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1. Project Information 

Project Title Eel River Trail Project 

Lead Agency Name & Address  City of Rio Dell 
675 Wildwood Ave. 

Rio Dell, California 95562 USA 

Contact Person, Phone Number, Email Kyle Knopp, City Manager, (707) 764-3532, 
knoppk@cityofriodell.ca.gov 

Project Location  Rio Dell, CA 

General Plan Land Use/Zoning 
Designation 

Natural Resources (NR) 

Public Facility (PF) 

1.1 CEQA Requirements 
This Project is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The lead 
agency is the City of Rio Dell (City). The purpose of this Initial Study is to provide a basis for deciding 
whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, a Mitigated Negative Declaration, or a Negative 
Declaration. This Initial Study is intended to satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, CEQA, (Public Resources Code, Div 13, § 21000-21177), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code 
of Regulations, Title 14, § 15000-15387). CEQA encourages lead agencies and applicants to modify their 
Projects to avoid significant adverse impacts. 

§ 15063(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states the content requirements of an Initial Study as follows: 

– A description of the Project including the location of the Project; 
– An identification of the environmental setting; 
– An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other method, provided that 

entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there is some evidence to 
support the entries; 

– A discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects identified, if any; 
– An examination of whether the Project would be consistent with existing zoning, plans; and other 

applicable land use controls; and 
– The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the Initial Study. 

1.2 Background and Need 
The Project would construct a Class I Shared Use Path (pedestrian and bicycle trail) from Edwards Drive to 
Davis Street. The Project is entirely within the Rio Dell City limits. Currently an informal social trail exists 
within the Project Area along the general alignment of the proposed trail with several offshoots that lead to 
the Eel River. These trails are not created or maintained by the City, but the trails are well worn in, 
indicating that the public is continuously using these trails year after year. The purpose of the Rio Dell Eel 
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River Trail Project is to create recreational opportunities for neighbors and visitors of Rio Dell, which would 
enhance the ability to recreate in a safe, accessible, and family-friendly manner. 

The paved trail would be constructed roughly at existing grade parallel to the Eel River through the 
undeveloped vegetated area along the top of riverbank. The Project would provide a safe walking and 
biking route for Rio Dell, and in addition to safety and connectivity improvements, the trail would provide 
opportunities for nature study and recreation. 

Additionally, the Project is a potential alignment segment for the Eureka-to-Scotia Trail, a potential trail 
connection proposed by the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) from the Eureka 
Waterfront Trail into the Eel River Valley (HCAOG 2016). This study was commissioned to support ongoing 
efforts to develop a regional trail system connecting the cities of Trinidad, Arcata, Eureka, Fortuna, and Rio 
Dell and unincorporated communities south to Scotia and northeast to the City of Blue Lake. 

Project Goals 
Goals of the Project specifically include: 

– Provide safe pedestrian and non-motorized vehicle travel between Edwards Drive and Davis Street. 
– Promote non-motorized transit to reduce climate-related impacts, including VMT, and improve public 

health. 
– Increase access and opportunities for nature study. 

1.3 Proposed Project Summary 
The Project would construct approximately 1,600 feet of Class I shared use path (pedestrian, bicycle) with 
associated trailhead improvements. The Project would provide a safe walking and biking route from 
Edwards Drive to Davis Street over the current informal social trails within the Project Area. In addition to 
safety and connectivity improvements, the trail would provide opportunities for nature study and recreation. 

The trail would be an asphalt-concrete paved Class I shared use path, with a ten-foot wide paved trail (five 
feet per travel lane) with two-foot gravel shoulders on each side. The trail may be narrowed to 8-foot 
minimum paved width in limited locations where unavoidable site constraints exist. The trail shoulders may 
also be paved. 

The Project would be designed in accordance with applicable standards, including the 2022 California 
Building Code (CBSC 2022), Humboldt Low Impact Development Stormwater Manual (NCSC 2021), Guide 
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (AASHTO 2012), Urban Bikeway Design Guide (NACTO 2014), 
the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (Caltrans 2023), and the 2010 Americans with 
Disabilities Act Standards for Accessible Design (DOJ 2010). The project should also follow the Public 
Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG, US Access Board 2023) which state that a “shared use 
path” contain a “pedestrian access route”, which is required to be accessible to and traversable by 
individuals with disabilities. The PROWAG defines a shared use path as a multi-use path designed primarily 
for use by bicyclists, pedestrians, and other authorized motorized and non-motorized users, for 
transportation purposes, and that may also be used for recreation, and further states that shared use paths 
are physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by an open space or barrier and are either within the 
highway or other public right-of-way.). 
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1.4 Project Location 
The Project is located in the City of Rio Dell, Humboldt County, California. Rio Dell is situated on the Pacific 
Coast, approximately 20 miles south of the City of Eureka (Appendix A - Figure 1). 

The Project would be located on approximately 6.8 acres on parcel designated as Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN) 053-011-028, 053-011-024, 053-011-017, 053-011-009, 053-011-005, 053-051-015, and 
053-051-014. This would include both City owned land and private property through easements. 

The Project Area is located east of US 101 within the Eel River floodplain between Edwards Drive and 
Davis Street (Appendix A - Figure 2). The proposed 0.3-mile alignment is parallel to the Eel River and is 
currently riparian habitat, vegetated, and undeveloped. The alignment is adjacent to the Rio Dell 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to the south and the River's Edge RV Park to the north. 

The Project is located within the Eel River Valley Drainage Basin with the Eel River being immediately to 
the southeast of the Project. The entire trail alignment is within the mapped Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year flood zone (Figure 6 – FEMA Flood Zones). No portion of the 
Project Area is within the California Coastal Zone or a Tsunami Hazard Area (Humboldt County 2023f).  

1.5 Project Description 
The Project includes the following project elements: 

Trail Surface and Shoulders 
The trail would be an asphalt-concrete paved Class I shared use path, with a ten-foot wide trail (five feet per 
travel lane) and two-foot wide gravel shoulders. The trail may be narrowed in limited locations where 
unavoidable site constraints exist and the shoulders may be paved where necessary for vehicle access or 
as appropriate between railings, walls, or engineered slopes. 

Tree and Vegetation Removal  
Vegetation removal would be required for general clearing and grubbing within the Project Area. Tree 
removal of Willow, Alder, and Poplar would also occur (Appendix A – Figure 5). 

Grading 
Grading would need to occur along the entire trail alignment to achieve accessible slopes and suitable trail 
width. Minor cut slopes would be necessary, with cut depths up to approximately 4-feet, including depth 
needed to construct the trail base. Similarly, fill would be placed and compacted along the alignment to 
establish the trail prism with fill depths ranging from 1 to 9-feet. The trail structural section would be 
comprised of aggregate base and asphalt, approximately 1.5-feet deep. 

To protect the trail slope from flooding, rock slope protection (RSP) would be placed along sections of the 
trail adjacent to the WWTP.  

Ancillary Trail Features 
Ancillary trail features may include benches, waste receptacles, interpretive signage, and other features 
related to public access and education. Features would generally be installed adjacent to the primary trail 
alignment.  
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Striping and Signage  
The trail would include striping and directional signage that would indicate two travel directions and other 
signs as needed to ensure the safety of trail users. Interpretive signage along the trail would highlight the 
surrounding environment or historical resources.  

Trailhead Development 
The Project would include trailheads at Edwards Drive and Davis Street. Trailhead improvements would 
generally include trailhead information kiosks, trailhead signs, trail signposts, other signage, benches, and 
waste receptacles. 

The Davis Street trailhead would include an accessible switchback style ramp structure to transition from 
the upper road grade down to the lower trail grade. The ramp may also include stairs adjacent to the ramp. 
The Edwards Drive trailhead will include parking. 

Lighting 
An existing utility pole at the Edwards Drive parking area would be utilized to provide lighting to the vicinity. 
This would increase visibility and safety. No lighting is proposed along the length of the trail between the 
two trailheads. 

Vehicular Parking 
The gravel parking lot at the end of Edwards Drive would be paved and improved to include approximately 
12 parking stalls including one ADA stall with an accessible path to the trail. 

Drainage and Stormwater Improvements 
Some existing drainage structures such as culverts would be extended or upgraded as required, with or 
without headwalls, to promote drainage of the trail. Additional drainage infrastructure (such as drainage 
inlets and new storm drain piping) would direct drainage at the Edwards Drive parking area into a 
bioretention feature.  

The trail shoulder would slope away from the traveled way at 2 percent to 5 percent to reduce ponding and 
minimize debris from flowing onto the trail path. An interceptor swale would be constructed uphill of the trail 
to capture drainage which would otherwise flow over the trail. The swale would be directed to existing or 
new culverts which will pass under the trail to the river. 

Mitigation Areas 
To the greatest extent feasible, any required compensatory mitigation for riparian vegetation or sensitive 
natural communities (SNC) impacts would occur on-site within proximity to the trail alignment. To this 
extent, approximately 1.64 acres of pampas grass would be removed and restored to riparian habitat as 
part of compensatory mitigation. Weed management tools such as mowers, weed whackers, weed 
wrenches or extractigators (for removing woody stems), or hand pulling would be utilized as feasible. 
Herbicides would be allowed during maintenance activities. Additional invasive species management may 
be implemented on an as-needed basis. 
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1.6 Project Construction 

Construction Schedule 
Construction is anticipated to take 12 months to complete, commencing in approximately January 1, 2024, 
to December 31, 2024. If feasible, vegetation clearing outside of the nesting bird season would occur first, 
by March 15 or after August 15.  

Construction Activities and Equipment 
All construction activities would be accompanied by both temporary and permanent erosion and sediment 
control best management practices (BMPs). Project construction would include the following activities: 

– Clearing, grubbing, and tree removal – To clear the trail alignment.  
– Grading/Excavation – Throughout the Project Area to achieve grade and dimensions to accommodate 

the trail, parking areas. The excavation depth would be approximately two feet.  
– Hauling – Transport of material to and from the Project Area. 
– Jackhammering/Grinding – Site preparation/removal of existing material. 
– Lighting and Electrical– At Edwards Drive parking area. 
– Concrete Paving and Structures – Parking stalls. 
– Hot Mix Asphalt Paving – Along the trail alignment, parking area, and trailheads.  
– Striping and Sign Installation – Along the trail alignment. 
– Erosion Control – to minimize erosion and prevent sediment from leaving the project area. 

Equipment required for construction would include: 

– Large excavator 
– Scraper 
– Mini Excavator 
– Bulldozer 
– Grader 
– Loader 

– Backhoe Loader 
– Skid Steer 
– Dump Truck 
– Paver 
– Large Roller 
– Small Roller 

– Concrete Truck 
– Concrete Pump Truck 
– Water Tender 
– Tracked Manlift/Forklift  
– Small Crane 

Jackhammers or similar pieces of equipment may be necessary to support removal of existing material. It is 
not anticipated that any temporary utility extensions, such as electric power or water, would be required for 
trail construction. Water from legal sources would be used for dust control, compaction, and re-vegetation. 

Construction Access 
The Project Area would be primarily accessed at Edwards Drive but may also utilize Davis Street. 

Establish Exclusion Areas and Erosion Control 
The Project Area is directly adjacent to the Eel River. Erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
would be installed prior to construction and maintained until the site is stabilized to minimize sedimentation. 
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Considerations for Protected Species 
Vegetation and tree removal would be required. To minimize potential impacts to birds, vegetation could be 
removed prior to March 15 or after August 15 to avoid the nesting bird season. If vegetation removal or 
ground disturbance cannot be confined to work outside of the nesting season, a qualified biologist would 
conduct pre-construction surveys within the vicinity of the Project Area, to check for nesting activity of native 
and migratory birds and to evaluate the site for presence of raptors and special-status bird species. If active 
nests were detected within the construction footprint or within the construction buffer established by the 
Project biologist, the biologist would flag a buffer around each nest. Buffers will vary in size considerate of 
the existing noise and disturbance setting, proximity of the nest to the construction area, species-specific 
needs, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife requirements. Please see Section 3.4 (Biological 
Resources) for impact analysis related to nesting birds, special status plants, and other wildlife species. 

Stockpiling and Staging 
Stockpiling and staging areas would be located on the Edwards Drive gravel parking area as well as on 
gravel area on southern portion of the parcels for the City Wastewater Treatment Plant. Project activities at 
stockpiling and staging areas have been included in environmental analysis.  

Within the stockpiling and staging area, BMPs would be utilized to prevent materials and hazardous 
materials from impacting the environment. Excess soils, aggregate base, and construction materials would 
be stored on site within designated stockpiling and staging areas. Excess materials may be re-used onsite 
for backfill and finished grading. Excess materials would not be stockpiled or disposed of onsite once the 
Project is complete. The contractor would haul additional excess materials off site for beneficial re-use, 
recycling, or legal disposal.  

Groundwater Dewatering 
Groundwater dewatering is generally not expected but may be required. However, if needed, temporary 
groundwater dewatering would involve pumping water out of a trench or excavation area. Groundwater 
would typically be pumped to a settling pond, settling tank, or into a dewatering bag. Dewatering water may 
also be percolated back into the ground (in uplands). Discharge to regulated waters/wetlands would not 
occur. 

Site Restoration and Closure 
Following construction, the contractor would demobilize and remove equipment, supplies, and construction 
wastes. The disturbed areas (not part of the trial or parking lot) would be restored to pre-construction 
conditions or stabilized with a combination of grass seed (broadcast or hydroseed), straw mulch, rolled 
erosion control fabric, and other plantings/revegetation. If required, revegetation would include replanting 
and any potential compliance monitoring in support of mitigation required by resource agencies for impacts 
to regulated habitats, such as riparian vegetation. 

1.7 Maintenance and Operation 
The City would maintain and operate the Eel River Trail as a City facility within their jurisdictional area. 
Following construction, general operation and maintenance activities associated with the proposed Project 
would be limited to typical trail maintenance, including annual inspections, trash/debris removal, vegetation 
management, repaving, and striping. The alignment would be maintained by the City on an as-needed 
basis to maintain the trail in good condition and provide a safe environment for all trail users. 
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1.8 Regulatory Permits, CEQA, and NEPA 
The City would be the CEQA lead agency for the Project. An Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is the anticipated CEQA pathway. The Project has not received any federal funding and 
therefore is not subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It is not anticipated that the 
Project would impact regulated jurisdictional three-parameter wetlands. Riparian habitat removed by the 
Project would require a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Streambed Alteration 
Agreement and a Waste Discharge permit with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
Remove of riparian vegetation will require compensatory mitigation in coordination with CDFW and the 
RWQCB.  

The Project would not directly or indirectly impact anadromous waterways; therefore, no consultation with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act would occur. 
The Project is not expected to require consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), as 
potential impacts to federal special status plants or wildlife species are not anticipated. 

The Project would likely require grading permits from the City. 

1.9 Compliance with Existing Regulations and Standard BMPs 
The Project would obtain coverage under the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(NCRWCB), Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with 
Construction Activities (General Permit). The City would submit permit registration documents (notice of 
intent, risk assessment, site maps, SWPPP, annual fee, and certifications) to the Water Board. The SWPPP 
would address pollutant sources, BMPs, and other requirements specified in the Order. The SWPPP would 
include erosion and sediment control measures, dust control practices to prevent wind erosion, sediment 
tracking, and dust generation by construction equipment. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner would oversee 
implementation of the Project SWPPP, including visual inspections, sampling and analysis, and ensuring 
overall compliance. 

Implementation of Geotechnical Design Recommendations 
The Project would be designed and constructed in compliance with site-specific recommendations made in 
the Report of Geotechnical Investigation (LACO 2022). This would include design in accordance with 
recommendations for earthwork, such as site clearing, cut/fill slopes, subgrade preparation, material for fill, 
compaction requirements, and culvert installation. The geotechnical recommendations would be 
incorporated into the final plans and specifications for the Project and would be implemented during 
construction. 

1.10 Tribal Consultation 
The City has sent out requests for consultation of proposed Projects from California Native  
American tribes pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1. Under Assembly Bill (AB) 52, 
notification letters were sent to the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria and the Wiyot Tribe on 
September 11, 2023. Responses were received on October 3, 2023, from the Bear River Band of the 
Rohnerville Rancheria which agreed with the mitigation recommendations from the Cultural Resources 
Investigation Report by the Archaeological Research and Supply Company (See Section 3.5).  
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3. Environmental Analysis 
3.1 Aesthetics 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?     

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

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public view 
of the site and its surroundings? (Public Views are 
those that are experienced from 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? 

    

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

    

The proposed Project would be constructed at an undeveloped site adjacent to the Eel River, the Rio Dell 
Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP), and River's Edge RV Park. The Project would construct a shared 
use trail ten feet wide and approximately 1,600 foot long. The Project would include associated trail 
improvements, such as the paved Edwards Drive parking area and benches. 

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

For purposes of determining significance under CEQA, a scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that 
provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. The project site 
is located adjacent to the Eel River, a designated wild and scenic river (DOI 1981). 

The Project trail traverses the riparian vegetation of the Eel River and does not include river access. The 
trail would have a low profile. The tallest Project elements would be the lighting feature at the Edwards 
Drive parking area, however this would utilize an existing utility pole. The Project would require the removal 
of Willow, Alder, and Poplar trees (Appendix A – Figure 5). The removal of these trees would be visibly 
screened by buffering juxtaposed riparian vegetation. The on-site mitigation removal of invasive pampas 
grass along the northern portion of the Project Area would be replanted with native vegetation, enhancing 
the scenic riparian vegetation. The Project would not interfere with the open and natural characteristics of 
the City’s scenic vistas. Therefore, construction and operation of the Project would have no detrimental 
effect on scenic vistas. No impact would result. 
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (No Impact) 

According to the California Scenic Highway Mapping System, there are no designated, State, or Federal, 
scenic highways, or byways, in the Project vicinity (Caltrans 2023). US 101 is eligible for designation and is 
located approximately 0.2 mile west of the Project Area but, due to topography and tall vegetation, the 
Project Area is not readily visible from US 101. There are no structures or historic buildings in the Project 
Area, and there are also no rock outcroppings. Some existing trees would be removed within the Project 
Area, however this would not significantly damage the scenic resource from US 101 (Appendix A – Figure 
5). Due to the absence of a designated state scenic highway in or immediately adjacent to the Project, or 
views of the Project Area from an eligible state scenic highway, no impact would occur. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
public view of the site and its surroundings? (Public Views are those that are experienced 
from 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? (Less 
Than Significant Impact) 

The proposed Project would not be located in an urban area, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15387, 
because Rio Dell has a population of less than 50,000 (US Census 2020). Thus, CEQA asks if the Project 
would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public view of the site and its 
surroundings. The existing visual setting includes an undeveloped riparian vegetation of the Eel River, 
consisting of grasses, shrubs, and trees. 

