. Standard fire prevention
measures would be implemented during construction to minimize risk, including
Standard Measure UE-3, which requires the use of a Fire Prevention Plan. The
project would not result in changes to the highway facilities or environment that
would exacerbate fire risk.

September 29 2023 - Effective April 12024
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Figure 84. Fire Hazard Severity Zone
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Temperature

The District Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment shows that average annual
temperatures in the region that includes Humboldt County are anticipated to rise by
4 to 11.9°F (includes minimum and maximum ranges) by the year 2085, with interior
regions experiencing the greatest warming. The District Climate Change
Vulnerability Assessment mapping of change in average absolute maximum
temperatures over 7 days within the project area shows a potential increase of 4.0 to
5.9°F by 2055 (midpoint of years 2040 to 2069) and 8 to 9.9°F by 2085 (midpoint of
years 2070 to 2099) (Caltrans 2019). No projections beyond 2099 are provided.

Both alternatives would experience temperature changes similarly but given the
relatively low baseline temperatures in the region (41 to 63°F), this range of
temperature changes during the project’s lifetime would not likely require adaptive
changes in pavement design or maintenance practices.
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Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

This chapter discusses the public outreach, comments, and coordination associated
with the project.

4.1 Notice of Preparation and Public Outreach

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and public agencies is an
essential part of the environmental process. It helps planners determine the
necessary scope of environmental documentation and the level of analysis required,
and to identify potential impacts and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation
measures and related environmental requirements. Agency and tribal consultation
and public participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of
formal and informal methods, including interagency coordination meetings, public
notices, virtual public scoping meeting, and Project Development Team (PDT)
meetings. This chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans' efforts to fully identify,
address, and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing
coordination.

411 Notice of Preparation

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed September 19, 2023, then advertised again
March 7, 2024 (Appendix D). A Public Scoping Meeting was held online on March
12, 2024. Caltrans received comments on the NOP from the California Highway
Patrol (CHP), California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the California Native
American Heritage Commission, and from Colin Fiske of the Coalition for
Responsible Transportation Priorities. Their comments and responses to their
comments are provided in Section 4.2.1.

4.1.2 Public and Agency Outreach

The following table (Table 58) documents coordination efforts with project
stakeholders.
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Table 58. Agency and Public Coordination
Date Parties Involved Summary
Early kick-off meeting to discuss ideas
May 13, 2020 Caltrans CCC and challenges for the project. Design

not yet at the stage to discuss specific
design elements or alternatives.

October 21, 2020

Caltrans, CDFW, NMFS

Level 1 Consultation to discuss potential
effects, survey needs, mitigation
opportunities for salmonids, eelgrass,
marine mammals, and rare plants.

April 19, 2021

Caltrans, CDFW

Meeting to discuss rare plant survey and
impacts.

September 17, 2021

Caltrans CCC

Early coordination meeting for Caltrans
to provide updated project description
and current design alternatives to the
California Coastal Commission and
facilitate opportunities for feedback and
discussion.

April 6, 2022

California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, California Coastal
Commission, North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Humboldt Bay Harbor
District, National, Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, City of
Eureka, County of Humboldt

AB 1282 coordination. The intent of this
bill is to conduct early engagement with
all parties involved in a transportation
project development, ultimately aiming to
streamline environmental permit
approvals by establishing reasonable
deadlines and clarifying permit
requirements, thus reducing processing
time and improving project certainty.

March 7, 2023

California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, California Coastal
Commission, North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Humboldt Bay Harbor
District, National, Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, City of
Eureka, County of Humboldt

AB 1282 consultation.

Field visit to discuss potential mitigation
options at the Samoa Mitigation site for

NMFS

April 4, 2023 Caltrans, CDFW Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement
Project.
July 11, 2023 Caltrans, USFWS, CDFW, Coordination on expected work windows

for the project.
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Date

Parties Involved

Summary

November 7, 2023

California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, California Coastal
Commission, North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Humboldt Bay Harbor
District, National, Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, City of
Eureka, County of Humboldt

AB 1282 consultation.

February 7, 2024

Caltrans, CDFW

Field meeting to evaluate potential for
mud shrimp presence.

March 7 2024

Caltrans, City of Eureka

Project update meeting. Schedule and
current project layouts and anticipated
approvals needed from the City of
Eureka.

March 12 2024

Virtual Public Scoping Meeting

Meeting to present project purpose and
need, and defining the project scope and
current planning alternatives to the
public. Meeting seeking public comments
and questions.