Visual elements of the Project include a 1,600 foot long paved Class I trail, trailheads, a paved parking area 
at Edwards Drive, and ancillary trail features such as benches and signage. This use is principally permitted 
by the Project Area’s Natural Resources land use and zoning. Public view of the Project Area is currently 
limited due to dense riparian vegetation, and from private and City owned property to the west. The Project 
Area would have public accessible views from the north, east, and south, however Project elements visible 
from these directions would be mostly screened by dense riparian vegetation. Project elements visible from 
the north Davis Steet would include signage, stairs, and a paved trail. Project elements from the south 
Edwards Drive would include the paved Edwards Drive parking area, signage, lighting on the existing utility 
pole, and the paved trail. Project elements visible from east Eel River would include the mitigation area 
where invasive pampas grass would be removed and replanted with native vegetation. 

The visual quality resulting from the Project would not be diminished or be inconsistent with the existing 
visual character of pre-Project viewsheds from local landmarks as the Project elements are low-profile and 
would be buffered by dense riparian vegetation. The potential impact as it relates to zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality would also be less than significant. 

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

Existing sources of night lighting in the Project Area include the WWTP and adjacent residential homes. 
The Project would include lighting installation to improve safety and visibility at the Edwards Drive parking 
area. Lighting infrastructure would be installed on an existing utility pole. 
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This lighting improvement to the site will comply with City requirements specified in City Code 17.30.230 
(15). The new light would be mounted on an existing utility pole above the ground. The light would be 
downcast, and the fixture would be equipped with a hood (i.e., light would be shielded). 

Exterior lighting would be designed to protect wildlife and night-time views, including views of the night sky. 
The Project would be designed to be consistent with the recommendations of the International Dark-Sky 
Association, which includes standards for fixtures, shielding, placement, height, and illumination levels. To 
comply with these requirements, lighting for the Project would be the minimum lumens necessary, directed 
downward, and shielded. This would ensure lighting is contained within the site and does not cause 
significant lighting and glare impacts for surrounding land uses. A less than significant impact would occur.  
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3.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources 
 Potentially 

Significan
t Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use?     

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

There are no agricultural or forestry zoning or such land uses within the Project Area (Rio Dell 2015). 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance)? (No 
Impact) 

As of the date of this ISMND, the Department of Conservation (DOC)’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program has not been completed for Humboldt County. Therefore, lands within the Project Area have not 
been formally analyzed by the DOC to determine if they meet the criteria for being designated as Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

For this analysis, “Agricultural Soils” and “Prime Agricultural Soils” designations via the Humboldt County 
WebGIS online mapping tool were utilized, which utilizes soils data from the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS). According to the Humboldt County WebGIS, the Project Area does not 
include Prime Agricultural Soil (Humboldt 2023a). The USGS Soil Report also shows that the Project Area 
consists of 35% of the soil series 100— Water and Fluvents, 0 to 2 percent slopes and 65% of the soil 
series 210— Dungan, 0 to 2 percent slopes (Appendix E of Appendix D). Only the 210 series is identified as 
Prime farmland if irrigated. However, the Project Area is not irrigated and has is not being used now nor has 
it been used for agricultural purposes. The Project would not remove agricultural land from production or 
result in a change in land use, as there is no such land presently zoned for agricultural use within the 
Project Area. No impact would result. 
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b) Conflict with Agricultural Zoning or Williamson Act Contract? (No Impact) 

There are no agricultural zoning or active Williamson Act contracts within the Project Area (Rio Dell 2015, 
Humboldt County 2023a, 2023b). Zoning within the Project Area is discussed further in Section 3.11 (Land 
Use and Planning). Therefore, construction and operation of the Project would have no effect on agricultural 
zoning or Williamson Act contracts because none exist within the Project Area. No impact would result. 

c, d) Conflict with Forest Land Zoning or Convert Forest Land? (No Impact) 

There are no forest lands, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production in the Project Area; 
therefore, no forest land or timberland would be converted to non-forest or non-timberland use (Rio Dell 
2015). No impact would result. 

e) Convert Farmland or Forest? (No Impact) 

The Project would include the removal of approximately 55 trees with a minimum diameter at breast height 
(dbh) of 6 inches (Appendix A – Figure 5). However, these trees are not considered forest resources. 
Potential biological impacts associated with tree removal are discussed in Section 3.4 (Biological 
Resources). There are no other changes in the existing environment caused by the Project that would 
impact farmland or forest land in or adjacent to the Project Area. No impact would result.  
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3.3 Air Quality 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?     

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

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?     

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

    

The Project is located within the Humboldt County portion of the North Coast Air Basin (Air Basin) which is 
managed by the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD). The NCUAQMD 
monitors air quality; enforces local, State, and federal air quality regulations for counties within its 
jurisdiction; inventories and assesses the health risks of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs); and adopts rules 
that limit pollution.  

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

This impact relates to consistency with an adopted attainment plan. Within the Project vicinity, the 
NCUAQMD is responsible for monitoring and enforcing local, state, and federal air quality standards. 
Humboldt County is designated ‘attainment’ for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Pursuant to 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards, Humboldt County is designated attainment for all criteria air 
pollutants except PM10. Humboldt County is designated as “non-attainment” for the State’s PM10 standard.  

PM10 refers to inhalable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 microns. PM10 
includes emission of small particles that consist of dry solid fragments, droplets of water, or solid cores with 
liquid coatings. The particles vary in shape, size, and composition. PM10 emissions include unpaved road 
dust, smoke from wood stoves, construction dust, open burning of vegetation, and airborne salts and other 
particulate matter naturally generated by ocean surf. Therefore, any use or activity that generates airborne 
particulate matter may be of concern to the NCUAQMD. The proposed Project would create PM10 
emissions in part through vehicles coming and going to the Project Area and the construction activity 
associated with the Project.  

To address non-attainment for PM10, the NCUAQMD adopted a Particulate Matter Attainment Plan in 1995. 
This plan presents available information about the nature and causes of PM10 standard exceedances and 
identifies cost-effective control measures to reduce PM10 emissions to levels necessary to meet California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. However, the NCUAQMD states that the plan, “should be used cautiously 
as it is not a document that is required in order for the [NCUAQMD] to come into attainment for the state 
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standard” (NCUAQMD 2023). Therefore, compliance with applicable NCUAQMD PM10 rules is applied as 
the threshold of significance for the purposes of analysis. NCUAQMD Rule 104 Section D, Fugitive Dust 
Emissions, is applicable to the Project.  

Rule 104, Section D – Fugitive Dust Emissions is used by the NCUAQMD to address non-attainment for 
PM10. Pursuant to Rule 104 Section D, the handling, transporting, or open storage of materials in such a 
manner, which allows or may allow unnecessary amounts of particulate matter to become airborne, shall 
not be permitted. Reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming 
airborne, including, but not limited to covering open bodied trucks when used for transporting materials 
likely to give rise to airborne dust and the use of water during the grading of roads or the clearing of land. 
During earth moving activities, fugitive dust (PM10) would be generated. The amount of dust generated at 
any given time would be highly variable and is dependent on the size of the area disturbed at any given 
time, amount of activity, soil conditions, and meteorological conditions. Unless controlled, fugitive dust 
emissions during construction of the Project could be a potentially significant impact, therefore, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 would be incorporated to comply with NCUAQMD’s Rule 104 Section D. 

Operation of the Project would include periodic maintenance including annual inspections, trash/debris 
removal, drainage maintenance, vegetation management, infrequent paving repair, repaving, and striping. 
These activities would generally be supported by vehicles and the use of hand-held tools. These activities 
would not result in a substantial generation of fugitive dust. Therefore, a less than significant impact from 
the operation of the Project would result. 

Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 is proposed to reduce the potential impact related to PM10 

fugitive dust by requiring dust reduction measures during construction. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Measures to Reduce Air Pollution  

The contractor shall implement the following measures during construction: 

- All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, active graded areas, 
excavations, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day in areas of active 
construction as necessary. 

- All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered. 
- All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power 

vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 
- All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph, unless the unpaved road 

surface has been treated for dust suppression with water, rock, wood chip mulch, or other dust 
prevention measures. 

- All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible. 
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are 
used. 

- Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to five minutes. Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers 
at all access points. 

- All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s specifications.  
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- Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the Lead 
Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 
48 hours. The NCUAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with 
applicable regulations. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the Project would implement relevant fugitive dust (PM10) 
controls during construction and would not conflict with applicable air quality plans. This impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation.  

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for which the 
Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard? (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The Project’s potential to generate a significant amount of criteria pollutants of concern during Project 
construction and operation is assessed in this Section. As noted above, Humboldt County is designated 
nonattainment of the State’s PM10 standard. The County is designated attainment for all other state and 
federal standards. Potential impacts of concern will be exceedances of state or federal standards for PM10. 
Localized PM10 is of concern during construction because of the potential to emit fugitive dust during earth-
disturbing activities.  

Construction 
Localized PM10 

The Project would include clearing and grubbing, grading, vegetation removal, and asphalt paving. 
Generally, the most substantial localized air pollutant emissions would be dust generated from site clearing, 
demolition, and grading. If uncontrolled, these emissions could lead to both health and nuisance impacts. 
Construction activities would also temporarily generate emissions of equipment exhaust and other air 
contaminants. The Project’s potential impacts from equipment exhaust are assessed separately below.  

The NCUAQMD does not have formally adopted thresholds of significance for fugitive, dust-related 
particulate matter emissions above and beyond Rule 104, Section D which does not provide quantitative 
standards. For the purposes of analysis, this document uses the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) approach to determining significance for fugitive dust emissions from Project construction. The 
BAAQMD bases the determination of significance for fugitive dust on a consideration of the control 
measures to be implemented. If all appropriate emissions control measures recommended by BAAQMD are 
implemented for a project, then fugitive dust emissions during construction are not considered significant. 
BAAQMD recommends a specific set of “Basic Construction Measures” to reduce emissions of construction 
generated PM10 to less than significant. Without incorporation of these Basic Construction Measures, the 
Project’s construction-generated fugitive PM10 (dust) would result in a potentially significant impact.  

The Basic Construction Measure controls recommended by the BAAQMD are incorporated into Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1. These controls are consistent with NCUAQMD Rule 104 Section D, Fugitive Dust Emission 
and provide supplemental, additional control of fugitive dust emissions beyond that which would occur with 
Rule 104 Section D compliance alone. Therefore, with incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the 
Project would result in a less than significant impact for construction-period PM10 generation and would not 
violate or substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.  
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Regional Criteria Pollutants  
The NCUAQMD does not have established CEQA significance criteria to determine the significance of 
impacts that would result from projects such as the proposed Project; however, the NCUAQMD does have 
criteria pollutant BACT thresholds for new or modified stationary source projects proposed within the 
NCUAQMD’s jurisdiction. For construction emissions, the NCUAQMD has indicated that emissions are not 
considered regionally significant for projects whose construction would be of relatively short duration, 
lasting less than one year. NCUAQMD has indicated that it is appropriate for lead agencies to compare 
proposed construction emissions that last more than one year to its BACT thresholds for stationary sources 
identified in Rule 110(E)(1), which are: 

– Nitrogen Oxides – 40.0 tons per year, 50.0 pounds per day 

– Reactive Organic Gases – 40.0 tons per year, 50.0 pounds per day 

– PM10 – 15.0 tons per year, 80.0 pounds per day  

– Carbon Monoxide – 100 tons per year, 50.0 pounds per day 

CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.19 was used to estimate air pollutant emissions from Project construction 
(Appendix B – Air Quality Modeling Results). Material hauling volumes were provided by the Project’s 
Design Team. The Project’s estimated construction emissions are provided in Table 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 for 
annual and daily emission rates, respectively. As shown in the tables, the Project would not exceed the 
NCUAQMD’s thresholds of significance. Therefore, the Project’s construction emissions are considered to 
have a less than significant impact.  

Table 3.3-1 Annual Construction Regional Pollutant Emissions 
Parameter Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 

Project Construction (2024) 0.14 1.35 1.52 0.48 

NCUAQMD Stationary Source Thresholds  40.0 40.0 100 15.0 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No 

Table 3.3-2 Daily Construction Regional Pollutant Emissions 
Parameter Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 

Project Construction (2024) 0.78 7.38 8.31 2.61 

NCUAQMD Stationary Source Thresholds  50.0 50.0 500.0 80.0 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No 

Operation  
Following construction, operation of the Project would not include any stationary sources of air emissions. 
Project operation and maintenance would generate less than one new on-road trip per week on average. 
The BAAQMD’s 2022 CEQA Guidelines provides screening criteria for determining if a Project could 
potentially result in significant operational impacts from GHG. As provided by the BAAQMD’s CEQA 
Guidelines, if the Project is less than the screening level, and is consistent with the methodology used to 
develop the screening criteria, then its air quality emissions may be considered less than significant. 
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The applicable operational criteria pollutant screening level is 175 acres for a city park. At an estimated 
impervious surface footprint of approximately 1.1 acres the Project would be substantially less than the 
BAAQMD’s operational greenhouse gas screening level for a city park. Therefore, Project operation would 
result in a less than significant impact on air quality.  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

Sensitive receptors include school-aged children (schools, daycare, playgrounds), the elderly (retirement 
community, nursing homes), the infirm (medical facilities and offices), and those who exercise outdoors 
regularly (public and private exercise facilities, parks). The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project Area 
include residential homes located approximately 200 feet west of the Project area.  

BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Measures included in Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (BMPs to Reduce Air 
Pollution) minimize idling times for trucks and equipment to five minutes (as required by the California 
Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling, included in Title 
13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]) and ensures construction equipment is 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Project construction activities may occur over approximately 1 year. Due to distance to the nearest potential 
receptor, the limited duration and activity for construction, the linear nature of the project site, and the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which would control fugitive dust, the Project would not result 
in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the construction-related impact would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

Following construction, operation of the Project would not include any stationary sources of air emissions. 
Project operation and maintenance would generate less than one new on-road trip per week on average. 
This would not result in new emissions that will result in substantial long-term operational emissions of 
criteria air pollutants that will substantially affect sensitive receptors. Therefore, Project operation will not 
expose nearby sensitive receptors to a less than significant impact. 

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

Implementation of the Project would not result in major sources of odor. The Project type is not one of the 
common types of facilities known to produce odors (i.e., landfill, coffee roaster, wastewater treatment 
facility, etc.). Minor odors from the use of equipment during construction activities would be intermittent and 
temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in distance. The Project emissions 
or odors caused by construction would not adversely affect a substantial amount of people. 

Following construction, Project operations would not result in any major sources of odor or emissions. 
Therefore, a less than significant impact related to both Project construction and operation would result.  
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3.4 Biological Resources 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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 Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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? 

    

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? 

    

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

    

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

    

A botanical memorandum and wetland delineation were prepared by GHD to evaluate the potential for any 
special status plants, SNCs as well as wetlands, within the Project Area, and is included as Appendix C and 
D. A wildlife potential to occur table was created by GHD and is included as Appendix E. 

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 Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? (Less Than Significant with Mitigation) 

Special-status Plant Species 
Special status plant species under State jurisdiction include those listed as endangered, threatened, or as 
candidate species by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA). Plant species on CNPS California Rare Plant Ranking (CRPR) Lists 1A, 
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1B and 2A and 2B are considered eligible for state listing as endangered or threatened pursuant to the 
California Fish and Game Code and CDFW has oversite of these special status plant species as a trustee 
agency. As part of the CEQA process, such species should be considered as they meet the definition of 
Threatened or Endangered under Sections 2062 and 2067 of the California Fish and Game Code. There 
are occasions where CRPR List 3 or 4 species might be considered of special concern particularly for the 
type locality of a plant, for populations at the periphery of a species range, or in areas where the taxon is 
especially uncommon or has sustained heavy losses, or from populations exhibiting unusual morphology. 

Additionally, CDFW maintains lists of special plants. These lists include a species conservation ranking 
status from multiple sources, including FESA, CESA, and federal departments with unique jurisdictions, 
CNPS, and other non-governmental organizations. Based on these sources, CDFW assigns a heritage rank 
to each species according to their degree of imperilment (as measured by rarity, trends, and threats). These 
ranks follow NatureServe’s Heritage Methodology, in which all species are listed with a G (global) and S 
(state) rank (Appendix C). Species with state ranks of S1-S3 are also considered highly imperiled. 

Seasonally appropriate floristic surveys for special status plants were conducted in the Project Area by 
GHD on April 26, 2022, July 13, 2022, August 24, 2022, and revisited due to a boundary adjustment on 
May 3, 2023, and June 15, 2023. No special status plants were detected in the Project Area (Appendix C). 

Based on database searches, historical records, and an overview of the primary literature, six special status 
plant species were determined to have moderate potential and 11 plant species have a low potential to 
occur within the BSA (Appendix C). There were no special status plant species with a high probability of 
occurring in the BSA.  

Twenty-two additional special status plant species were thought to have a low or no likelihood of occurring 
within the Project Area (Appendix C). Given that required protocol level plant surveys are completed with no 
detections of sensitive plant species during the initial survey, the impact on special-status plants is 
considered less than significant.  

Special Status Wildlife Species 
A database search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; CDFW 2023a), and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC; USFWS 2023) was conducted. 
The potential for wildlife to occur was evaluated at the level of the Biological Study Area (BSA), which 
includes the PSB and a buffer of 500 feet to account for audible and visual disturbances to wildlife species.  

CDFW maintains a list of special status species (CDFW 2023b). This list includes species’ conservation 
ranking status from multiple sources, including FESA, CESA, and federal departments with unique 
jurisdictions, and other non-governmental organizations. Based on these sources, CDFW assigns a 
heritage rank to each species according to their degree of imperilment (as measured by rarity, trends, and 
threats). These ranks follow NatureServe’s Heritage Methodology, in which all species are listed with a G 
(global) and S (state) rank. All special status species tracked by the CNDDB and IPaC with a moderate to 
high potential to occur within the BSA are considered.  