Humboldt Bay National Wildlife
Refuge (USFWS): Cashell Villa

General project overview, including
reviewing project layouts, preliminary

July 5, 2024 o right of way maps. Additional information
C.altrans: Jason Meyelr, Felicia | shared related to potential refuge
Zimmerman, and Kevin Lee impacts and the project’s schedule.

July 17, 2024 Caltrans, CDFW Follow up meeting on mud shrimp.

July 30, 2024 Caltrans, HBNWR (Refuge) Kick off meeting for 4(f) discussion with

Refuge.

August 29 2024

Caltrans, FHWA, USCG

FHWA and USCG coordination in
determining the project is exempt from a
USCG bridge permit (Rivers and Harbors
Act)
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Date

Parties Involved

Summary

September 5, 2024

Humboldt Bay National Wildlife
Refuge (USFWS): Jason
Storlie, Cashell Villa, and Viola
Randal

Caltrans: Jason Meyer, Felicia
Zimmerman, and Jeff Pimentel

As a Section 4(f) property, USFWS
indicated they would not be able to
provide a temporary or permanent
easement, nor would they support
permanent incorporation (acquisition).
They indicated an exchange fee
acquisition (land swap) would need to
take place and Caltrans needs to find a
suitable property to exchange within one
mile of the Refuge. They stated the
transfer/exchange would need to take
place prior to construction. They also
mentioned a temporary construction
easement would require SUP (Special
Use Permit).

October 2, 2024

Caltrans, City of Eureka

Meeting to discuss utilities. The Eureka
Slough Boat Launch and Eureka
Waterfront Trail.

December 2, 2024

Lazy J Trailer Park residents

Community Impact Assessment
outreach.

December 3, 2024

Silvercrest Retirement
Community residents

Informational meeting.

December 10, 2024

Caltrans, HBNWR

4(f) discussion and potential options
regarding right of way.

December 12, 2024

Caltrans, NMFS, USFWS,
CDFW, CCC

Begin Section 7 consultations and
discuss marine mammal LOA, ITPs and
the CDP.

February 5, 2025

Humboldt Bay National Wildlife
Refuge (USFWS): Jason
Storlie, Cashell Villa, Jason
Storlie, Jessica Blancher,
Kristina Hanson, and Viola
Randal

Caltrans: Felicia Zimmerman,
Christine Hamilton, Prairie
Moore, and Steve Croteau

Meeting included introducing new
Caltrans project team members, and
mainly focused on allowable uses under
Section 4(f).
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4.2

Comments and Response to Comments

Comments submitted by the public and other stakeholders during the NOP and Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Statement circulation period and public scoping
meeting are responded to in Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2.

4.21 Notice of Preparation
Table 59 below provides comments and responses to the Notice of Preparation
(NOP).
Table 59. NOP Comments and Responses
Commenter,
Date Rec’d, Comment Response
Format
Good afternoon, Thank you for your
After reviewing the Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement email, Sergeant
Project environmental documents, the lead agency (Caltrans) | Parker.
is proposing to replace the two existing bridges which are
deemed to be structurally and geometrically deficient. This All feasible
replacement will have moderate to major traffic impact to measures to
northbound and southbound U.S. 101. Although Caltrans minimize traffic
has not yet specified traffic mitigation measures, it is impacts would be
Sergeant expected that onsite traffic safety signage, warnings, included as part of
Gabriel diversions, and detours will be implemented with Caltrans the project (see
Parker, being the lead agency. With mitigation measures in place in | Section 2.2.11).
California the form of traffic diversions and detours, travel through the Per CHP’s
Highway area will flow at a slower pace until the completion of the request, safety
Patrol, ject. This project would have less impact if the involved messages and
projec S project wou P advisories would
October 10, construction occurred during the hours of darkness. The be provided to
2023, Email | Humboldt CHP Area recommends safety messages and

advisories be disseminated to the media platforms by
Caltrans throughout Humboldt County prior to the
construction date. As the project timeframe approaches, the
Humboldt CHP Area request updates from Caltrans on
planned traffic mitigation measures, notification of any
changes in the expected impact from the lead agency
(Caltrans), and advisement if reimbursable contracts with
CHP will be requested.

media, and
updates would be
provided to CHP.
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Commenter,
Date Rec’d,
Format

Comment

Response

Colin Fiske,
3/11/2024,

Email

| am not available to attend tomorrow night's scoping
meeting, but would like to submit the following comments on
behalf of CRTP:

o We strongly support the addition of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities on these bridges.