Special Status Mammal Species 
Three special status bat species, the Silver-haired Bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans), Western Red Bat, 
(Lasiurus frantzii), and Yuma Myotis (Myotis yumanensis), have a moderate potential to occur within the 
BSA. No other special status mammal species have a moderate to high potential of occurring within the 
BSA (Appendix E).  
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– Silver-haired Bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans), CDFW Special Animals List, G3G4 / S3S4, Moderate 
potential. 

– Western Red Bat (Lasiurus frantzii), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G4/S3, Moderate potential.  
– Yuma Myotis (Myotis yumanensis), CDFW Special Animals List, G5/S4, Moderate potential.  
 

Habitat for these three special status bat species (riparian forest, tree bark, crevices, etc.) is present within 
the BSA. Construction of the Project could impact special-status bat species through the removal or 
modification of vegetation or potential bat roosts.  

Mitigation  
The Silver-haired Bat, Western Red Bat, and Yuma Myotis have a moderate potential to occur based on the 
presence of suitable habitat within the BSA. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would be incorporated into the 
Project. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoidance and Minimization Measures to Protect Special Status 
Bats 

– Remove confirmed or presumed-occupied bat roost habitat only during seasonal periods of bat 
activity (when bats are volant, i.e., able to leave roosts) between March 1 and April 15 or 
September 1 and October 15, when evening temps rise above approximately 45 degrees F, and 
when no rainfall greater than ½ inches has occurred in the last 24 hours. 

– If trees or structures cannot be removed during the volant period, i.e., Project activities occur 
during the bat maternity season which generally occurs April 16 through August 31, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct surveys within suitable habitat for special status bats. Survey methodology 
shall include visual examination with binoculars and may optionally utilize ultrasonic detectors or 
fecal collection for genetic testing to determine if special status bat species utilize the vicinity. 

– Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within seven days prior to construction in any 
areas where potential maternity roosts may be disturbed/removed. The preconstruction surveys for 
bats should occur within identified suitable areas at dusk and/or dawn.  

– Surveys shall include a visual inspection of the impact area and any large trees/snags with cavities 
or loose bark or crevices within infrastructure. If the presence of a maternity roost is confirmed, an 
appropriate buffer distance would be established in consultation with the CDFW to ensure that 
construction noise would remain below disturbance thresholds for bats. If no bat utilization or 
roosts are found, then no further study or action is required. If bats are found to utilize the BSA, or 
presence is assumed, a bat specialist should be engaged to advise the best method to prevent 
impact. 

– No work shall occur at night.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to special status bat species to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Special Status Bird Species 
There are four federally and/or state listed bird species with a moderate to high potential to occur (Marbled 
Murrelet; Brachyramphus marmoratus, Bald Eagle; Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Bank Swallow; Riparia 
riparia, and Northern Spotted Owl; Strix occidentalis caurina) within the BSA (likely fly overs). In addition, 
there are eight other special status bird species with a moderate to high potential to occur within the BSA. 
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No other special status bird species have a moderate to high potential of occurring within the BSA. In 
addition to these special status bird species, common, migratory, and native nesting birds are also 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Fish and Game Code (FGC). 

– Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), Federally Threatened / State Endangered, G3 / S2, 
Moderate potential. 

– Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Federally Delisted / State Endangered, G5 / S3, High potential.  
– Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia), State Threatened, G5 / S3, Moderate potential. 
– Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), Federally Threatened / State Threatened, G3G4T3 / 

S2, Moderate potential.  
– Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii), CDFW Special Animals List, G5 / S4, High potential.  
– Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus), CDFW Special Animals List, G5 / S4, High potential.  
– Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias), CDFW Special Animals List, G5 / S4, High potential.  
– American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), CDFW Fully Protected, G4T4 / S3S4, 

Moderate potential.  
– Yellow-breasted Chat (Icteria virens), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G5 / S4, Moderate potential.  
– Black-crowned Night Heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), CDFW Special Animals List, G5 / S4, High 

potential.  
– Osprey (Pandion haliaetus), CDFW Special Animals List, G5 / S4, High potential.  
– Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechia), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G5 / S3, High potential.  

If special status and/or native migratory birds are nesting within or within proximity to the BSA, these special 
status and protected migratory birds could be injured or killed via clearing and grubbing of vegetation or 
limbing and removal of trees, and/or potentially displaced from habitat, resulting in a potentially significant 
impact. In addition, noise and visual disturbance from Project construction could result in an impact.  

The Marbled Murrelet is unlikely to nest within the BSA but may fly through or over the BSA from the ocean 
to reach nesting locations. There are not suitable large nesting trees for this species within the BSA. There 
are historic observations from the 1990’s approximately 1.5 miles south of the BSA (CDFW 2023a). In 
addition, other observations within further proximity to the BSA are also from the 1990’s (CDFW 2023a). 
Due to only historic observations of this species within proximity to the BSA, the Project will not have a 
significant impact on Marbled Murrelets. 

The Bald Eagle is unlikely to nest within the BSA but may fly through or over the BSA while foraging. Large, 
old growth trees are not available within the BSA for this species to nest. There are recent observations 
documented in proximity to the BSA (eBird 2023). Due to the lack of nesting habitat within the BSA for this 
species, the Project will not have a significant impact on Bald Eagles.  

The Bank Swallow requires vertical banks or cliffs with fine textured sandy soils near a water source to 
nest. The species was documented in 2023 within the BSA (eBird 2023). The BSA may provide suitable 
foraging and nesting habitat for this species. However, the PSB does not contain suitable nesting habitat. If 
this species is nesting within the BSA, there could potentially be a significant impact.  

The Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) is unlikely to nest within the BSA but may incidentally fly through or over 
the BSA while foraging primarily during nighttime hours. Large trees suitable for nesting or roosting are not 
present within the BSA. The CDFW BIOS Spotted Owl Viewer shows the nearest Activity Center 
(HUM0503) is approximately 0.5 miles east of the BSA. The nearest nest from Activity Center HUM0503 is 
approximately 0.3 miles from the BSA, with a positive detection in 2018. There is an observation of this 
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species from another Activity Center within the BSA, but the observation is dated from 2003. USFWS 
designated critical habitat is approximately 12 miles east of the BSA.  

The Northern Spotted Owl Auditory and Visual Disturbance Support Tool (USFWS 2020) was used to 
estimate anticipated auditory and visual disturbance from Project activities. Based on the construction 
equipment expected to be used, local topography, land uses, and vegetative cover, Project construction is 
expected to produce auditory disturbance of approximately 300 feet and visual disturbance of 
approximately 100 feet. Given the distance from the BSA to the documented activity centers, Project-
related construction noise would not significantly or directly impact nesting NSO, as there are no active 
nests within 300 feet.  

Indirect impacts from loud noise or visual stimuli could temporally impact NSO while foraging, which 
primarily occurs during nighttime hours. Flushing an adult and/or juvenile NSO by sound and/or visual 
stimuli could harm the owl by increasing the risk of predation, exposure to heat stress, and nest failure. 
However, this impact will be brief and limited to the immediate area surrounding the BSA. Adult and juvenile 
NSO in the area would be anticipated to use the extensive suitable habitat further to the east of the Project 
site for foraging, if temporarily disturbed by construction noise. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been 
incorporated into the Project to ensure any potential impact to NSO foraging remains less than significant.  

Mitigation  
Special status, migratory, and nesting birds have a moderate to high potential to occur based on 
observations within or within proximity to the BSA or the presence of suitable habitat. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2 and Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would be incorporated into the Project. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Protect Special Status, Migratory, and Nesting Birds 

– Ground disturbance and vegetation clearing shall be conducted, where feasible, during the fall 
and/or winter months and outside of the avian nesting season (which is generally assumed to 
occur between March 15 – August 15) to avoid any direct effects to special-status and protected 
birds. Ground disturbance and vegetation clearing that cannot be confined to the fall and/or winter 
outside of the nesting season, shall require that a qualified biologist conduct pre-construction 
surveys within the vicinity of the BSA, to check for nesting activity of native birds and to evaluate 
the site for presence of raptors and special status bird species. The biologist shall conduct at 
minimum a one-day pre-construction survey within the seven-day period prior to vegetation 
removal and ground-disturbing activities. If ground disturbance and vegetation removal work 
lapses for seven days or longer during the nesting season, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
supplemental avian pre-construction survey before Project work is reinitiated. 

– To account for the potential for the Bank Swallow to occur within the BSA, the qualified biologist 
shall additionally and specifically search for Bank Swallow nests within the BSA during the pre-
construction survey. The survey shall also include raptor scans due to the potential for the Bald 
Eagle and other special status raptors to occur.  

– If active special-status species nests are detected within the construction footprint, or within 500 
feet of construction activities, the biologist shall flag a buffer around each nest. Construction 
activities shall avoid nest sites until the biologist determines that the young have fledged, or 
nesting activity has ceased. If nests are documented outside of the construction (disturbance) 
footprint, but within 500 feet of the construction area, buffers shall be implemented as needed. In 
general, the buffer size for non-special-status species will be determined on a case-by-case basis 
in consultation with the CDFW and, if applicable, with USFWS. Buffer sizes shall take into account 
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factors such as (1) noise and human disturbance levels at the construction site at the time of the 
survey and the noise and disturbance expected during the construction activity; (2) distance and 
amount of vegetation or other screening between the construction site and the nest; and (3) 
sensitivity of individual nesting species and behaviors of the nesting birds. 

– If active nests are detected during the survey, the qualified biologist shall monitor all nests at least 
once per week to determine whether birds are being disturbed. Activities that might, in the opinion 
of the qualified biologist, disturb nesting activities (e.g., excessive noise), shall be prohibited within 
the buffer zone until such a determination is made. If signs of disturbance or distress are observed, 
the qualified biologist shall immediately implement adaptive measures to reduce disturbance. 
These measures may include, but are not limited to, increasing buffer size, halting disruptive 
construction activities in the vicinity of the nest until fledging is confirmed or nesting activity has 
ceased, placement of visual screens or sound dampening structures between the nest and 
construction activity, reducing speed limits, replacing and updating noisy equipment, queuing 
trucks to distribute idling noise, locating vehicle access points and loading and shipping facilities 
away from noise-sensitive receptors, reducing the number of noisy construction activities occurring 
simultaneously, and/or reorienting and/or relocating construction equipment to minimize noise at 
noise sensitive receptors. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, potential impacts to special status, migratory, and 
nesting birds would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoidance and Minimization Measures to Protect Northern 
Spotted Owl  

– Any above-ambient background noise producing work using heavy equipment, trucks or chainsaws 
shall occur only during daytime hours between sunrise to sunset during the NSO Coast Redwood 
Region breading season (February 1 – July 31). 

– No work shall occur during the night.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would reduce potential impacts to the Northern Spotted Owl to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Special Status Amphibian and Reptiles Species 
There are three special status amphibian and reptile species that have a moderate to high potential to occur 
within the BSA. No other special status amphibian and reptile species have a moderate to high potential of 
occurring within the BSA (Appendix E). 

– Western Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G3G4 / S3, Moderate 
potential.  

– Northern Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G4 / S3, High potential. 
– Foothill Yellow-legged Frog - North Coast DPS (Rana boylii pop. 1), CDFW Species of Special 

Concern, G3T4 / S3, High potential.  

The Western Pond Turtle occurs in both permanent and intermittent waters, including marshes, streams, 
rivers, ponds, and lakes. The Eel River and sandy banks within the BSA are suitable for this species. 
Construction activities in suitable nesting or foraging areas have the potential to significantly impact this 
species.    

Northern Red-legged Frogs are generally found near permanent water, but can be found far from water, in 
damp woods and meadows, during the non-breeding season. Potential habitat exists within and adjacent to 
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the Eel River and riparian areas, as well as wetland areas in the vicinity of the WWTP pond and ditches. 
Because suitable habitat is present, and they have been observed within two miles of the BSA, there is a 
potential for impacts to Northern Red-legged Frogs if they are present during construction activities. 
Impacts to Northern Red-legged Frogs could potentially occur to egg masses or tadpoles within wetted 
areas, or to adults out of water, on land during and after the breeding season. 

Foothill Yellow-legged Frogs occur in partly-shaded, shallow streams and riffles with a rocky substrate in a 
variety of habitats. Potential habitat exists within and adjacent to the BSA. Because suitable habitat is 
present, and they have been observed within three miles of the BSA, there is a potential for impacts to 
Foothill Yellow-legged frogs if they are present during construction activities. 

Mitigation  
Two special status amphibian species (Northern Red-legged Frog and Foothill Yellow-legged Frog) and one 
special status reptile species (Western Pond Turtle) have a moderate to high potential to occur based on 
recorded observations and the presence of suitable habitat within and nearby the BSA. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-4 would be incorporated into the Project. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Protect Special Status Amphibian and Reptiles Species 

– All on-site personnel shall attend a Worker Environmental Awareness Training (WEAT) conducted 
by a qualified biologist that includes a discussion about the legal protection of protected resources 
and avoidance and minimization measures to be implemented during Project activities. 

– A pre-construction survey for Northern Red-legged Frog, Foothill Yellow-legged Frog, and Western 
Pond Turtle shall occur within seven days of Project-related ground disturbance within areas of 
suitable habitat within the BSA. The biologist shall relocate any individuals that occur within this 
area to nearby suitable habitat outside of the Project work zone.  

– If special status amphibian or reptile species are observed during preconstruction surveys, or the 
biologist assumes presence based on habitat conditions, a biological monitor shall be present for 
all work activities occurring within suitable habitat that may impact these species. If these species 
are encountered during construction, activities in the vicinity shall cease until appropriate corrective 
measures have been implemented or it has been determined by the biologist that the species will 
not be harmed. The biologist may employ stop work authority until the individual (s) have left the 
vicinity, or may relocate individuals to an appropriate habitat adjacent to the work area. Any special 
status individuals that are trapped, injured, or killed, shall be reported immediately to CDFW.  

– In the event that a Northern Red-legged Frog is observed in an active construction zone, the 
contractor shall halt construction activities in the area and contact the biological monitor. If the frog 
moves out of the construction zone on its own before the biological monitor relocates it, the 
biological monitor may authorize work to continue. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4 will reduce potential impacts to special status amphibians and 
reptiles to a less-than-significant level.  

Special Status Fish Species 
The BSA encompasses the Eel River in which eight special status fish species are known to occur.  

– Coho Salmon - Southern Oregon / Northern California ESU (Oncorhynchus kisutch pop. 2), Federally 
Threatened / State Threatened, G5T2Q / S2, Present. 
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– Steelhead - Northern California DPS Summer-run (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 48), Federally 
Threatened / State Endangered, G5T2Q / S2, Present.  

– Steelhead - Northern California DPS Winter-run (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 49), Federally 
Threatened, G5T2Q / S2, Present.  

– Chinook Salmon - California Coastal ESU (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha pop. 17), Federally Threatened, 
G5T2Q / S2, Present. 

– Green Sturgeon - Northern DPS (Acipenser medirostris pop. 2), CDFW Species of Special Concern, 
G2T1 / S1, Present.  

– White Sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G4 / S2, Present. 
– Pacific Lamprey (Entosphenus tridentatus), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G4 / S3, Present. 
– Western Brook Lamprey (Lampetra richardsoni), CDFW Species of Special Concern, G4G5 / S3S4, 

Present.  

Though the BSA encompasses the Eel River, no in-water work is proposed. Thus, there would be no impact 
to special status fish species. 

Special Status Invertebrate Species 
The BSA encompasses the Eel River, which is suitable aquatic habitat for three special status mollusk 
species that all have a moderate potential to occur. Additionally, there is suitable habitat within the BSA for 
one special status bee species that has a high potential to occur.  

– California Floater (Anodonta californiensis), CDFW Special Animals List, G3Q / S2?, Moderate 
potential.  

– Western Ridged Mussel (Gonidea angulata), CDFW Special Animals List, G3 / S2, Moderate potential.  
– Western Pearlshell (Margaritifera falcata), CDFW Special Animals List, S1S2, Moderate potential.  
– Obscure Bumble Bee (Bombus calignosus), CDFW Special Animals List, G2G3 / S1S2, High potential.  

Though the BSA encompasses the Eel River, no in-water work is proposed. Thus, there would be no impact 
to special status mollusks. 

One special status invertebrate, the Obscure Bumble Bee (Bombus caliginosus), has a high potential to 
occur within the BSA. Their populations have experienced severe declines range wide. These declines are 
poorly understood, largely because they overlap with Bombus vosnesenskii, a common bee that is difficult 
to distinguish from B. caliginosus in the field (Xerces Society 2020). However, there are observations of this 
species approximately five miles from the BSA (Bumble Bee Watch 2023). No other special status 
invertebrate species have a moderate to high potential of occurring within the BSA (Appendix E). 

Mitigation  
The Obscure Bumble Bee has a high potential to occur based on recorded observations in proximity to the 
BSA and the presence of suitable habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would be incorporated into the Project. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Avoidance and Minimization Measures to Protect Special Status 
Bees 

– Vegetation shall be cleared if feasible during late fall to early spring months (October to April) to avoid 
peak flight season, minimize impacts to floral resources, and reduce the potential for floral resources to 
draw bumble bees into the Project Area.  
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– If feasible, ground-disturbing activities in areas with suitable Obscure Bumble Bee habitat shall be 
completed prior to May.  

– If ground-disturbing activities in areas with suitable habitat for the Obscure Bumble Bee occur after May 
1, a qualified biologist shall scout the area for Western Bumble Bee immediately prior to the initial 
ground disturbance, with particular attention to floral resources and nest sites The qualified biologist 
shall use non-capture photography surveys. If feasible, based on the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee 
survey guidelines, species will not be physically handled.  

– CDFW will be immediately notified of any Obscure Bumble Bee sightings by the qualified biologist. If a 
colony is identified, disturbance near the colony shall pause until suitable avoidance measures can be 
determined in coordination with CDFW. If an individual is identified, work shall pause until the individual 
leaves the area of disturbance. 

– If possible, the Project shall not use pesticides. If necessary, the application shall be direct and as local 
as possible to reduce drifting. The pesticide shall ideally be applied when plants are not in bloom, in 
winter or fall, and/or at dusk or night when bees are not flying.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would reduce potential impacts to special status bees to a 
less-than-significant level. 