¢ Please consider safe bicycle and pedestrian connectivity,
and work to ensure safe bicycle and pedestrian
connections to and from the new facilities on the bridges.

¢ Please consider and minimize impacts to bicyclists and
pedestrians during construction. This includes providing
alternate routes for bicyclists and pedestrians using the
bridges, as well as any impacts to users of the Class | trail

facility (Eureka Waterfront Trail) running under the bridges.

e Please consider including design features on the
southbound bridge to calm traffic entering the lower-speed
urban environment.

¢ Please consider how the bridges will interact with the
urban corridor of 4th/5th Streets, in terms of operating
speeds, safety, and vehicle miles traveled. Consider
flexible designs which would allow future lane reductions
and further bicycle, pedestrian and transit improvements,
but not lane additions, in order to avoid VMT-inducing
impacts.

Thank you for your
email, Mr. Fiske.

We appreciate
your support and
all suggestions
have been taken
into consideration.
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Michael van
Hattem,
CDFWw,
10/19/2023,
Letter

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department)
received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans, or Lead Agency) for
the Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project (project)
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and CEQA Guidelines.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and
recommendations regarding those activities involved in the
project that may affect California fish and wildlife resources.
Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide early
guidance regarding aspects of the Project that the
Department, by law, may be required to carry out or approve
through the exercise of its own regulatory authority under the
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC).

DEPARTMENT ROLE

The Department is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and
wildlife resources and holds those resources in trust by
statute for all the people of the state (FGC §711.7, subd. (a)
and §1802; Public Resources Code, §21070; CEQA
Guidelines, §15386, subd. (a)). The Department, in its trustee
capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection,
and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat
necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those
species (/d., §1802). Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, the
Department is charged by law to provide, as available,
biological expertise during public agency environmental
review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related
activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and
wildlife resources. The Department is also responsible for
marine biodiversity protection under the Marine Life
Protection Act in coastal marine waters of California and
ensuring fisheries are sustainably managed under the Marine
Life Management Act.

The Department is also submitting comments as a
Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub. Resources Code,
§21069; CEQA Guidelines, §15381) and may need to
exercise regulatory authority as provided by the FGC. As
proposed, the Project may result in “take” as defined by State
law of species protected under the California Endangered
Species Act (FGC, §2050 et seq.), and related authorization
as provided by the FGC will be required. Additionally, the
Project is subject to Lake and Streambed Alteration
Notification requirements (FGC, §1600 et seq.).

CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (CESA) The
CESA provides for the protection of rare, threatened,
candidate and endangered plants and animals, and prohibits

Thank you for the
letter, Mr. van
Hattem.

Caltrans
appreciates the
detailed
information, and
all species and
other resources
needing
evaluation have
been included in
the DED. Please
see Chapter 1 for
project description
details, and
Sections 2.4 and
3.2.3 for biological
resources
information.
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Commenter,
Date Rec’d,
Format

Comment

Response

the taking of such species without authorization (FGC,
§2050). The Department maintains a list of rare, threatened,
and endangered plants and animals that can be found on the
Department's web site: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB.
The Department recommends including a full analysis of
CESA listed species that may be within the project area and
potential impacts in the Draft EIR. Adverse impacts from the
Project leading to take of CESA listed species would require
take authorization from the Department according to Fish and
Game Code §2081.

LAKE AND STREAMBED ALTERATION (LSA)

Fish and Game Code Section §1602 requires any person,
state or local governmental agency, or public utility to notify
the Department prior to beginning any activity that may do
one or more of the following: divert or obstruct the natural
flow of any river, stream, or lake; change the bed, channel, or
bank of any river, stream, or lake; use material from any river,
stream, or lake; or deposit or dispose of material into any
river, stream, or lake. The Department requires an LSA
Agreement when a project activity may substantially
adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. More information
on LSA Notifications requirements can be found on the
Departments website:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-
Review/LSA.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent and Lead Agency: California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Objective: The Project proposes to address seismic
deficiencies and vertical curvature by replacing two existing
bridges with two new structures. The Project alternatives in
the Draft EIR may consist of: 1. Retrofit of both existing
structures; 2. Replace existing bridges with two new
structures. Each new bridge would have two traffic lanes,
standard inside and outside shoulders and a separated
bicycle/pedestrian path on the outside edge; 3. Similar to
Alternative 2, but with the addition of a third bridge to provide
a local south/westbound connection from Jacobs Avenue to
6th Street in Eureka. The bicycle/pedestrian path would be
constructed on the outside edge of the third bridge; and 4. No
build alternative.
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Commenter,
Date Rec’d,
Format

Comment

Response

Location: The Eureka Slough bridges span the Eureka
Slough Channel in Humboldt Bay on US Highway 101
between post miles 79.5 and 80.2.

Timeline: The timeline for the proposed Project is not
included in the NOP.

BIOLOGICAL CONTEXT

The Project is located on Eureka Slough, where the 56
square mile Freshwater Creek watershed flows into
Humboldt Bay. Humboldt Bay is California’s second largest
bay, and the largest estuary on the Pacific coast between
San Francisco Bay and Oregon’s Coos Bay. The marine and
estuarine habitats of Humboldt Bay provide refuge and
nursery habitat for more than 300 fish and invertebrate
species, many with important associated commercial and
recreational fisheries. Humboldt Bay and its wetlands and
dunes are habitat for at least 20 State and federally listed
species and numerous California Species of Special Concern
(SSC). Sensitive Natural Communities (SNC) and special-
status species that are listed under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), Federal Endangered
Species Act, Fish and Game Code as Fully Protected (FP),
California Species of Special Concern (SSC) or Watch List
(WL), the California Rare Plant Ranking (CRPR) System, or
the Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program with
sensitive Global (G) / State (S) Heritage Ranks occur in or
nearby the Project area and may be impacted by direct
and/or indirect Project impacts. These special-status
resources include but are not limited to:

Fish
e Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), State and federally-

threatened (Southern Oregon/Northern California
(SONCC) Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU));

¢ Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), federally-threatened
(California Coastal ESU);

o Coastal cutthroat trout (O. clarki clarki), State SSC;

o Steelhead trout (O. mykiss), federally-threatened
(Northern California Distinct Population Segment (DPS)

o Longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys), State-threatened;

e Eulachon (Thaleichthys pacificus), federally-threatened
(southern DPS);

e Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), federally-
threatened (southern DPS), State SCC (northern and
southern DPS);
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Commenter,
Date Rec’d,
Format

Comment

Response

o Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), federally-

o Pacific lamprey (Entosphenus tridentatus), State SSC; and

endangered;

o Western river lamprey (Lampetra ayresii), State SSC.

Birds

Black brant (Branta bernicla nigricans), State SSC;
Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxi), State SSC;

Northern harrier (Circus hudsonius), State SSC;
White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), State FP;
Long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus), State WL,
Osprey (Pandion haliaetus), State WL;

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum),
State FP;

Double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), State
WL; and

California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus), State FP.

Plants

Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover (Castilleja ambigua var.
humboldtiensis), CRPR 1B.2;

Point Reyes bird’s-beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp.
palustre), CRPR 1B.2;

Lyngbye’s sedge (Carex lyngbyei), CRPR 2B.2;
Sea-watch (Angelica lucida), CRPR 4.2;

Small spikerush (Eleocharis parvula), CRPR 4.3;
Dwarf alkali grass (Puccinellia pumila), CRPR 2B.2;

Western sand-spurrey (Spergularia canadensis var.
occidentalis), CRPR 2B.1; and

Short-leaved evax (Hesperevax sparsiflora), CRPR 1B.2.

Sensitive Natural Communities

Lyngbye's sedge swathes, S1;

Slough sedge - Water-parsley - Small-fruited bulrush
marsh, S3;

Coastal dune willow - Sitka willow - Douglas spiraea
thickets, S3;

Pickleweed mats, S3;
Common three-square marsh, 3.2;
Eelgrass beds, S3;
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Commenter,
Date Rec’d, Comment Response
Format
e Salmonberry - Wax myrtle scrub, S3; and
¢ Coastal tufted hair grass - Meadow barley - California
oatgrass meadow, S3.
Insects
o Western Bumble Bee (Bombus occidentalis), State
Candidate; and