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 Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Sensitive Natural Communities (SNCs) are habitats and plant communities so designated by the CDFW 
and listed in the Sensitive in the CNDDB and on the California Sensitive Natural Communities List. The 
SNCs are broken down to alliance and association levels for vegetation types affiliated with ecological 
sections in California. CDFW considers alliances and associations with a state rank of S1 to S3 to be 
Sensitive. The BSA contains three Natural Communities, two of which are listed as Sensitive by CDFW 
(Table 3.4-1, Appendix A – Figure 4). Areas not mapped as a vegetation community contain ruderal 
vegetation or isolated trees that do not form a homogenous community (Appendix C). All forest and 
shrubland communities in the Project Area are Riparian as defined by RWQCB, and CDFW. The Project is 
also within an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) and Streamside Management Area (SMA) as 
defined by the City of Rio Dell (Rio Dell 2015). 

Table 3.4-1 Vegetation Communities in the Project Area 
Alliance Association Global 

Rank 
State 
Rank 

CDFW 
Sensitive 

Acres 

Arroyo willow thickets (Salix lasiolepis) Rubus spp. G4 S4 No 0.27 

Black cottonwood forest and Woodland 
(Populus trichocarpa) 

Salix lasiolepis G5 S3 Yes 2.65 

Red alder forest (Alnus rubra) Salix lasiolepis / 
Rubus spp. 

G4 S3 Yes 1.69 

Total Acres Riparian 4.61 
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Arroyo willow thickets 
The Arroyo willow thickets shrubland alliance is dominated by arroyo willows (Salix lasiolepis) in the tall 
shrub or low tree canopy at greater than 50% relative cover in the shrub canopy, or greater than 30% 
relative cover with blackberries (Rubus spp.). This Salix lasiolepis – Rubus association of this alliance is not 
considered sensitive by CDFW.  

The arroyo willows are present in this stand at approximately 95% absolute cover with an understory of 
20% cover California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), and 5% Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus). 

Black cottonwood forest and woodland 
The black cottonwood forest and woodland alliance is dominated by black cottonwood (Populus 
trichocarpa) at greater than 5% absolute cover and greater than 30% relative cover in the tree canopy, with 
a variety of other possible tree species including red alder (Alnus rubra) and arroyo willow in the tree 
canopy. Black cottonwood in this stand is present at approximately 20% absolute cover, and 77% relative 
over within the tree canopy with arroyo willow at approximately 19% relative cover. This stand has a dense 
understory of California blackberry with some Himalayan blackberry intermixed.  

The Black cottonwood forest and woodland alliance and all associations are considered sensitive by 
CDFW.  

Red alder forest  
The red alder forest alliance is dominated by red alder at greater than 50% relative cover in the tree layer 
with a variety of other possible tree species including black cottonwood and arroyo willow. Red alder in this 
stand is present at approximately 59% relative cover in the tree canopy with arroyo willow at approximately 
36% relative cover and may be considered the Alnus rubra / Salix lasiolepis – Rubus spp. association. 

The red alder forest alliance and all associations are considered sensitive by CDFW. Based on the current 
design, the Project would impact SNCs and riparian vegetation for a total of approximately 0.78 acres of 
permanent impacts based on the current level of design, and which may slightly change as the design 
advances. Temporary and permanent impacts are summarized in Table 3.4-2.  

Table 3.4-2 Riparian and SNC impacts 
Alliance Status Temporary Impact 

(Acres) 
Permanent Impact 
(Acres) 

Arroyo willow thickets (Salix lasiolepis) Riparian 0.05 0.18 

Black cottonwood forest and Woodland 
(Populus trichocarpa) 

SNC/Riparian 0.21 0.40 

Red alder forest (Alnus rubra) SNC/Riparian 0.25 0.20 

Mitigation 
The Project would impact SNCs and riparian vegetation. Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would be incorporated 
into the Project. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Loss of SNCs and Riparian Vegetation 

Construction within mapped Sensitive Natural Communities and riparian vegetation shall be avoided 
to the greatest extent practicable. If impacts are unavoidable, mitigation will occur at a minimum 
ratio of 1:1. A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be prepared in coordination with State resource 
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agencies. Onsite locations for mitigation shall be prioritized. If suitable locations for onsite mitigation 
are not sufficiently available, offsite mitigation shall occur. 

The Plan shall be acceptable to State agencies with jurisdiction and include the following elements: 
proposed mitigation ratios; description and size of the restoration or compensatory area; site 
preparation and design; plant species; planting design and techniques; maintenance activities; plant 
storage; irrigation requirements; success criteria; monitoring schedule; and remedial measures. The 
ratio and conditions of mitigation will be negotiated in consultation with the City and State resource 
agencies with jurisdiction over sensitive natural communities. The Plan shall be implemented by the 
City. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-6 would reduce potential impacts to SNCs and riparian 
vegetation to a less-than-significant level. 

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? (No Impact) 

Wetland delineations were conducted by GHD on October 13, 2022, and again on May 3, 2023, when the 
Project boundary was expanded, to determine the extent of wetlands and other waters within the Project 
Area based on hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology using methods and indicators 
outlined in the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western 
Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region (Appendix D). 

The BSA broadly contains two palustrine emergent wetlands (detention pond, discharge channel), and two 
ditches are present in the PSB; however, none are jurisdictional to the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) or the State Regional Water Quality Control Board (SRWQCB) because they are 
overflow from the WWTP and are design features of the plant (Appendix D). No impacts to wetlands would 
result. 

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? (No Impact) 

Project construction and operations do not include in-water work or any other activity that might impede fish 
migration. Terrestrial Project construction and operations do not include construction of any barriers to 
wildlife migration (e.g., fencing, highly developed roadway, or large structures). No impact would result. 

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

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City of Rio Dell’s General Plan outlines conservation 
goals and polices regarding development, and utilization of natural resources such as water and its 
hydraulic force, forests, soils, rivers and other waters, fisheries, wildlife, minerals, and cultural resources 
(Rio Dell 2015). Open space goals include limiting hillside development, creek and river setback areas, 
biologically sensitive habitat, and natural forests. 
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The surrounding natural environment, including the Eel River, streams, riparian areas, bluffs, and forested 
hillsides are signature assets for the City. As such the City has placed a high priority on retaining and 
enhancing these resources. Policies relevant to the Project include: 

– Policy CO 5.2-3: Protect distinctive natural vegetation such as riparian corridors and mixed evergreen 
forests by maintaining the natural features as a whole. Preservation of individual trees or features 
rather than the larger habitat does not satisfy this policy. 

– Policy CO 5.4-1: Support the acquisition, development and maintenance of park and recreation areas 
that provide recreation activities, including trails identified in the Circulation Element. 

The Project would develop a trail that would enhance recreational opportunities within Rio Dell, meeting 
Policy 5.4-1. For Policy CO 5.2-3, though the Project would impact riparian vegetation as explained in 
section (b) above the Project would maintain a low profile and would, through mitigation, remove invasive 
pampas grass and replant with native vegetation to enhance the riparian corridor.  

The City of Rio Dell General Plan also regulates ESHA’s, as defined in City code 17.30.080, as 
anadromous fish streams, perennial and intermittent streams, sensitive species rookeries and nest sites, 
wetlands, riparian areas and habitats of rare and endangered plants and animals (Rio Dell 2015). “Riparian 
corridor” is defined as the area between the top of streambanks or hinge-points of the streambanks 
containing riparian vegetation and adjacent upland area. The code further defines “Streamside 
Management Area” (SMA) as Fifty 50 feet, measured as the horizontal distance from the hinge-point of the 
riparian corridor on each side of perennial streams. The Project would be developing within an SMA, thus 
the impact could be potentially significant. 

Mitigation 
The Project would include development within a SMA. Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would be incorporated into 
the Project. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Avoidance and Minimization Measures to Protect Streamside 
Management Areas 

Per City Code 17.30.080 (4), mitigation measures for development within Streamside Management 
Areas shall, at a minimum, include: 

- Retaining snags unless felling is required by CAL-OSHA, or by California Department of 
Forestry (CALFIRE) forest and fire protection regulations, or for public health and safety 
reasons, approved by the appropriate agency. Felled snags shall be left on the ground if 
consistent with fire protection regulations as long as they have no economic value.  

- Retain live trees with visible evidence of use as nesting sites by hawks, owls, eagles, osprey, 
herons, or egrets.  

- Replanting of disturbed areas with riparian vegetation (including such species as alders, 
cottonwoods, willows, Sitka spruce, etc.) shall not be required unless natural regeneration does 
not occur within two years of the completion of the development project.  

- Erosion control measures for development within Streamside Management Areas shall include 
the following:  
o During construction, land clearing and vegetation removal shall be minimized.  
o Construction sites shall be mulched with natural or chemical stabilizers to aid in erosion 

control and insure re-vegetation.  
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o Long slopes shall be minimized to increase infiltration and reduce water velocities down cut 
slopes by such techniques as soil roughing, serrated cuts, selective grading, shaping, 
benching, and berm construction.  

o Concentrated runoff shall be controlled by the construction and continued maintenance of 
culverts, conduits, non-erodible channels, diversion dikes, interceptor ditches, slope drains 
or appropriate mechanisms. Concentrated runoff will be carried to the nearest drainage 
course. Energy dissipaters may be installed to prevent erosion at the point of discharge 
where discharge is to natural ground or channels.  

o Runoff shall be controlled to prevent erosion by on-site or off- site methods. On-site methods 
include, but are not limited to, the use of infiltration basins, percolation pits, or trenches. On-
site methods are not suitable where high groundwater or slope stability problems would 
inhibit or be aggravated by on-site retention or where retention will provide no benefits for 
groundwater recharge or erosion control. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-6 and BIO-7 would reduce potential impacts to the SMA to a 
less-than-significant level. 

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? (No 
Impact) 

There are no adopted Habitat Conservation, Community Conservation, or approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plans that apply to the Project Area. No impact would result.  
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3.5 Cultural Resources 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

The cultural resources study area is described as the Area of Potential Effect (APE). A Cultural Resources 
Investigation Report (CRI) was prepared for the project by the Archaeological Research and Supply 
Company (ARSC 2023). The studies assessed the potential for surficial and/or buried archaeological and 
historical resources in the proposed improvement area through the completion of the following: 

– Records and literature search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical 
Resources Information Center (CHRIS); 

– Further literature review of publications, files, and maps for ethnographic, historic-era, and prehistoric 
resources and background information; 

– Communication with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a review of the 
Sacred Lands File and contact information for the appropriate tribal communities; 

– Contact with the appropriate local Native American Tribes; and 
– Pedestrian survey of the project area. 

Study results were used as a technical basis for evaluating potential impacts to historic and archaeological 
resources under CEQA. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? (No Impact) 

A Cultural Resources Investigation Report (CRI) was completed in January 2023 by the Archaeological 
Research and Supply Company (ARSC 2023). Record searches indicated five known historic resources 
within 0.5 mile of the APE, none are identified within the APE. ARSC conducted a field site-survey of the 
APE in January 2023. Based on the findings of the CRI, there are no historic resources within the Project 
Area. Thus, no impact would result. 

 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation) 

A CRI was completed in January 2023 by the Archaeological Research and Supply Company (ARSC 
2023). Record searches indicated a prehistoric village site being identified within the Rio Dell area, but it 
has not been located by contemporary archaeologists. Given that this survey and previous investigations 
located only sparse prehistoric resources, it is likely that that this landform was not as appealing to 
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prehistoric or historic use as other options in the surrounding geography. The prehistoric findings are likely 
related to land utilization for subsistence activities associated with nearby habitation areas in the vicinity of 
Rio Dell (ARSC 2023). 

Native American tribes and the NAHC were contacted to discuss the proposed Project through the CRI 
process. Consultation between ARSC and the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria occurred. The 
Bear River Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) requested that a copy of the final CRI report be 
submitted to them to afford the opportunity for further comment. As of March 5th, no further information has 
been received. 

To ensure potential impacts to archeological resources remain less than significant, Mitigation Measure CR-
1 would be implemented to establish protocols from ARSC for inadvertent archaeological discovery. 

Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 would reduce the potential impact to archaeological resources 
by requiring procedures that shall be taken in the event of inadvertent discovery. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Material 

A pre-construction meeting shall be held with field contractors, where the protocols for inadvertent 
discovery (described below) would be communicated. The following provides means of responding 
to the circumstance of a significant discovery implementation of the proposed undertaking. If cultural 
materials for example: chipped or ground stone, historic debris, building foundations, or bone are 
discovered during ground-disturbance activities, work shall be stopped within 50 feet of the 
discovery, per the requirements of CEQA (Revised Guidelines, Title 14 CCR 15064.5 (f)). Work 
near the archaeological finds shall not resume until a professional archaeologist, who meets the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, has evaluated the materials, and offered 
recommendations for further action. Tribal representatives shall be notified. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant 
level during construction because a plan would be implemented to address discovery of unanticipated 
archaeological resources and to preserve and/or record those resources consistent with appropriate laws 
and requirements. 

 c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? (Less 
than Significant Impact with Mitigation) 

While the CRI did not determine archaeological resources were likely to be present within the APE, 
inadvertent discovery of human remains may still occur. In the event that human remains are encountered 
during construction, Mitigation Measure CR-2 would be implemented to ensure any potential impact would 
be less than significant.  

Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would be implemented regarding discovery of human remains 
by requiring procedures that shall be taken in the event of inadvertent discovery. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains 

- All work shall stop and per CA Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5: 
- Call the Humboldt County Coroner: (707) 445-7242. 
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- The Coroner will determine if the remains are of prehistoric/historic Native American origin. If 
the remains are Native American, then; 

- The Humboldt County Coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 
hours. 

- The NAHC is responsible under CA PRC 5097.98. (a) for identifying the most likely descendant 
(MLD) immediately and providing contact information. Within 48 hours the MLD may contact 
the landowner, and with landowner permission inspect the location, making subsequent 
recommendations regarding the most appropriate disposition of their descendent. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant 
level during construction because a plan would be implemented to address discovery of unanticipated 
human remains and to preserve and/or record those resources consistent with appropriate laws and 
requirements.  
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3.6 Energy Resources 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

    

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

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during Project construction or operation? 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction of the Project would involve a variety of earthwork and construction practices, involving the 
use of heavy equipment as discussed in Section 3.3 (Air Quality). Construction would require the use of 
fuels, primarily gas, diesel, and motor oil. Construction emissions were estimated using CalEEMod version 
2022.1.1 and were estimated to be approximately 291 MTCO2e from all construction activities (Appendix 
B). Peak travel associated with Project construction would consist of approximately 28-80 vehicular trips per 
day, and construction equipment would remain staged in the Project Area once mobilized. Excess soils and 
construction materials would be stored on-site within previously designated staging areas only. Excess soils 
may be re-used on-site for backfill and finished grading.  

Inefficient construction-related operations would also be avoided due to the measures in Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 (BMPs to Reduce Air Pollution). Equipment idling times would be minimized either by shutting 
equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to five minutes or less (as required by 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1). Because construction would not encourage activities that would result in the use 
of large amounts of fuel and energy in a wasteful manner, and the incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
would reduce idling time, impacts related to the inefficient use of construction-related fuels would be less 
than significant with mitigation. 

Operation of the Project would include periodic maintenance including annual inspections, trash/debris 
removal, drainage maintenance, vegetation management, infrequent paving repair, repaving, and striping. 
In the event of storm damage, more significant repairs to the trail may be needed. These activities would 
generally be supported by vehicles and the use of hand-held tools. The use of fossil-fuel powered 
equipment to support these operational and maintenance activities would be periodic and short-term 
(occurring intermittently). These activities would not result in a substantial increase in energy use, and 
would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of fuels or other energy resources. By 
promoting bicycle and pedestrian transit, the Project would have a beneficial reduction on energy resources 
consumed by automobiles. 

Project operation and maintenance would generate less than one new on-road trip per week on average 
with motorized access limited to light maintenance. The potential for wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources would be less than significant with the incorporation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1. 
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b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? (No 
Impact) 

The Project would not conflict with or inhibit the implementation of the State Energy Action Plan, Senate Bill 
(SB) 1389, SB 100, Assembly Bill (AB) 1007, or other State regulations. The Project would not inefficiently 
utilize energy due to incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which limits idling time and provides 
measures to protect air quality. The Project would temporarily require the use of equipment in order to 
construct the components of the Project; however, these activities would be temporary and would not 
interfere with the broader energy goals of the State. Operationally, the Project may reduce automobile-
related energy consumption by promoting and supporting pedestrian and bicycle transit. The Project would 
include lighting in one key location. Electrical lighting would require a small amount of electricity and would 
not conflict or obstruct state or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The majority of 
California’s energy-related plans are not directly applicable to the Project or its operations; however, the 
Project complies with those plan requirements that apply. The Project would therefore not conflict with or 
obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. No impact would result  
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3.7 Geology and Soils 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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? 

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii. Seismic related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     

iv. Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?     

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on, or 
off, site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater? 

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

    

The Project Area is gently sloping into the Eel River Valley Drainage Basin. Regional geology is likely 
influenced by seismic activity as a result of the relatively close proximity of the Mendocino Triple Junction to 
the Project. The Project is located approximately three miles south of the Little Salmon fault zone (CGS 
2023). The Project Area is comprised of 35% of the soil series 100— Water and Fluvents, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes and 65% of the soil series 210— Dungan, 0 to 2 percent slopes (Appendix E of Appendix D). A 
geotechnical report has been prepared for the Project (LACO 2022). Please see Figure 3-NRCS Soils in 
Appendix A.  
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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. (No Impact) 

According to the California Geological Survey (CGS), there are no Alquist Priolo Fault Zones in the Project 
Area (CGS 2023). The Project would have no impact with regard to the rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. The nearest fault zone is the 
Holocene-age Little Salmon fault zone approximately three miles north of the Project (CGS 2023). Project 
activities, which include shallow excavation and repaving, would not cross any known fault. No impact 
related to fault rupture would result. 

a, ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Less Than Significant) 

The Project is situated within a seismically active area close to several seismic sources capable of 
generating moderate to strong ground motions. Because the Project is located within a seismically active 
area, the probability that strong ground shaking associated with large magnitude earthquakes would occur 
during the design life of the Project is high. The Humboldt County coast is a highly active tectonic region 
that has been subjected to numerous earthquakes of low to moderate strength and occasionally to very 
strong earthquakes. Seismicity in the region is attributed primarily to the Mendocino Triple Junction, or the 
interaction between the Pacific, Gorda, and North American plates. 