e Obscure Bumble Bee (B. caliginosus); State SSC.
In addition, several species with important commercial,
recreational, and cultural importance also exist within and
adjacent to the proposed Project area and could be impacted
by Project activities, including:
e Harbor seal (Phoca vitulina);
e Dungeness crab (Cancer magister);
o Pacific herring (Clupea pallasii);
¢ Northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax);
¢ Rockfish (Sebastes spp.); and
o California halibut (Paralichthys californicus).
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Department offers the comments and recommendations
below to assist Caltrans in adequately identifying and/or
mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant,
direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological)
resources.
Environmental Setting
Comments: The impacts of the Project should be evaluated
by comparing expected
environmental conditions after Project implementation to
existing baseline conditions. The changes in environmental
conditions between baseline and post-Project represent the
environmental impacts of the Project.
Recommendations: The Draft EIR should include a
comprehensive Environmental Setting description that
characterizes existing environmental conditions, including
resources that are rare or unique to the region (CEQA
Guidelines, §15125).
Project Description Comments: Several important aspects
of the Project have not been described in the NOP. This
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Commenter,
Date Rec’d, Comment Response
Format

limits the Department’s ability to evaluate the potential impact
to trustee resources.

Recommendations: The Department recommends the Draft
EIR include a comprehensive project description, including
but not limited to:

¢ all in-water work for bridge replacement (e.g., methods,
equipment, materials, work windows);

¢ anticipated impacts to eelgrass and intertidal mudflat
habitat;

¢ anticipated impacts to CESA-listed species;

e measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts to
biological resources; and

¢ anticipated timeline of construction.

Eelgrass Habitat Comments: Native eelgrass beds (Zostera
marina) are an important part of the Humboldt Bay
ecosystem and are recognized by state and federal statutes
as both highly valuable and sensitive habitats. Humboldt Bay
holds approximately 37% of the known mapped eelgrass in
the state (Serpa, 2016). Eelgrass provides primary
production and nutrients to the ecosystem along with
spawning, foraging, and nursery habitat for fish and other
species. Pursuant to the federal Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act, eelgrass is designated
as Essential Fish Habitat for various federally managed fish
species within the Pacific Coast Groundfish and Pacific Coast
Salmon Fisheries Management Plans (FMP). Eelgrass is also
considered a habitat area of particular concern for various
species within the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP. Eelgrass
habitats are further protected under state and federal “no-net-
loss” policies for wetland habitats. Additionally, the
importance of eelgrass protection and restoration, as well as
the ecological benefits of eelgrass, is identified in California
Public Resources Code (PRC Section 35630).

The NOP does not describe impacts to eelgrass or propose
mitigation. However, from previous correspondence with
Caltrans on this Project, the Project is anticipated to impact
approximately 0.012-0.025 acres of eelgrass habitat. The
Department recommends a comprehensive impact analysis
and mitigation plan be provided in the Draft EIR, as outlined
below. Eelgrass mitigation efforts in Humboldt Bay from
previous projects have presented challenges and several
projects have been unsuccessful at meeting their mitigation
requirements resulting in a net loss of eelgrass habitat. To
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ensure eelgrass mitigation success, the Department
recommends Caltrans coordinate with the natural resource
agencies and begin mitigation prior to Project construction.

Recommendations: The Department recommends the
proposed Project avoid and minimize impacts to eelgrass and
fully mitigate any remaining impacts. The Department makes
the following recommendations for the Draft EIR:

o A comprehensive analysis of impacts to eelgrass habitat.
The Department recommends the Draft EIR include maps
and acreage of baseline eelgrass habitat within the
proposed Project footprint and fully analyze the impact to
eelgrass habitat from direct and indirect activities such as:
bridge demolition, bridge construction, shading, and
changes in circulation, scour and sedimentation. Impacts
to eelgrass habitat should be analyzed for each of the
Project alternatives. The Department recommends
multiple years of eelgrass survey data be included in the
impact analysis, including up to date surveys conducted in
the growing season, to account for temporal and spatial
variability in eelgrass distribution.