Project implementation would not increase the risk of strong seismic ground shaking or exposure to strong 
seismic ground shaking above existing conditions. The project would be designed and constructed in 
conformance with the site-specific recommendations contained in the geotechnical report prepared for the 
project and California Building Code regulations, which include seismic standards. By following the 
recommendations contained in the geotechnical report, the construction and operation of the project would 
result in a less than significant impact. Therefore, the impact to people and structures from strong seismic 
ground shaking would be less than significant. 

a.iii, a.iv, c, d)  Liquefaction, landslides, or otherwise unstable soils? (No Impact) 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon involving loss of soil strength and resulting in fluid mobility through the soil. 
Liquefaction typically occurs when loose, uniformly sized, saturated sands or silts are subjected to repeated 
shaking in areas where the groundwater is less than 50 feet below ground surface. In addition to the 
necessary soil and groundwater conditions, the ground acceleration must be high enough, and the duration 
of the shaking must be sufficient for liquefaction to occur. The Project is not located in a mapped 
liquefaction hazard zone (LACO 2022, Humboldt County 2023e). The anticipated Project loads are 
relatively light and differential settlement that may arise from potential liquefaction would not adversely 
affect the serviceability of the trail (LACO 2022). No impact would occur. 

The Project Area is gently sloped under 5 percent, and well away from any significant slopes (LACO 2022). 
There is no evidence of recent active landslides and slope stability is considered relatively stable. Thus, 
landslides within or near the Project are unlikely to occur, and the potential for landslide occurrence is not 
increased by the Project. 

Expansive soils can cause considerable distress to roads and building foundations as they “rise-and-fall” in 
accordance with the cycles of soil wetting (swelling) and drying (shrinking). Soils with high percentages of 
silicate clays are those that have the potential for shrinking and swelling. Mapping by the NRCS shows the 
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development footprint of the Project to have a percentage of clay content of 24 percent with a Plasticity 
Index value of 9.2 (Appendix E of Appendix D). Thus, those soils are considered to have a low potential for 
expansion. The project is not anticipated to encounter expansive soils. A geotechnical report has been 
prepared prior to construction, and the Project would follow the recommendations contained within the 
geotechnical report. Thus, the construction and operation of the Project would result in a less than 
significant impact. No impact would result. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

Construction activities, including cut, fill, removal of vegetation, and operation of heavy machinery will 
disturb soil and, therefore, have the potential to cause erosion. Erosion and sediment control provisions 
prescribed in the City of Rio Dell Code and NCRWQCB regulations would be required as part of the Project. 
Erosion control measures would include but not be limited to silt fences, straw wattles, soil stabilization 
controls, site watering for controlling dust, and/or sediment detention basins. Section 1.9 requires 
development and implementation of a SWPPP in accordance with the State General Construction Permit. 
These mandatory ordinance requirements and permits are designed to maintain potential water quality 
impacts at a less than significant level during and post construction. Therefore, the potential soil erosion 
impact would be less than significant.  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 
(No Impact) 

The Project does not propose the installation or modification of septic tanks or wastewater disposal 
systems, and it produces no wastewater. Some existing drainage structures such as culverts would be 
extended or upgraded as required, which may include culverts for the WWTP discharge features. Any 
modified culvert for the WWTP discharge features would maintain existing drainage flows. Therefore, 
construction and operation of the Project would have no impact on wastewater infrastructure. 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? (Less Than Significant with Mitigation) 

Paleontological resources are the remains or traces of prehistoric animals and plants. Paleontological 
resources, which include fossil remains and geologic sites with fossil-bearing strata are non-renewable, 
scarce, and are a sensitive resource afforded protection under environmental legislation in California. 

State law requires reasonable mitigation of adverse environmental impacts that result from development of 
public land and affect paleontological resources (PRC § 30244). 

Project construction does not require deep excavation, and depths would be approximately 1 to 9 feet. It is 
unlikely that Project construction will impact potentially significant paleontological resources because most 
of the Project occurs in relatively newly deposited alluvium. However, the possibility of encountering a 
paleontological resource during construction cannot be completely discounted, therefore, the impact related 
to the potential disturbance or damage of previously undiscovered paleontological resources, if present, is 
considered potentially significant. 
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Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the impact of construction activities on 
potentially unknown paleontological resources to a less than significant level by addressing discovery of 
unanticipated buried resources and preserving and/or recording those resources consistent with 
appropriate laws and requirements. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

In the event that fossils are encountered during construction (i.e., bones, teeth, or unusually 
abundant and well-preserved invertebrates or plants), construction activities shall be diverted away 
from the discovery within 50 feet of the find, and a professional paleontologist shall be notified to 
document the discovery as needed, to evaluate the potential resource, and to assess the nature 
and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist 
may record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery of the material, 
if it is determined that the find cannot be avoided. The paleontologist shall make recommendations 
for any necessary treatment that is consistent with currently accepted scientific practices. Any fossils 
collected from the area shall then be deposited in an accredited and permanent scientific institution 
where they will be properly curated and preserved. 

With incorporation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, potential impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level through the production of a plan to address discovery of unanticipated paleontological 
resources.  
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3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

NCUAQMD has not adopted regulations regarding the evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in a 
CEQA document and has not established CEQA significance criteria to determine the significance of 
impacts with regard to GHGs. The NCUAQMD has stated that they would not comment adversely on the 
use of thresholds of significance from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) for projects 
within Humboldt County. However, the BAAQMD has recently revised their adopted recommended CEQA 
thresholds of significance for GHG. The BAAQMD’s Justification Report for the newly adopted greenhouse 
gas thresholds identifies the thresholds as specific for ‘development projects’ of commercial/residential 
development and other projects which include governmental. The Project may not be considered 
commercial/residential; however, emissions can still be modeled with relative accuracy based upon the 
construction and operational elements of the Project. Per the Justification Report:  

The Air District has developed these thresholds of significance based on typical residential and 
commercial [including governmental] land use projects and typical long-term communitywide 
planning documents such as general plans and similar long-range development plans. As such, 
these thresholds may not be appropriate for other types of projects that do not fit into the mold of a 
typical residential or commercial project or general plan update. 

Lead agencies should keep this point in mind when evaluating other types of projects. A lead 
agency does not necessarily need to use a threshold of significance if the analysis and justifications 
that were used to develop the threshold do not reflect the particular circumstances of the project 
under review. Accordingly, a lead agency should not use these thresholds if it is faced with a unique 
or unusual project for which the analyses supporting the thresholds as described in this report do 
not squarely apply. In such cases, the lead agency should develop an alternative approach that 
would be more appropriate for the particular project before it, considering all of the facts and 
circumstances of the project on a case-by-case basis. 

Additionally, the BAAQMD’s Justification Report states:  

There is no proposed construction-related climate impact threshold at this time. Greenhouse gas 
emissions from construction represent a very small portion of a project’s lifetime GHG emissions. 
The proposed thresholds for land use projects are designed to address operational GHG emissions 
which represent the vast majority of project GHG emissions. (BAAQMD 2022) 
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The BAAQMD’s thresholds do not include guidance for trails development, or to construction-generated 
emissions. Therefore, this analysis applies the following threshold of significance:  

– 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide (Bright-line Emissions): applied to total Project emissions (including 
annualized construction emissions.) 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD) and South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s (SCAQMD) recommended GHG methodology and thresholds for construction and 
operational impacts were applied to inform the second threshold identified above. For Project construction, 
SMAQMD has a threshold of 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide (MTCO2e) per year threshold of 
significance (SMAQMD 2021). SCAQMD recommends a threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e applied to 
construction and operation; SCAQMD recommends that construction emissions be amortized over the life 
of the project, defined as 30 years, and added to the operational emissions for comparison against the 
threshold of significance.  

Bright-Line Emissions 

In order to assess the potential impact of construction-generated emissions, the construction GHG 
emissions are annualized over an assumed 30-year project lifespan, added to operational emissions, and 
compared against a threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e. 

Project construction activities would result in exhaust emissions from on-road trucks, worker commute 
vehicles, and off-road heavy-duty equipment. Construction would require clearing, earthmoving, and 
delivery equipment, as used for similar Projects. Construction emissions were estimated using CalEEMod 
version 2022.1.1.19. Project construction was estimated to generate approximately 291 MTCO2e from all 
construction activities, or 9.7 MTCO2e per year when annualized over the assumed 30-year lifespan of the 
Project. Project operation and maintenance would generate less than one new on-road trip per week on 
average with motorized access limited to light maintenance; therefore, operational GHG emissions would 
be negligible and not quantified. Project emissions of 9.7 MTCO2e per year (annualized construction plus 
operations) would be less than the 1,100 MTCO2e threshold. Therefore, the Project’s impact would be less 
than significant. 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? (No Impact) 

The California Air Resource Board (CARB) 2022 Scoping Plan identifies a path to meet the SB 32 GHG, as 
well as reducing anthropogenic GHG emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels by 2045, and achieving 
carbon neutrality by 2045 or earlier, consistent with Assembly Bill 1279 (AB 1279). The 2022 Scoping Plan 
includes measures to move to a zero-emissions (decarbonized) transportation sector and phasing out the 
use of natural gas in residential and commercial buildings. The 2022 Scoping Plan would also reduce 
emissions of short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs) and includes mechanical CO2 removal and carbon 
capture and sequestration actions, as well as natural working lands management and nature-based 
strategies. The plan’s measures are identified in Table 2-2 and Table 2-3 of the 2022 Scoping Plan. The 
measures are statewide and programmatic in nature. The 2022 Scoping Plan is largely advisory, as CARB 
does not directly regulate many of the sectors identified by the plan’s measures. 

The 2022 Scoping Plan states that local action by municipalities can support and amplify efforts to reduce 
GHGs. Local government decisions play a critical role in supporting state-level measures to contain the 
growth of GHG emissions associated with the transportation system and the built environment. Local 
actions, provided in Appendix D of the 2022 Scoping Plan, are not required by statutory or gubernatorial 
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direction, and are not binding, but contain guidance and information regarding actions that other 
jurisdictions may choose to take that complement the 2022 Scoping Plan measures. However, the 2022 
Scoping Plan measures are broad policy and regulatory initiatives that would be implemented at the state 
level and do not relate to the construction and operation of individual projects such as the Project.  

The Project is analyzed for consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan in Table 3.8-2 – Consistency Analysis 
Between Project and 2022 Scoping Plan. As shown in the table, the Project is consistent with the actions 
for the Scoping Plan scenario outlined in 2022 Scoping Plan for AB 32 GHG inventory sectors. Therefore, 
the Project would not conflict with AB 1279 or the 2022 Scoping Plan and would result in no impact. 

Table 3.8-1 Consistency analysis between Project and 2022 Scoping Plan 
Scoping Plan Sector and Action Consistency/Applicability Determination 
GHG Emissions Reductions Relative to the SB 32 Target 
- 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. 

Not Applicable 
- This is a statewide measure that cannot be 

implemented by the Project or lead agency. 
Smart Growth / Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
- VMT per capita reduced 25% below 2019 levels by 2030, and 

30% below 2019 levels by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- This is a statewide measure and VMT 

reduction goal that is not applicable to all 
individual projects due to regional variations 
and growth projections. Regardless, the 
Project would not increase VMT as it would 
be a promote pedestrian and bicycle use. 

Light-duty Vehicle (LDV) Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) 
- 100% of LDV sales are ZEV by 2035 

Consistent. 
- This is a statewide measure that cannot be 

implemented by the Project or lead agency. 
However, the standards would be 
applicable to the light‐duty vehicles that 
would access the Project Area during 
construction and operation. 

Truck ZEVs 
- 100% of medium-duty (MDV)/HDV sales are ZEV by 2040 (AB 

74 University of California Institute of Transportation Studies 
[ITS] report). 

Consistent. 
- This is a statewide measure that cannot be 

implemented by the Project or lead agency. 
However, the standards would be 
applicable to the trucks that may access the 
Project Area during operation.  

Aviation 
- 20% of aviation fuel demand is met by electricity (batteries) or 

hydrogen (fuel cells) in 2045. 
- Sustainable aviation fuel meets most or the rest of the aviation 

fuel demand that has not already transitioned to hydrogen or 
batteries. 

Not Applicable 
- This is a statewide measure that cannot be 

implemented by the Project or lead agency. 
The Project does not involve an aviation 
uses. 

Ocean-going Vessels (OGV) 
- 2020 OGV At-Berth regulation fully implemented, with most 

OGVs utilizing shore power by 2027. 
- 25% of OGVs utilize hydrogen fuel cell electric technology by 

2045. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not involve an ocean-

going vessels. 

Port Operations 
- 100% of cargo handling equipment is zero-emission by 2037. 
- 100% of drayage trucks are zero emission by 2035. 

Not Applicable  
- The Project does not involve a port.  
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Scoping Plan Sector and Action Consistency/Applicability Determination 
Freight and Passenger Rail 
- 100% of passenger and other locomotive sales are ZEV by 

2030. 
- 100% of line haul locomotive sales are ZEV by 2035. 
- Line haul and passenger rail rely primarily on hydrogen fuel cell 

technology, and others primarily utilize electricity. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not involve freight or 

passenger rail.  

Oil and Gas Extraction 
- Reduce oil and gas extraction operations in line with petroleum 

demand by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not involve or gas 

extraction. 
Petroleum Refining 
- CCS on majority of operations by 2030, beginning in 2028. 
Production reduced in line with petroleum demand. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not involve or petroleum 

refining. 

Electricity Generation 
- Sector GHG target of 38 million metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalent (MMTCO2e) in 2030 and 30 MMTCO2e in 2035. 
- Retail sales load coverage. 
- 20 gigawatts (GW) of offshore wind by 2045. 
- Meet increased demand for electrification without new fossil 

gas-fired resources. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to electricity 

providers. The Project is not an electricity 
provider.  

New Residential and Commercial Buildings 
- All electric appliances beginning 2026 (residential) and 2029 

(commercial), contributing to 6 million heat pumps installed 
statewide by 2030. 

Consistent 
- The Project does not include residential or 

commercial buildings.  

Existing Residential Buildings 
- 80% of appliance sales are electric by 2030 and 100% of 

appliance sales are electric by 2035. 
- Appliances are replaced at end of life such that by 2030 there 

are 3 million all-electric and electric-ready homes—and by 
2035, 7 million homes—as well as contributing to 6 million heat 
pumps installed statewide by 2030. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not include residential 

buildings. 

Existing Commercial Buildings 
- 80% of appliance sales are electric by 2030, and 100% of 

appliance sales are electric by 2045. 
- Appliances are replaced at end of life, contributing to 6 million 

heat pumps installed statewide by 2030. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not include commercial 

buildings. 

Food Products 
- 7.5% of energy demand electrified directly and/or indirectly by 

2030; 75% by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not include agricultural or 

mass food production.  
Construction Equipment 
- 25% of energy demand electrified by 2030 and 75% electrified 

by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- Although the Project would involve the use 

of construction equipment, construction 
would occur in 2024, prior to the 
electrification goal. Additionally, the Lead 
Agency or Project would not own the 
construction fleet used. 
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Scoping Plan Sector and Action Consistency/Applicability Determination 
Chemicals and Allied Products; Pulp and Paper 
- Electrify 0% of boilers by 2030 and 100% of boilers by 2045. 
- Hydrogen for 25% of process heat by 2035 and 100% by 2045. 
- Electrify 100% of other energy demand by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to the energy 

sources for pulp and paper manufacturers. 
The Project is not pulp or paper 
manufacture. 

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Cement 
- CCS on 40% of operations by 2035 and on all facilities by 

2045. 
- Process emissions reduced through alternative materials and 

CCS. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to the direct 

GHG emissions from CCS industries. The 
Project is not a CCS industry.  

Other Industrial Manufacturing 
- 0% energy demand electrified by 2030 and 50% by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to the energy 

sources for industrial manufacturers. The 
Project is not an industrial manufacturer. 

Combined Heat and Power 
- Facilities retire by 2040. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to the existing 

combined heat and power energy facilities. 
The Project is not combined heat and 
power facility. 

Agriculture Energy Use 
- 25% energy demand electrified by 2030 and 75% by 2045. 

Not Applicable 
- The Project does not include agricultural 

production. 
Low Carbon Fuels for Transportation 
- Biomass supply is used to produce conventional and advanced 

biofuels, as well as hydrogen. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to the bulk fuel 

providers. The Project is not a fuel provider.  
Low Carbon Fuels for Buildings and Industry 
In 2030s blended in pipeline. 
Renewable hydrogen blended in fossil gas pipeline at 7% energy 
(~20% by volume), ramping up between 2030 and 2040. 
In 2030s, dedicated hydrogen pipelines constructed to serve 
certain industrial clusters. 

Not Applicable 
- This measure would apply to natural gas 

utilities and energy providers. The Project is 
not an energy provider.  

Non-combustion Methane Emissions 
- Increase landfill and dairy digester methane capture. 
- Some alternative manure management deployed for smaller 

dairies. 
- Moderate adoption of enteric strategies by 2030. 
- Divert 75% of organic waste from landfills by 2025. 
- Oil and gas fugitive methane emissions reduced 50% by 2030 

and further reductions as infrastructure components retire in 
line with reduced fossil gas demand. 

Consistent 
- The Project does not include a landfill or 

dairy. The Project would reduce 
construction waste with implementation of 
state mandated recycling and reuse 
mandates. 

High GWP Potential Emissions 
- Low GWP refrigerants introduced as building electrification 

increases, mitigating HFC emissions. 

Consistent 
- The Project would not include any 

refrigerants  
Source of Scoping Plan Reduction Measures: CARB 2022  
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3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

    

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? 

    

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

    

d) Be located on a site 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? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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) 

Construction of the Project would include the transport and use of common hazardous materials inherent to 
the construction process, including petroleum products such as fuel and lubricants for construction 
equipment and vehicles, paints, concrete curing compounds, and solvents for construction of Project 
improvements. These materials are commonly used during construction, are not acutely hazardous, and 
would be used in relatively small quantities.  