¢ A comprehensive eelgrass mitigation and monitoring plan.
To ensure no net loss, the Department recommends the
Draft EIR include avoidance and minimization measures
as well as require the development of a comprehensive
monitoring and mitigation plan, as defined in the California
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP) (NMFS, 2014). This
plan should include mitigation for temporal and permanent
impacts to eelgrass habitat. The Department recommends
conducting baseline eelgrass habitat surveys prior to
construction and multiple years of post-construction
eelgrass surveys. Post-construction surveys should
capture both direct and indirect effects to eelgrass density
and percent vegetated cover within and adjacent to
construction areas. Multiple years of post-construction
surveys may be necessary to evaluate if indirect effects
resulted later in time due to altered physical conditions
(changes in circulation, sedimentation, etc.). As described
in the CEMP, an estimate of likely impacts should be
made prior to implementation of the proposed Project
based on the best available information (e.g., shading
analyses, wave and current modeling). The Department
recommends eelgrass mitigation occur prior to Project
construction to ensure success and minimize temporal
loss.

o Scientific Collecting Permit (SCP). If transplanting of
eelgrass is required for mitigation, a SCP from the
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Department will be required prior to harvest and
transplanting activities. The SCP may include conditions
such as donor bed surveys, limits on number and density
of turions collected, methods for collection and
transplanting, notification of activities, and reporting
requirements. Please visit the Department’s SCP webpage
for more information:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Licensing/Scientific-Collecting.

¢ Consultation with respective agencies. The Department
recommends that Caltrans consult with the appropriate
permitting agencies for review of all eelgrass monitoring,
mitigation, and adaptive management efforts.

Mud Shrimp

Comments: The Blue Mud Shrimp (Upogebia pugettensis)
inhabit soft intertidal sediments of bays and estuaries from
Alaska to Baja California (Williams 1986). These shrimp dig
burrows up to one meter deep which greatly influence
community composition and structure (Dumbauld et al.
1996). Blue Mud Shrimp have been shown to have important
density dependent effects on organic matter decomposition
and carbon cycling in estuarine environments (D’Andrea and
DeWitt 2009, Griffen et al. 2004). The construction of burrows
creates a network of tubes perforating the seafloor which can
greatly increase the surface area available for nutrient
exchange by 1-5 times (D’Andrea and DeWitt 2009). Studies
have shown that Blue Mud Shrimp have the ability to filter the
entire volume of water overlying their burrows more than
once per day and that carbon and nitrogen cycling increase
with density of burrows (D’Andrea and DeWitt 2009, Griffen
et al. 2004). Predators of Blue Mud Shrimp include Pacific
Staghorn Sculpin, Leopard Shark, Brown Smooth-Hound
Shark, Dungeness Crab, Sea-Run Cutthroat Trout, and
intertidally foraging birds. Shrimp larvae have also been
identified as a food source for juvenile Salmon (Chapman
and Carter 2014). Declining populations of Blue Mud Shrimp
between Morro Bay, California and Vancouver, British
Colombia have been observed and many populations appear
to be functionally extinct or are in severe decline since the
1980s (Chapman and Carter 2014, Chapman et al. 2012,
Markham 2004). Department staff conducted a survey for
mud shrimp within the project area on July 04, 2023, with
Calltrans staff. No mud shrimp species were observed that
day, but suitable habitat does exist within the Project area.
Additional surveys will inform Draft EIR analysis of potential
mud shrimp occurrence within the Project area at interannual
time scales, and potential Project impacts.
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Recommendations: The Department recommends Caltrans
conduct additional mud shrimp surveys to assess potential
presence over interannual time scales. Additionally, the Draft
EIR should include an analysis of potential mud shrimp
occurrence and Project impacts. The Department is available
to coordinate and provide consultation on benthic habitat
characterization and survey methods.

Pile Driving

Comments: The Project is expected to require removal of
existing piers and replacement with new piers within the
Eureka Slough channel. The NOP does not provide details
on methods for pier demolition and construction (e.g., impact
hammer, vibratory hammer), types of piles, number of piles,
or hydroacoustic impacts expected from pile
installation/removal. Pile driving produces intense sound
vibrations that are injurious (i.e., barotrauma) to fish (Popper
et al., 2006). The Department is signatory to the Interim
Criteria for Injury to Fish from Pile Driving Activities (Interim
Criteria; Attachment 1). According to the Interim Criteria, the
sound pressure levels should not exceed 206 dB peaks and
187 dB accumulated sound exposure level (SEL) for all listed
fish except those that are less than 2 grams. In that case, the
criteria for the accumulated SEL should be 183 dB. The
Project area is an important migratory corridor for CESA-
listed species, including longfin smelt and coho salmon,
which are both known to spawn further upstream in
Freshwater Creek. Early life stages of longfin smelt (<2
grams) may be present within the project area depending on
the timing of pile driving.

Recommendations: The Department recommends the Draft
EIR include the following:

¢ Analysis of impacts from pile driving. The Draft EIR should
include a comprehensive analysis of impacts to sensitive
species from pile driving. The analysis should describe the
material and size of new piles (including temporary
construction piles), method of pile driving, size of the pile
driving hammer, underwater sound monitoring methods,
work windows, and mitigation measures to avoid injurious
sound pressure levels to fish and marine mammals.

o Take coverage and mitigation for CESA-listed species: If
sound pressure levels are expected to exceed the
established Interim Criteria for Injury to Fish, the
Department recommends Caltrans consult on obtaining an
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a CESA Incidental Take Permit to address impacts of
“take” pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections 2080.1
or 2081(b), and California Code of Regulations Title 14 (14
CCR) § 783 et seq.

e Sound attenuation monitoring plan. The Department
recommends Caltrans develop and provide a sound
attenuation monitoring plan for this Project. The
Department also requests to receive daily, near real time
sound monitoring results during pile driving activities to
assess impacts from the Project. Should sound levels
exceed the agreed upon criteria, work should immediately
stop, the Department notified, and appropriate
minimization measures should be added in consultation
with the Department and other appropriate resource
agencies.

In-Water Construction & Water Quality

Comments: The Department is concerned with impacts to
sensitive species and habitats from potential in-water
construction activities, including installation of cofferdams
and dewatering of bay habitat. The Department is also
concerned with impacts to bay water quality from in-water
construction and operation of heavy equipment along the
shoreline, including increased turbidity and risk of oil and
hazardous material spills.

Recommendations:

e The Draft EIR should include a comprehensive description
and analysis of impacts from all proposed in-water work,
such as installation of cofferdams and dewatering areas
for construction.

e The Draft EIR should disclose whether any water intake
systems are proposed to be installed in the bay for
dewatering activities. To minimize impacts to CESA-listed
species that occur in Humboldt Bay, including salmonids
and longfin smelt, any proposed bay water intakes utilized
for the Project should comply with the attached
Department’s Fish Screening Criteria (see Attachment 2).
If intake systems are proposed, we recommend the
Project proponent consult with the Department regarding
potential “take” of CESA-listed species from intake
systems and the potential need for an ITP.

e The Draft EIR should describe the risk of oil and
hazardous material spills, the potential impacts to coastal
and marine resources in the event of a spill, and spill
prevention and response measures.
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e The Draft EIR should also include measures to avoid and
minimize increased turbidity levels in the bay from Project
activities.

Mitigation Measures

Comments: When preparing an EIR, the Lead Agency must
include feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level (CEQA Guidelines, §21002), with
sufficient details and performance standards to avoid
improperly deferring mitigation until some future time (CEQA
Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(B)).

Recommendations:

e To ensure the mitigation measures are implemented, the
Lead Agency shall adopt a mitigation monitoring or
reporting program/plan (MMRP; CEQA Guidelines
§15097). Monitoring ensures Project compliance is
checked on a regular basis to evaluate the measurable
success of mitigation measures. Reporting on monitoring
will ensure compliance with mitigation requirements.

¢ An adequate MMRP should, at a minimum, describe (1)
roles and responsibilities for various aspects of monitoring;
(2) timing/implementation; (3) reporting and support
responsibilities; (4) other responsibilities of the Project
proponent; (5) general standards for determining Project
compliance with the mitigation measures or revisions and
related conditions of approval; and (6) enforcement
procedures for noncompliance or adaptive management.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental
impact reports and negative declarations be incorporated into
a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please
report any special-status species and natural communities
detected during Project surveys to the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey form
can be found at the following link:

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittingData#4452442
0-pdf-field-survey-form

The completed form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB
at the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The
types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the
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following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-
Animals

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish
and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary.
Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of
environmental review by the Department. Payment of the fee
is required in order for the underlying project approval to be
operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5;
Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)

CONCLUSION

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Eureka
Slough Bridges Replacement Project to assist Caltrans in
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological
resources.

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment,
Section 4(f) de Minimis and Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation
EA 01-OM760 Eureka Slough Bridges Replacement Project

430
June 2025




Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

Cameron
Vela,
California
Native
American
Commission,
9/25/2023,
Letter

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has
received the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation
for the project referenced above. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code
§21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is
a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)).
If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record
before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources Code §21080 (d);
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA
Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)). In order to determine whether a
project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need
to determine whether there are historical resources within the
area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52
(Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52) amended
CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources,
“tribal cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074)
and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.2).
Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects
to any tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a
notice of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or
a mitigated negative declaration is filed on or after July
1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or
amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the
designation or proposed designation of open space, on or
after March 1, 2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18
(Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both SB 18
and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your
project is also subject to the federal National Environmental
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36
C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native
American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated
with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as

Thank you for the
letter, Cameron
Vela.