Hazardous materials storage, handling, and transportation must comply with an interconnected matrix of 
local, State, and Federal laws. Hazardous materials used during construction of the Project would be 
subject to applicable regulations, including California Health and Safety Code Section 25531, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.5, and other standards enforced by the various departments and boards under the California 
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Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). The Project would be subject to Cal/EPA hazardous materials 
regulations consolidated under the State’s Unified Program enforced by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), NCRWQCB, 
NCUAQMD, and the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). The Cal/EPA 
administers the Unified Program via local Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs). The CUPA for 
Humboldt County is the Humboldt County Division of Environmental Health (HCDEH). The HCDEH 
Hazardous Materials Unit has jurisdiction over the Project area and is tasked with local CUPA inspections 
and compliance. Project activities involving the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials 
would be in accordance with established rules and regulations.  

Project construction specifications would require the management of hazardous materials to comply with 
applicable laws, rules, and regulations. During Project construction, the contractor would be required to 
contain hazardous materials and avoid exposure to workers, the public, and surrounding environment 
during construction. An appropriate facility would be utilized for the legal disposal of any hazardous 
materials generated.  

The Project would be required to implement stormwater management requirements during construction in 
accordance with the SWRCB General Construction Storm Water Permit (Section 1.9). Stormwater 
management requirements for addressing materials management would be required, including proper 
material delivery and storage, spill prevention and control, and management of concrete and other wastes, 
as described in Section 3.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality). 

The established regulatory framework, BMPs, and requisite construction protocols provide appropriate risk 
mitigation and hazard protections; thus, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or 
environment from hazardous materials. Because the City and its contractors would be required to comply 
with existing and future hazardous materials laws and regulations addressing the transport, storage, use, 
and disposal of hazardous materials, the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment during Project construction would be less than significant. 

Following construction, operation of the Project would require intermittent maintenance and repair, which 
could involve hazardous materials such as gasoline. The operational risk posed by intermittent 
maintenance and repair of the water tanks and pipes specific to hazardous materials is low. The potential to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment during Project operation would be less than 
significant. 

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? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

The Project would utilize heavy machinery to perform some construction-related tasks including grading, 
excavation, and transportation of materials. There is always the possibility when equipment is operating that 
an accident could occur, and fuel or other contaminants could be released onto the soil. Equipment on site 
would be required to have emergency spill cleanup kits immediately accessible in the case of any fuel or oil 
spills. If construction equipment must be washed, it would be washed off-site. Thus, any potential impact 
would be less than significant. 
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (No Impact) 

There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the Project. The Monument Middle 
School is located approximately 0.6 mile northwest of the Project. Construction activities are assumed to 
include the use of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, degreasers, paints, and solvents. These 
materials are commonly used during construction, are not acutely hazardous, and would be used in small 
quantities. Numerous laws and regulations ensure the safe transportation, use, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous materials (see Impact discussion in Section 3.9 (a) and (b) above). Although construction 
activities could result in the inadvertent release of small quantities of hazardous substances, a spill or 
release at a construction area is not expected to endanger individuals at nearby schools given the nature of 
the materials, the small quantities that would be used, and the distance of the schools from the Project 
Area. Therefore, because the City and its contractors would be required to comply with existing and future 
hazardous materials laws and regulations covering the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, 
and because of the nature and quantity of the hazardous materials to be potentially used by the Project, 
and because the Monument Middle School is beyond one-quarter mile, there would be no impact related to 
the use of hazardous materials and school during construction. Project operations would have a no impact 
on Monument Middle School, or any other school. 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment? (No Impact) 

The Project Area is not located on, or within one mile of, a site listed in the DTSC EnviroStor database 
(DTSC 2023). The Project is also not located on a cleanup site as mapped in the GeoTracker database, 
though there are 12 closed sites within one mile of the Project, the closest being a Leaking Underground 
Storage Tank (LUST) approximately 400 feet northwest (Rio Dell City, WWTP (T0602300488)) and one 
active site located approximately 0.5 mile west (BP Mini Mart / Rio Dell (T0602300108)) (SWRCB 2023). 
Off-site construction activities are not planned, and impacts related to these off-site closed cleanup sites or 
the active Chevron USA-Marine Terminal would not occur. No impact would result. 

e) For a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project result in 
a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the Project Area? (No 
Impact) 

The nearest airport is the Rohnerville Airport (KFOT), which is located approximately 4.4 miles north of the 
Project Area. The KFOT is covered by the 2021 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) prepared for 
the Humboldt County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) by ESA. The Project is not located within an 
airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport. Therefore, no impact would result. 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? (No Impact) 

The City does not have their own Emergency Operations Plan (EOP); however, the Project Area is covered 
under the Humboldt County EOP (Humboldt County 2015). The Humboldt County EOP identifies the 
emergency response and evacuation policies and procedures for hazards related to earthquake, tsunami, 
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extreme weather, flooding/flash flooding, landslides, transportation accidents, hazardous materials, 
interface wildlife fire, energy shortage, offshore toxic spill, civic disturbance, terrorist activities, and national 
security (Humboldt County 2015).  

The Humboldt County EOP establishes a structure for Humboldt County Operation Area agencies to 
respond to large-scale emergencies requiring multiagency participation or activation of the Humboldt 
County Emergency Operations Center (EOC) (Humboldt County 2015). Hazard mitigation and risk 
assessment strategies for Humboldt County Operation Area are formalized in the Humboldt County 
Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP).  

The Project would not impair implementation or physically interfere with the Humboldt County EOP, or 
Humboldt County HMP. Once constructed, operational use of the Project would include pedestrian transit 
between Edwards Drive and Davis Street. Thus, emergency response or evacuation via existing roadways 
would not diminish compared to existing conditions. As the Project would not impair implementation of an 
emergency response plan or evacuation plan, no impact would occur. 

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

Wildland fire is addressed in Section 3.20 (Wildfire). As noted in Section 3.20, the Project would not expose 
people or structures to a significant risk from wildland fires, thus a less than significant impact would result. 
Please see Section 3.20 for further discussion of the Project as it relates to wildland fire risks.  



Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

GHD | City of Rio Dell | 12592002 | Eel River Trail Project  3-43 
 

3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the 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 impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would:  

    

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site?     

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? 

    

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? 

    

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 

release of pollutants due to project inundation?     

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

    

The Project is located in the Eel River Valley Drainage Basin with the Eel River being immediately to the 
east of the Project approximately 300 feet. 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? (Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Two palustrine emergent wetlands (detention pond, discharge channel), and two ditches are present in the 
Project Area; however, none are jurisdictional to the USACE or the SRWQCB because they are overflow 
from the Rio Dell Treatment Plant and are design features of the plant (Appendix D). Therefore, the Project 
is not required to obtain necessary Clean Water Act permits from the Regional Board and the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  
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Construction activities such as site clearing, grading, excavation, and material stockpiling, placement of 
aggregate base, and related construction activities could leave soils exposed to rain or surface water runoff 
that may carry soil contaminants (e.g., nutrients or other pollutants) into waterways adjacent to the site, 
degrade water quality, and potentially violate water quality standards for specific chemicals, dissolved 
oxygen, suspended sediment, or nutrients to surface waters. The greatest potential Project construction 
impacts to water quality would result from sediment mobilization. This impact is considered to be potentially 
significant. 

The proposed Project is anticipated to disturb over one (1) acre of land, therefore compliance with State 
Water Board Order No. 2009-0009 would be required which would regulate stormwater runoff from Project 
construction activities. Project operations would obtain coverage under State Water Resources Control 
Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff 
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, as amended by Order No. 2012-0006. In 
compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements, a Notice of Intent would 
be prepared and submitted to the North Coastal Regional Water Board prior to undertaking construction, 
providing notification and intent to comply with the State of California Construction General Permit (CGP). 
In addition, a SWPPP would be prepared for pollution prevention and control prior to initiating site 
construction activities. 

The Construction SWPPP would be written by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and would identify and 
specify the use of best management practices (BMPs) erosion control, sediment control, off-site tracking 
control, wind erosion control, non-stormwater management control, and waste management and materials 
pollution control. A sampling and monitoring program would be included in the Construction SWPPP that 
meets the requirements of the CGP to ensure the BMPs are effective. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner 
(QSP) would oversee implementation of the Plan, including visual inspections, sampling and analysis, and 
overall compliance with the SWPPP and CGP. 

Implementation of BMPs summarized in Section 1.9, as well as mitigation measure BIO-7 of this IS/MND 
would reduce potential water quality impacts during Project construction activities to a less-than-significant 
level by requiring measures to minimize erosion, sediment, and pollutant contribution to surface waters. 

Following construction, operation and maintenance of the Project would not result in a new point discharge. 
Stormwater runoff would be detained within stormwater bioretention features onsite, with groundwater flow 
towards the Eel River. Therefore, less than significant operational impact would result.  

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the Project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? (No Impact) 

The Project is located in the Eel River Valley Drainage Basin (1-010), which has a SGMA Basin Priority of 
Medium and is not listed as Critically Overdrafted (DWR 2023). The Eel River Valley Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan applies within the Eel River Valley Drainage Basin (HCGSA 2022). Contractor-supplied 
water would be used during construction for dust suppression on work areas. Use of groundwater is not 
anticipated for construction of the Project. Similarly, the Project would not decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere with groundwater management. 

The geotechnical investigation did not identify groundwater at depths of five feet below ground surface 
(bgs) (LACO 2023). Project grading depth would be up to approximately four feet with a fill depth ranging 
from 1 to 9 feet. During construction, isolated and short-duration groundwater dewatering may occur as 
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needed and would be small in scale and limited to shallow groundwater only. Construction-related impact 
on groundwater levels would not result.  

Following construction, the Project would not utilize groundwater and would not result in an increase in 
population or employment that would indirectly increase groundwater demand. The Project would not alter 
groundwater recharge. Therefore, the Project would not create a deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
water levels. The Project is not expected to result in any change in the use or recharge of groundwater. No 
construction or operational impact to groundwater resources would result. 

c, i) 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 impervious surfaces, in 
a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 

The Project is gently sloped and drains east towards the Eel River. Project construction would not 
significantly alter existing topography in manner that would result in a change of the existing drainage 
pattern or contribute to substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. The stormwater treatment design 
would incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) facilities to capture and infiltrate the stormwater runoff. 
Drainage infrastructure (such as drainage inlets and new storm drain piping) would direct drainage at the 
Edwards Drive parking area into an LID facility. The Project trail shoulder would slope away from the 
traveled way at 2 percent to 5 percent to reduce ponding and minimize debris from flowing onto the trail 
path. An interceptor swale would be constructed uphill of the trail to capture drainage which would 
otherwise flow over the trail. The swale would be directed to existing or new culverts which will pass under 
the trail and discharge below the trail, well above the Eel River. This would also serve to buffer from 
potential water quality impacts. Fine sediments would also be captured and settled out into the 
bioretention/infiltration ponds. 

Erosion and sedimentation measures would be implemented during construction to avoid impacts to water 
quality, including those related to siltation (see impact “a” above). The Project would be required to adhere 
to measures and conditions to be included in a SWPPP to prevent erosion-related impacts during 
construction (see Section 1.9). Substantial on- or off-site erosion and siltation would not result, and the 
potential construction-related impact from erosion and siltation would be less than significant.  

c, ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

The Project would have a net increase of approximately 1.1 acres of impervious surface. The Project is also 
located within a FEMA flood zone (Appendix A – Figure 6). The Project would not significantly alter existing 
drainage patterns onsite through the construction of parking areas along Edwards Drive and through the 
asphalt trail; however, stormwater associated with the Edwards Drive parking area would be detained and 
treated on-site through LID facilities, with groundwater flow continuing towards the Eel River. Stormwater 
along the trail would be captured by an interceptor swale and infiltrated under the trail to the river. Off-site 
drainage patterns would not be altered. 

The overall stormwater design approach for the site would be developed using a LID approach to mimic the 
site’s predevelopment hydrology by using techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, and detain runoff close to 
the source of rainfall with non-structural controls and conservation design measures as much as 
practicable. The stormwater treatment design would also incorporate vegetated swales, LID facilities, and 
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subsurface infiltration piping to capture and infiltrate the stormwater runoff. The stormwater generated from 
the impervious surfaces of the project would be directed towards existing and new drainage structures, as 
well as an interceptor swale and LID facilities, to detain and infiltrate stormwater onsite. 

Aside from the increase impervious surface area, the Project does not include elements that would increase 
surface runoff or necessitate significant design features to accommodate flooding. New vegetated 
interceptor swales and bio retention facilities, LID facilities, and subsurface infiltration piping incorporated 
into the Project design would support stormwater infiltration. Additionally, in compliance with Section 1.9, 
the Project would develop a SWPPP to be approved by the NCRWCB, and the Project would be designed 
to meet NCRQWB and MS4 permit storm water requirements. The Project would not cause on- or off-site 
flooding. The potential impact would be less than significant.  

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? 
(Less Than Significant) 

As discussed above in Section 3.10 (c) (ii), the Project would include new stormwater drainage facilities in a 
combination of new vegetated interceptor swales and bioretention facilities, LID facilities, drainage inlets, 
and new storm drain piping. These facilities would treat all runoff on-site, consistent with MS4 permit 
standards. Construction projects disturbing one or more acres of land are regulated by the Construction 
General Permit (CGP). The City reviews project Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans for compliance with 
the CGP. 

Additionally, in compliance with the measures outlined in Section 1.9 of this IS/MND, the Project would 
develop a SWPPP to be approved by the NCRWQCB, and the Project would be designed to meet MS4 and 
NCRWQCB storm water requirements. The Project would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The impact would 
be less than significant. 

c, iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? (Less Than Significant) 

The project is located in a FEMA 100-year and 500-year flood zone associated with the Eel River (Appendix 
A – Figure 6). Project elements include a paved trail, parking area, and ancillary trail features such as 
benches, waste receptacles, interpretive signage, and other features related to public access and 
education. The Project maintains existing drainage patterns and does not include any elements that would 
impede or redirect flood flows. Any potential impact on the impediment or redirection of flood flows would be 
less than significant. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to Project 
inundation? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

The project is located in a FEMA 100-year and 500-year flood zone associated with the Eel River (Appendix 
A – Figure 6). As the Project is located within the flood zone, construction would not occur during flood 
conditions (see Section 1.6 – Construction Schedule). Thus, there would be no potential for a flood-related 
release of pollutants during construction. Any potential construction related impact would be less than 
significant. 
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The Project Area is not located near a larger isolated body of water that may be affected by a seiche. The 
Project Area is not located within a tsunami hazard zone. No impact from a seiche or tsunami would result. 

The Project does not include unsecured elements that could be washed away during a flood. Operational 
maintenance of the Project may involve trash/debris removal, occasional repair, and vegetation 
maintenance (e.g., trimming), which could involve hazardous materials (e.g., small equipment fuel). 
However, these materials would not be stored within the Project Area and thus would not be released into 
the environment in the event of a flood event. Any potential operational related impact would be less than 
significant. 

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

The relevant water quality control plan is the NCRWQCB’s Basin Plan, which establishes thresholds for key 
water resource protection objectives for both surface waters and groundwater. The Eel River Valley 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan applies within the Eel River Valley Drainage Basin (HCGSA 2022). The 
Project does not involve the use of groundwater resources and would not impact the quantity or quality of 
groundwater availability in the Eureka Plain Basin. All stormwater would be detained and treated on-site, 
with groundwater flow towards the Eel River.  

The Project would be required to obtain coverage under SWRCB’s CGP, which would include development 
and implementation of a SWPPP. Adherence to these regulatory requirements and associated requisite 
monitoring would ensure a conflict with the Basin Plan does not occur. No impact would result.  
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3.11 Land Use and Planning 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     
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? 

    

This section evaluates the potential impacts related to land use, as it applies to construction and operation 
of the Project. The Project is located within the City of Rio Dell, and therefore subject to the City of Rio Dell 
General Plan land use designations.  

a) Physically divide an established community? (No Impact) 

The Project is located on undeveloped land between Edwards Drive and Davis Street. Operationally, the 
Project would enhance pedestrian connectivity between Edwards Drive and Davis Street. The Project would 
not physically divide an established community. No impact would result. 

c) 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) 

As defined by the 2015 City of Rio Dell General Plan, the Project Area land use and zoning designation is 
Natural Resources (NR) and Public Facility (PF) (Rio Dell 2015). NR regulations are defined within City 
Code 17.20.120. The Project would be the creation of a new recreational trail and is a principally permitted 
use within City Code 17.20.120 (1) (b) Public recreation where compatible with resource management and 
protection. Therefore, the Project is consistent with existing zoning. 

The PF portion of the Project would be utilized solely as a staging area, and no Project elements would be 
located within during operation.  

The Project would meet and/or support the following City of Rio Dell General Plan goals and policies: 

– Policy CO 5.4-1. Support the acquisition, development and maintenance of park and recreation areas 
that provide recreation actives, including trails identified in the Circulation Element. 

– Policy CE 3-1. Provide an extensive network of pedestrian, including the physically disabled and 
bicycle pathways to support community health and provide safe alternatives to automobile use. 

– Policy CO 5.2-1: Riparian areas within the City shall be protected when adjacent development projects 
are proposed. 

– Policy CO 5.2-2: Maintain and expand the tree canopy within and outside the developed areas of the 
City. 
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– Policy CO 5.2-3: Protect distinctive natural vegetation such as riparian corridors and mixed evergreen 
forests by maintaining the natural features as a whole. Preservation of individual trees or features 
rather than the larger habitat does not satisfy this policy. 

– Policy CO 5.4-1: Support the acquisition, development and maintenance of park and recreation areas 
that provide recreation actives, including trails identified in the Circulation Element. 

Additionally, the Project does not conflict with City municipal code regulations, including but not limited to 
those defining Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) (Code 17.30.080) (See Section 3.4). 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. No impact 
would result. 
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3.12 Mineral Resources 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

    

This section evaluates the potential impacts related to mineral resources associated with the Project. 

a, b) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state, or a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (No Impact) 

The Project would require minor use of rock, gravel, sand, and other similar materials for construction, but 
is not expected to have any significant impact on locally available minerals or mineral resources valuable to 
the region or the State. Additionally, the Project Area is not designated by the City of Rio Dell General Plan, 
or any other local land use plans, as having locally important mineral resources within the Project Area, nor 
is it mapped as a SMARA parcel (Rio Dell 2015). No impact would occur.  
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3.13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Result in 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?  

    

b) Result in generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or noise levels?     

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 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? 

    

Current noise conditions on the Project Area consist of the noise associated with the adjacent WWTF and 
River’s Edge RV Park. The nearest sensitive receptors, consisting of residential homes, are located 
approximately 200 feet west of the Project Area. 

a) Result in 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? (Less Than Significant 
Impact) 

Construction 
Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase noise in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site. The temporary noise increases would result from use of construction equipment for the project, 
as well as from increased traffic as construction workers commute to and from the project site.  

Sensitive noise receptors adjacent to and near the project include residential housing, with the nearest 
residence being located on Hilltop Road approximately 200 feet west of the Project. The project would 
generate temporary noise during construction. As the Project is linear in nature, the noise associated with 
construction activities would move along the alignment as work is conducted, resulting in intermittent 
increases at the adjacent sensitive receptors during the construction phase that would shift as construction 
progresses. Construction activities would be limited to daytime work hours between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, though occasional work may occur on Saturdays. Construction noise levels would 
vary based on the type of equipment as summarized in Table 3.13-1 below. 
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Table 3.13-1  Construction Equipment Reference Noise Levels as Measured at 50’ 
Equipment Noise Level 

(dB1) 
Equipment Noise Level 

(dB) 

Horizontal Boring Hydraulic Jack 80 Jackhammer 85 

Front end loader or Backhoe 80 Paver or Roller 85 

Excavator 85 Dump truck 84 
Source: Federal Highway Administration, 2006 

Sound from a point source is known to attenuate at a rate of -6 dB for each doubling of the distance to the 
receptor. For example, a noise Equivalent Continuous Level (Leq) of 84 dB as measured at 50 feet from the 
noise source would attenuate to 78 dB Leq at 100 feet from the source and to 72 dB Leq at 200 feet from 
the source to the receptor. Based on the reference noise levels in Table 3.13-1, the noise levels generated 
by construction equipment at the Project site may reach a maximum of approximately 85 dB Leq at 50 feet 
during site excavation and construction.  

Short-term noise performance standards during daytime hours for the City of Rio Dell range from a 
maximum of 90 dB(A) – 115 dB(A), depending on the duration. No elements of construction would exceed 
90 db(A) limit at 50 feet, and thus would not exceed the limit at 200 feet to the nearest sensitive receptor 
(Table 3.13-1). The Project would be fully permitted and would comply with the terms of approved permits, 
including those that may specifically address noise limitations. As the construction phase would be 
temporary and construction activities would be intermittent and limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., 
potential noise impacts generated during the construction phase would be less than significant. Thus, 
construction of the Project with not conflict with a City noise standard. 

Operation 
Once the Project is constructed, recreational users would not generate a significant amount of noise in 
excess of City standards. Noise associated with the operation of the trail would generally consist of typical 
human speech, sporadic dog barks, and use of non-motorized modes of transportation including bicycles, 
scooters, and skateboards. The use of motors, pumps, or other mechanical appurtenance capable of 
creating a stationary noise source would not occur. Therefore, Project operation would not result in noise 
levels exceeding the City’s noise standards. Operational noise would be consistent with City standards. A 
less than significant impact would result. 

b) Result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 

The City has not established groundborne vibration limits. However, Caltrans recommends a vibration limit 
of 0.5 inches/second peak particle velocity (PPV) for buildings structurally sound and designed to modern 
engineering standards, 0.3 inches/second PPV for buildings that are found to be structurally sound but 
where structural damage is a major concern, and a conservative limit of 0.08 inches/second PPV for 
ancient buildings or buildings that are documented to be structurally weakened. No known buildings that are 
documented to be structurally weakened or ancient adjoin the Project Area. Therefore, the 0.5 
inches/second PPV limit would apply when considering the potential for groundborne vibration levels to 
result in a significant vibration impact. 

 
1 “dB” is a weighted decibel measurement for assessing hearing risk and, therefore, is used by most regulatory compliance. 
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The noise and vibration evaluation assessed typical vibration levels that could be expected from 
construction equipment at a distance of 25 feet, inclusive of required equipment and methods for 
construction. Project construction activities, such as drilling, the use of jackhammers, and other high-power 
or vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.) may generate substantial 
vibration in the immediate vicinity.  

Table 3.13-2 presents typical vibration levels that could be expected from construction equipment at a 
distance of 25 feet (Caltrans 2019). High-power or vibratory tools and rolling stock equipment (e.g., tracked 
vehicles, compactors), may generate substantial vibration in the immediate vicinity. Vibratory rollers 
typically generate vibration levels of 0.210 inches/second PPV at a distance of 25 feet. Vibration levels are 
highest close to the source and attenuate with increasing distance. Vibration levels would vary depending 
on soil conditions, construction methods, and equipment used.  

Table 3.13-2 Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment Used During Project 
Construction (Caltrans 2019) 

Equipment Reference PPV at 25 ft (in./sec) 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 

Jackhammer 0.035 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 

Crack-and-Seat Operations (specific pavement rehabilitation process) 2.4 

Project-related activities would not involve the use of explosives or other intensive construction techniques 
that could generate significant groundborne vibration or noise. The Project may also utilize a vibratory roller, 
large bulldozer, and jackhammer. 

Vibration impacts to residences are anticipated to be minor and below the Caltrans advisory of 0.5 
inches/second PPV for buildings that are found to be structurally sound but where structural damage is a 
major concern, as the closest residences are located approximately 200 feet away from the Project Area. 
Minor vibration adjacent to mechanized equipment and road treatments during construction work would be 
generated only on a short-term basis. Therefore, groundborne vibration and noise would have a less than 
significant impact.  

Following construction, operation of the Project would not result in groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise. Project operation would not generate vibration, except in instances where larger repairs to the trail or 
parking area might be required. These conditions would be short-term and temporary (taking from one to 
several weeks to complete depending on the extent of damage or other circumstances); therefore, no 
operational impact would result. 
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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 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? (No Impact) 

The nearest airport is the Rohnerville Airport (KFOT), which is located approximately 4.4 miles north of the 
Project Area. The KFOT is covered by the 2021 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) prepared for 
the Humboldt County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) by ESA. The Project is not located within the 
ALUCP Noise Contours for KFOT (ESA 2021). Therefore, Project construction would not exacerbate 
existing airport noise. No impact would result.  
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3.14 Population and Housing 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 

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)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

This section evaluated the Project’s potential effect on population and housing. The 2020 population for the 
City of Eureka was estimated to be 3,379 people (US Census 2020).  

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) 

The Project would not be growth-inducing and would not result in the need for construction of new homes or 
businesses directly or indirectly. No new roads, extension of water or sewer utilities, or other infrastructure 
would be installed or constructed that would indirectly allow for additional residential units or commercial 
uses to be constructed. Further, the Project does not include any residential units or other development that 
would directly induce population growth. Given the modest level of construction required for the Project, it is 
reasonable to anticipate that workforce requirements for construction can be met through the local labor 
force within the region. Maintenance of the proposed trail would be performed by existing City staff. Due to 
these reasons, the Project would not induce population growth directly or indirectly, and no impact would 
result. 

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

Implementation of the Project would not displace existing housing units or residents. The construction of 
replacement housing would not be necessary. No impact would result.  
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3.15 Public Services 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) 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 public 
services: 

 

Fire Protection?     
Police protection?     
Schools?     
Parks?     
Other public facilities?     

a) 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 public services? (Less Than Significant) 

As a non-motorized transportation facility, the Project would not necessitate any related new or altered 
public service facilities. The Project would solely be used for recreational and non-motorized transportation 
purposes. The Project Area currently receives fire protection services from the Rio Dell Fire Protection 
District and police services through the Rio Dell Police Department. The Project is not expected to 
substantially increase the need for patrols by local law enforcement or emergency services. The Project 
may ultimately have the beneficial effect of reducing the need for patrols by encouraging more public use 
and discouraging unwanted activity in the area. As discussed in Section 3.14 (Population and Housing), 
implementation of the Project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth and, therefore, would 
not require expanded fire or police protection facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives. The potential impact related to fire and law enforcement would be 
less than significant. 

The Project would not result in an increase in student population, and therefore, no new or expanded 
schools would be required. As the Project would provide an additional recreational opportunity in the 
community and would not increase the population, it is anticipated that there would be sufficient service 
ratios with regard to parks. Operationally maintenance of the trail is within the City’s existing capacity. 
Overall, impact related to public services would be less than significant.  
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3.16 Recreation 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

    

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

    

Recreational facilities adjacent to the Project Area include the Eel River, Fireman’s Park, and the Scotia 
Ballpark, among others.  

a) 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? 
(Less than Significant Impact) 

The Project proposes a new recreational amenity within the City of Rio. The proposed trail would increase 
non-motorized transportation in the area making it convenient and safer for users to access additional 
recreational opportunities. The trail would provide access between Edwards Drive and Davis Street. The 
Project Area is adjacent to the Eel River; however, the proposed Project would not provide additional 
access to the Eel River.  

Given the number of existing parks and recreational options available adjacent to the Project Area, the 
Project would not increase use of a park such that substantial physical deterioration would result. The 
additional use is within the current capacity of each park.  

The proposed trail is a recreational facility that could encourage the construction of other reasonably 
foreseeable recreational facilities, predominantly other connecting trails, or related amenities through the 
Eureka-to-Scotia Trail. Such future projects would be subject to CEQA review and other environmental 
approvals, as applicable, once proposed, and are considered under cumulative effects in Section 3.21 – 
Mandatory Findings. The potential impact would remain less than significant. 

b) Include or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have 
an adverse physical effect on the environment? (Less than Significant Impact) 

The proposed trail is a recreational facility that could encourage the construction of other reasonably 
foreseeable recreational facilities, predominantly other connecting trails, or related amenities. Such future 
projects would be subject to CEQA review and other environmental approvals, as applicable, once 
proposed, and are considered under cumulative effects in Section 3.21 – Mandatory Findings. The potential 
impact would remain less than significant.  
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3.17 Transportation 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

    

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

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

The Project would create a trail between Edwards Drive and Davis Street. 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? (No Impact) 

The Project would construct a trail along a riparian corridor to enhance recreational opportunity and 
increase walking and biking connectivity within the City of Rio Dell in a safe and family-friendly manner. The 
proposed Project would not constitute an extension of the City of Rio Dell roadway network. 

Construction would result in vehicle trips by construction workers and haul-truck trips for material deliveries 
via US 101 from the north and south, and along Wildwood Avenue. Construction-related traffic would be 
temporary, would vary on a daily basis, and would be distributed over the course of a workday and work 
week. No road or lane closures would be required for the Project. The temporary construction impact on the 
circulation system would be less than significant. 

Once complete, the proposed Project is not expected to significantly increase vehicle traffic on local streets 
and would not increase the area’s population or redirect traffic patterns. Vehicle traffic may increase slightly 
to the Project’s improved or newly established trailheads. Additionally, by providing a safe and convenient 
trail for alternative modes of transportation, the Project could reduce the number of vehicle trips taken by 
residents and visitors, effectively reducing vehicular traffic and circulation in the area.  

The Project is consistent with multiple plans and policies addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities further described in Section 3.11 (Land Use and 
Planning). The following plans all identify the Project, inclusive of the Project Area, as a priority project or a 
project that would help to improve regional accessibility for pedestrians and bicyclists: The Humboldt 
Regional Bicycle Plan Update (HCAOG 2018), Humboldt County Regional Trails Master Plan (HCAOG 
2010), Eureka-to-Scotia Trail Corridor Assessment (HCAOG 2016). The Project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system. Therefore, no impact would result. 
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b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 

Pursuant to SB 743 and the current CEQA Guidelines, evaluation of a project’s potential transportation 
impact requires consideration of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which refers to the amount and distance of 
automobile travel attributable to a project. Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), of the CEQA Guidelines lists 
the criteria for analyzing transportation impacts from proposed projects. The criteria are broken into four 
categories, including land use projects, transportation projects, qualitative analysis, and methodology. 
Transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, VMT should be presumed to cause a less than 
significant transportation impact. This section was recently added by the state legislature in an attempt to 
separate CEQA’s purpose and role from traffic or other issues related to ease of use of single occupancy 
vehicles.  

Examples of projects that result in the potential to increase VMT include: 

– Changes in land use 
– Expanded roadways (e.g., new roads, additional lanes) 
– Private development 
– Expanded public service facilities, such as new police stations, new fire stations, or new administrative 

buildings 
– Residential development, such as a new sub-division 

The proposed Project includes none of the above listed elements and does not include any component that 
could be characterized as resulting in a potential increase in VMT. To the contrary, the Project will promote 
non-motorized transportation. By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project will, by its very nature, 
reduce VMT throughout the Project Area and would thus not result in an environmental impact under 
CEQA. Instead, the Project would result in an environmental benefit by reducing the existing VMT within the 
City of Rio Dell.  

The proposed Project would not increase the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the 
number of travel lanes. Any increase in VMT related to trailhead development and vehicular use would be 
de minimis and balanced by the Project’s VMT reducing measures to promote non-motorized transit. By 
promoting non-motorized transportation, the Project would reduce VMT through the Project Area. The 
impact would be less than significant. 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (No Impact) 

The Project would pave the parking area at Edwards Drive; however existing road geometry would not 
change. The Project does not include any other new roadway or feature that would impede safe lines of 
sight, affect geometric designs of roadways, or result in a transportation hazard. There would be no impact. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Less Than Significant) 

The proposed 1,600 feet trail would be adjacent to existing streets and would include access from Edwards 
Drive and Davis Street. The trail would not slow or hinder emergency response, would not require additional 
emergency services, and would maintain emergency access to all trail segments; therefore, a less than 
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significant impact would result during construction. Following construction, the trail would also be accessible 
to emergency responders. Thus, a less than significant impact would result.  
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3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource listed or 
eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historic Resources, or in a local register of historic 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 5020.1(k)? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource that is a 
resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of the Public Resources Code 
section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of the Public Resources Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American Tribe.  

    

a, b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource? (Less 
Than Significant with Mitigation) 

CEQA requires lead agencies to determine if a proposed Project would have a significant effect on tribal 
cultural resources. The CEQA Guidelines define tribal cultural resources as: (1) a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe that is 
listed or eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources, or on a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k); or (2) a resource determined 
by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant according to 
the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c), and considering the significance 
of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Under Assembly Bill (AB) 52, notification letters were sent to the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville 
Rancheria and the Wiyot Tribe, on September 11, 2023. The AB 52 process gives tribes 30 days of receipt 
of the formal notification to initiate consultation which would end on October 11, 2023. A response was 
received from the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria on October 3, 2023, who indicated no 
concerns with the Project outside of a recommendation for inadvertent discovery protocols which are 
incorporated as CR-1 and CR-2. No other responses were received before October 11, 2023. Therefore, 
with CR-1 and CR-2, a less than significant impact would occur.  
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3.19 Utilities and Service Systems 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electrical power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

    

c) 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 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 waste reduction goals?  

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

    

New water, sewer, telecommunication, and power utility connections to the Project Area would not be 
required. 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water drainage, electrical power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? (No Impact) 

The Project is a proposed trail that does not require water, sewer, gas, or telecommunications. The Project 
includes proposed lighting at the Edwards Drive parking area. An existing utility pole at the Edwards Drive 
parking area would be utilized to provide lighting to the vicinity to increase visibility and safety. No new 
power utility infrastructure would be required. Therefore, a no impact would occur. 

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

The proposed Project would not create an increased demand for domestic water service. The Project would 
require relatively small quantities of water during the construction phase (e.g., for dust control and 
concrete/asphalt applications). The Project’s water demands would not be substantial and can be met by 
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existing entitlements and resources. The Project would not induce population growth or result in land uses 
that would increase demand for water supplies. Therefore, the Project would not result in the need for the 
construction of new water facilities, or the expansion of existing facilities. No impact would result. 

c) 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 demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? (No Impact) 

The Project does not involve sewerage facilities or wastewater treatment and would not impact existing 
municipal sewerage infrastructure or result in a demand increase on existing wastewater treatment 
capacity. Restrooms are not included in the Project. No impact would result. 

d, e) 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 waste reduction goals? (Less 
Than Significant Impact) 

The solid waste providers in the area are Recology and the Humboldt Waste Management Authority 
(HWMA). The proposed Project would generate solid waste during both construction and operation. 
Construction solid waste would include the one-time temporary generation of construction waste associated 
with the proposed construction. Excess soils and construction materials would be stored within designated 
staging areas. Excess materials may be re-used on site for backfill and finished grading. Excess materials 
would not be stockpiled on-site once the Project is complete. The contractor would haul additional excess 
materials off site for beneficial re-use, recycling, or legal disposal. Solid waste collected as a part of the 
Project would be disposed of via Recology or HWMA.  

The Project may include waste receptacles, spaces for recycling bins, and pet waste stations. Solid waste 
collected as a part of the Project would be disposed of via Recology or HWMA. Solid waste produced in the 
County is trucked to State licensed landfills located in Anderson, California and Medford, Oregon in 
compliance with local, State, and federal regulations pertaining to solid waste disposal. These facilities have 
sufficient capacity to serve the Project’s solid waste disposal needs; therefore, a less than significant impact 
would result.  
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3.20 Wildfire 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from 
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that 
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slop 
instability, or drainage changes? 