Caltrans
appreciates the
detailed
information.
Caltrans
approaches Native
American
consultation with
utmost
importance,
ensuring full
compliance for all
regulations and
laws. Please see
Sections 2.2.13
and 3.2.4 for
cultural resources
information.
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possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native
American human remains and best protect tribal cultural
resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and
SB 18 as well as the NAHC’s recommendations for
conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52
and SB 18 as well as compliance with any other
applicable laws.

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed
below, along with many other requirements:

AB 52
1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of
an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project: Within
fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a
project is complete or of a decision by a public agency to
undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal
notification to a designated contact of, or tribal
representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated
California Native American tribes that have requested
notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice
that includes:

o A brief description of the project.
® The lead agency contact information.

o Notification that the California Native American
tribe has 30 days to request consultation.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

e A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a
Native American tribe located in California that is on
the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the
purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).
(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a
Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or
Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall begin
the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a
request for consultation from a California Native American
tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the proposed project. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the
release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative
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declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub.
Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

e For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall
have the same meaning as provided in Gov.
Code §65352.4 (SB 18). (Pub. Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a
Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of
consultation:

e Alternatives to the project.
e Recommended mitigation measures.

e Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code
§21080.3.2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following
topics are discretionary topics of consultation:

e Type of environmental review necessary.
e Significance of the tribal cultural resources.

e Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural
resources.

e If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate
measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub.
Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe
During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to,
the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe
during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise
disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to
the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r)
and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a California
Native American tribe during the consultation or
environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document
unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information
to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).
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6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in
the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead
agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:

e Whether the proposed project has a significant impact
on an identified tribal cultural resource.

e  Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures,
including those measures that may be agreed to
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the
impact on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub.
Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).

7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe
shall be considered concluded when either of the following
occurs:

e The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a
significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a
tribal cultural resource; or

e A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable
effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be
reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in
Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any

mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation
conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental
document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring and
reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the
impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully
enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If
mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the
lead agency as a result of the consultation process are
not included in the environmental document or if there
are no agreed upon mitigation measures at the
conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not
occur, and if substantial evidence demonstrates that a
project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural
resource, the lead agency shall consider feasible
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mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3

(b). (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible,

May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant

Adverse Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:

e Avoidance and preservation of the resources in
place, including, but not limited to:

e Planning and construction to avoid the resources
and protect the cultural and natural context.

e Planning greenspace, parks, or other open
space, to incorporate the resources with
culturally appropriate protection and
management criteria.

e Treating the resource with culturally appropriate
dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not
limited to, the following:

e Protecting the cultural character and integrity of
the resource.

e Protecting the traditional use of the resource.

e Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.

e Permanent conservation easements or other
interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving
or utilizing the resources or places.

e Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code
§21084.3 (b)).

e Please note that a federally recognized California
Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized
California Native American tribe that is on the contact
list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California
prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or
ceremonial place may acquire and hold conservation
easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily
conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).

e Please note that it is the policy of the state that
Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code
§5097.991).

11._Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact

Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or

Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an

Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
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Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated
negative declaration or a negative declaration be adopted
unless one of the following occurs:

e The consultation process between the tribes and the
lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and
concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.

e The tribe that requested consultation failed to
provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.

e The lead agency provided notice of the project to the
tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code
§21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request
consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal
Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best
Practices” may be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation CalEPAPD

F.pdf

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local
governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a
general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open
space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should
consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s
“Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online
at:

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines

922.pdf.

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a
proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific
plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact
the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by
requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once
contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe
has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification
to request consultation unless a shorter timeframe
has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3

(@)2)-
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2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal
Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18
tribal consultation.

3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines
developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or
county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and
use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within
the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation:
Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
-The parties to the consultation come to a mutual
agreement concerning the appropriate measures for

preservation or mitigation; or

-Either the local government or the tribe, acting in
good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that
mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the
appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation.
(Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18
precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their
jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and SB
18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request
Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands File”
searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found
online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources
Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal
cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation in
place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to
tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends the
following actions:
1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical
Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30331) for an
archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:
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