    

The Project is entirely located within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) in which suppressing wildfire is 
primarily the responsibility of the local jurisdiction, i.e., the local fire department (Humboldt County 2023c). 
The Project is located within a moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) (Humboldt County 2023d). The 
nearest land classified as a very high fire hazard severity zone is approximately 1.6 miles west of the 
Project Area (CAL FIRE 2007). The Project Area is served by the Rio Dell Fire Protection District. The 
closest fire station to the Project Area is the Rio Dell Fire Station located approximately 0.7 mile northwest 
of the Project. 

a)  Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan (No 
Impact) 

The City does not have their own Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), however a review of the Humboldt 
County EOP (Humboldt County 2015) indicates that the Project would not permanently impair emergency 
response activities nor established evacuation routes. The Project operation would not impair 
implementation or physically interfere with an established emergency response or evacuation plan; see 
Section 3.9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact (f)) for discussion of the Project’s effect on 
emergency response and evacuation plans.) The Project would not permanently impede access to any 
existing roads or pedestrian ways within the Project Area. No impact would result. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? (Less than Significant Impact) 

The Project Area includes topography that is gently sloped to the east with the Eel River approximately 300 
feet east. Grasses, shrubs, and other vegetation are present along the Project Area. The vegetated portions 
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could be susceptible to wildfire during Project construction or operation, as a result of accidental ignition. 
During construction, all hazardous materials and construction equipment would be appropriately used and 
stored pursuant to applicable regulations. During operation, the Project would not house any pollutants 
within the Project Area that may be released if a wildfire occurred. Furthermore, the Project does not 
include any structures built for human occupancy. Most trail users would be within the Project Area for a 
short period of time given the purpose is for passive recreational use. Due to the temporary nature of 
construction, the minimal amount of hazardous materials anticipated to be stored during the construction 
phase, the fact that the Project is not located within an area of very high fire risk, and given that the Project 
does not include any structures to be used for human occupancy, the Project would not exacerbate wildfire 
risks and thereby expose users to pollutants. A less than significant impact would result. 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk 
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? (No Impact) 

Development of the Project would not result in a need to expand infrastructure to the Project Area or in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project. New roads for fire defense, expanded water sources, or new power lines 
would not be required. New lighting would be installed at the Edwards Drive parking to an existing utility 
pole, therefore not increasing the risk of wildfire above existing conditions. No impact would result. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 
(Less than Significant Impact) 

Project construction would not expose people or structures to significant risk. The Project Area includes 
topography that is gently sloped with low risk of landslides. Fire ignition risk associated with construction 
activities is low. A potential wildfire would be quickly extinguished due to the close presence of the fire 
station. It would be unlikely the parcel would succumb to wildfire as a result. A less than significant impact 
would result.  
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3.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less-than-
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Does the project: 

a) 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? 

    

b) 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)? 

    

c) Have environmental effects which would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    

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? (Less Than Significant with Mitigation)  

As evaluated in this IS/MND, the Project would not 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; reduce the number or restrict the 
range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species; or eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory. 

Mitigation measures are listed herein to reduce impacts related to Air Quality, Biological resources, Cultural 
Resources, Energy Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Tribal Cultural Resources. With implementation of the required mitigation measures, impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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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)? (Less than Significant Impact) 

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time.  

The City of Rio Dell was consulted and provides a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects within and near the Project Area, including their anticipated construction schedules (if known). One 
project, the Painter Street Sewer Line Replacement Project, would be located near the Project Area. This 
would upsize an existing wastewater line. The impacts associated with the proposed Project analyzed in 
this IS/MND would not add appreciably to any existing or foreseeable future significant cumulative impact, 
such as visual quality, cultural resources, biological, traffic impacts, or air quality degradation. Incremental 
impacts, if any, would be negligible and undetectable. Any applicable cumulative impacts to which this 
Project would contribute would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed Project 
would not result in significant impacts after mitigation the proposed Project would not contribute to any 
significant cumulative impacts which may occur in the area in the future. Therefore, the impact would be 
less than significant. 

c) Does the Project have environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

The Project has been planned and designed to avoid significant environmental impacts. As discussed in the 
analysis throughout Section 3 of this IS/MND, the Project would not have environmental effects that would 
cause substantial adverse direct or indirect effects on human beings. The impact would be less than 
significant.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: 'iz ; ~ "Ck I { City/County: K; o De /flu. """'~ a/ Jf Sampling Date: / ll / / J / 1. Z 
Applicant/Owner. R 'd ·J);_t / State: cA Sampling Point: / V 'f?_ 
lnvesllgator(s): .J. (' ,pa- /Y · f..h.v.f.,v Section, Township, Range: _______________ _ 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): S / ~ p-R Local relief (concave, convex, none): ~ vC}I Slope (%): _I__ 
Subregion (LRR): _____________ Lat: _________ Long: _________ Datum: ___ _ 

Soll Map Unit Name: __________________________ NWI classification: ________ _ 

Are climatic/ hydrologlc conditions an the site typical for this lime of year? Yes -1L No __ (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation __ , Soll _, or Hydrology __ significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes __ No __ 

Are Vegetation __ , Soil _, or Hydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks,) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, Important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes ✓ No 

Hydric Soil Present? Yes ,7 No~ Is the Sampled Area _L 
Welland Hydrology Present? within a Wetland? Yes --- No Yes ___ No ___ 

Remarks: . 
7r-t i-e-,~ Su, 1 (,,,y(). t,),G. j ~ r S w.Alv:i k ~ .,.,, .,_; vvvtu# 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 

LO Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 
Tree Stratum (Plot size: WI ) % Cover Sgecies? Status Number of Dominant Species s 1. ~1½1_.lv ~ -hrlt-nol.Ai vp~ 'L~ ~ .> 'fAG That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC. (A) 
2. a Ii' y I,, S, ~ 1-t ~, ; < s- fA.c.,w 

. 
-

Total Number of Dominant s-3. Spee1es Across All Strata: (B) 
4. 

(Plot size: S--~ ~ D = Total Cover 
Percent of Dominant Species ~v 0/u 

Sa111ingfShrub Stratum ) 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: (A/B) 

1. U'J -r~d.Lv-; ~ : ., f.r-t,. .J-,... ~ ½f ~ ~ c.-U Prevalence Index worksheet: 

't,u-.4o v; ~ p ,J.J 1~.,..i5- Z--- IIPL- Total % Cover of: MulUglv bv: 
2. 

OBlspecies x1= 
3. 

4 
FACW species x2= 

5 
FAG species x3= 

FACU species X4 = 

I = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum (Plot size: lliA } UPLspecies x5= 

1. ~ ;h l,LI""'" d_,.t,, b , v.,,. ..... l Column Totals: (A) (B) 

2. ~ ol 'oPn tr== 1:1&:n-it ¥?'= !;.e-i,.g, s t 5. !Cl s °F~ L-vJ Prevalence Index = BIA = 

~ ! Fku 3. C"- ,e::::.2rJ..~ d. l.,.,f...fiA Ir> I!! 1-o Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

4. f?~,r- t.A-- ¥P.,.. .£-vt VLl 1- f:tt L- 2 1 • Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
5. 2 • Dominance Test is >50% 
6. _ 3 - Prevalence Index is :s3 .o' 
7. _ 4 • Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting 
8. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

9. _ 5 • Welland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

10, _ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain) 

11. 'Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrology must 

I '3i = Total Cover 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woodv Vine Stratum (Plot size: M ) 

1. '12M b-\A.) (l v-llV'l.M ; ..t i:.-td I D v,.,RJ rAL- Hydrophytlc 
V 

2. Vegetation ✓ 
/0 = Total Cover 

Present? Yes -- No --
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 
Remarks: 

Po.pi,\! us ,Jv-: v-C,, o U-"T"" v./4, '> t"V\1W I) 'P, b.-.1 ~u W\ ·, krt\- 5!:p. +v-; vl-o Cd..r p ~ :: fAe, 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0 



/vt {-I 

SOIL Sampling Point: 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color (moist} % Color tmoistl % ~ Loc2 Texture Remarks 

c, ..... 3 1~:f!l_l•Yr s/ II} =c-1:c___M__ $,'\~loo..., 
i:Cl.t!~ 

;. - 'k 1,-~ ~ 
. 

}6-c.,._,,~ Ca~/4, f C<ll'.~ d· l-~ ,/ 
t fJV 

--------- 7 r -. 
--- --------- t-v!) a+ Vl~ c,J,,1(, 
--- ------ ~t.K)e ~Ji: Ir 

--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ------
--- ------

'Tvoe· C=Concentralion. O=Deolelion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coaled Sand Grains 2Localion: PL=Pore Linina. M=Matrlx. 
Hydrlc Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydrlc Solls1: 

_ Histosol (A1) _ Sandy Redox (55) _ 2 cm Muck (A10) 
_ Hislic Epipedon (A2) - Stripped Matrix (S6) _ Red Parent Material (TF2) 
_ Black H1slic (A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF 12) 
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gleye_d Matrix (F2) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) 
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (At 1) _ Depleted Mi!lrix (F3) 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A 12) _ Redox Dark Surface (F6) 3lndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (51) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present. 
_ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) _ Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type: 

Depth (inches) : Hydrlc Soll Present? Yes -- NoX 

Remarks: ,..,,\/),~l re~)( k'o/t( (_p~J.,.,) I ,\I\ lA('~l \ 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primari Indicators (minimum of one rgguired, chgck all lhi,!t i!lml~ ~ggindari lndi!.ilQrs (2 or more reguirgd} 

_ Surface Waler (A1) _ Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except _ Waler-Stained Leaves (89) (MLRA 1, 2, 

_ High Water Table (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A. and 48) 

_ Saturation (A3) _ Sall Crust (B11) _ Drainage Patterns (810) 

_ Waler Marks (B1) _ Aquatic Invertebrates (813) _ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

_ Sediment Deposits (82) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C 1) _ Saturation Visible on Aerial lmage,y (C9) 

_ Drift Deposits (83) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _ Geomorphic Position (02) 

_ Algal Mat or Crust (84) _ Presence of Reduced Iron ~C4) _ Shallow Aquitard (DJ) 

_ Iron Deposits (85) _ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) _ FAC-Neutral Test (05) 

;£_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Stunted or Stressed Plants (01) (LRR A) _ Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) _ Frost-Heave Hummocks (07} 

_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BB) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes __ No _:f:.__ Depth (inches): 

Water Table Present? Yes __ No .-Y.,_ Depth (inches): 

Yes X.. Saturation Present'? Yes __ No L Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? No --(includes caoillarv frinoe) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well. aerial photos, previous inspections). if available· 

Remarks: 

11() ~ yo\.colc,j7' MP.y k ~ rt5~ ft of ,tA~4cti~ \ o"-el d.C{-"\t1,-t 
fv•l Crl\d:,J w11., 't-lc'-( \acc..1.-uA. ..\-o a0 t\rlA_ /\...~ + c\.·t."'-l~ r-

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM- Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: g j o De. I / City/County: R; o De ( / / t/y ~ 6 a/) f Sampling Date: / ~ // 3 f 2 2 
I 'O ' 

Applicant/Owner: _g-,,.:..;, v~ ..... De-=1:..:./ __________________ s1a1e: CA- Sampling Point: Vr 3 

lnvesligator(s): .J C.i' ,:,r P:, M. td-,...- lwJ-- Section, Township.Range: _________________ _ 
V I I_ ('IJ I 

Landfonn (hiflslope, terrace. etc.): _-tt>......_ . .._v_r._.0:; ...... U--=------- Local relief (concave, convex, none): __ ..Y-~ L_/.;_r~--- Slope (%): __ _ 

Subregion (LRR): ______________ Lat: _________ Long: Datum: ____ _ 

Soil Map Unit Name: ___________________________ NW1 classification: ________ _ 

Are climatic I hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes ___ No ___ (If no, explain in Remarks,) 

Are Vegetation __ • Soil __ . or Hydrology ___ significanUy disturbed? Are "Nonna! Circumstances• present? Yes ___ No __ 

Are Vegelalion __ , Soil_. or Hydrology ___ naturally problematlc? (If needed, explain any answers In Remarks .) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS A - ttac stte map s OW)J19 samp ing point ocatlons, transects, important eatures, etc. h . h r f 

Hydrophytlc Vegetation Present? Yes --- Nov 

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No -;:;:;r- Is the Sampled Area ./ ---
✓ within a Wetland? Yes No Welland Hydrology Present? Yes --- No --- ---

Remarks: 

faJi"'-~ to k,\ 
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 

tD Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1,1.-, ) % Cover Si;iecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. Alt1t .1S r J & v~ 1,-1) 1iP l £Ac... That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A) 

2. -Po o.u I ,JS --/v-; rJ • D c-c, , p b 2- £ AL. 
I Total Number of Dominanl 2-3. Species Across All Strata: (8) 

4 
0 0~ = Total Cover 

Percent of Domlnant Species 

Sa11ling/§hru!;? §!ral!,!m (Plot size: \ 
Thal Are OBL, FACW or FAC: (A/B) 

1. 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 

2. 
Total % Cover of· Multiply by: 

3. 
OBLspecies x1= 

4. 
FACW species x2= 

5. 
FAC species x3= 

= Total Cover 
FACU species x4= 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: I UPL species x5= 

1. - Column Totals: (A) (B) 

2. Prevalence Index = B/A = 
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
4. _ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytlc Vegetation 
5. - 2 - Dominance Test is >50% 
6 . _ 3 - Prevalence Index is s3.01 

7. _ 4 - Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
8. data in Remar1<s or on a separate sheet) 

9. - 5 • Welland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

10. _ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain) 

11. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

I 11, 
"'Total Cover 

be present. unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woo~ne Stratum (P,lot size, ) 

1. 6'-1~ ,J<S, 11\.,V> :as- IAC!.S rAl-V Hydrophytlc 
2. d Vegetation No ✓ rcr = Total Cover 

Present? Yes ---
% Bare Ground In Herb Stratum 

Remarks: 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast -Version 2.0 



SOIL Sampling Point: U( ;? 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or conflnn the absence of indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inch~sl Cnlor ,moist\ % Color (mQi~tl ~ Jm!L_ --1.2L ;"'re 

R~ms1rks 

0 --y, z. 5,V 7.. Jz_ 1o0 --------- ~ fr:hy- t.r.otr 
@.,z~ 7, :r ~ ~ 1'1:- .l!L --------- 4•\,t~ 
- t:fStJ --- ---------

--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------

'Type· C=Concentralion. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix. CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Localion: PL=Pore Linino. M=Matrix. 
Hydrlc Soll tndlcators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydrlc Solls1: 

_ H1stosol {A 1) _ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 2 cm Muck (A10) 
_ Hislic Ep1pedon (A2) _ Stripped Matrix {S6) _ Red Parent Material (TF2) 
_ Black Hislic (AJ) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 11 _ Very Sha~ow Dark Surface (TF12) 
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gleyed Matmc (F2) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) 
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A 111 _ Depleted Matrix (F3) 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A 12) _ Redox Dark SUS!_ace (F6) ]Indicators or hydrophytic vegetation and 
_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) _ Depleted Dark su1ace (F7) welland hydrology must be present, 
_ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) _ Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type 

Depth (inches) Hydrlc Soll Present? Yes -- No_½_ 
Remarks 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

PrimaQ!'. lngigit2rs {mrnrmum or one regu1red, C!!g!,! all th51I a1mllll Se92nda[ll lndl!oi!tors (2 or more reguiredl 

_ Surface Water (A 1) _ Water-Stained Leaves (89) (except _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

_ High Water Table (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B) 

_ Saturation (A3) _ Sall Crust (B11) _ Drainage Patterns (810) 

_ Water Marks (81 1 _ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) _ Dry-Season Waler Table (C2) 

_ Sediment Deposits (B2) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C 1) _ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

_ Drift Deposits (B3) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _ Geomorph1c Position (02) 

_ Algal Mat or Crust (84) _ Presence of Reduced Iron ~C4) _ Shallow Aquilard (03) 

_ Iron Deposits (85) _ Recent Iron Reduction In Tilled Soils (C6) _ FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Stunted or Stressed Plants (01) (LRR A) _ Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (67) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) _ Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Fleld Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes __ No L::_ Depth (inches) 

Water Table Present? Yes __ No ::l:...._ Depth (inches) No){_ Saturation Present? Yes __ No :;t:_ Depth (inches) Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes -(includes capillarv frinae) 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge monitoring well , aerial photos previous inspecUons) if available 

Remarks. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2 O 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM-Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: 12..12-. 0 a I I City/County: R, I> ~ II I l:fv.. lM b () /)J- Sampling Date: 16 I J's /'J, 2. 
I . I I p{.t 

Applicant/Owner: R.; o U;.,/ State: CA Sampling Point: U :I 

lnvestigator(s): J C; p vt... A1 /-ht_.,.../w_ +- Section. Township, Range:--------,---,----------

Landform (hlllslope, terrace, etc.): -¥M-~c-h ________ Local relief (concave, convex, none): v\,!;.,4M.LA~ ~ Slope(%): __ _ 

Subregion (LRR): _____________ Lat: _________ Long: _________ Datum: ___ _ 

Soll Map Unit Name: __________________________ NWI classification: ________ _ 

Are climatic/ hydrologlc conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes __ No __ (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation __ • Soll __ • or Hydrology __ significantly disturbed? 

Are Vegetation __ , Soll __ , or Hydrology __ naturally problematic? 

Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes __ No __ 

(II needed, explain any answers In Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, Important features, etc. 
/ 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes_L,_ No 

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No~ Is the Sampled Area ---
No-V-- within a Wetland? Yes ___ No 

Welland Hydrology Present? Yes ___ ---
Remarks: 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 

ID 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1M. ) % Cover ~11ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 1-1. Stt /; .1!: l~s,blPp; 1 tJ.-~ '1'~ 'fACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 
2. A I .,, vs voJ 6n--- 8 -r::N--: 

Total Number of Dominant 
~ 3. Species Across All Strata: (B) 

4. 
= Total Cover 

Percent of Dominant Species 0~% 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: l 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
1. 

2. 
Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

OBLspecles x1= 
3. 

FACW species x2= 
4. 

FAC species x3= 
5. 

FACU species X4 = 

IP\,\ 
= Total Cover 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: l UPLspecies x5= 

1. 11-r·, ~.h.-.Vk. -k- / 1M-1o.-lt. ~ 1--- '3D '4P rA-tW Column Totals: (A) (B) 

2. Prevalence Index = BIA = 
3. Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 
4 . 7 1 • Rapid Test for Hydrophytlc Vegetation 
5. _ 2 • Dominance Test is >50% 
6 . _ 3 - Prevalence Index is S3.01 

7. _ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting 
8. data In Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

9. _ 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

10. _ Problematic Hydrophytlc Vegetation' (Explain) 

11 . 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

( = Total Cover 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Wood~e Stratum (~lot size: 1,-\,\ ) 
9) 1,., 1-1 f"A:C-1) 1 tn,t5 L!YSI 11\t..1_5 Hydrophytlc 

_:/_ 2. Vegetation 

= Tolal Cover 
Present? Yes No --

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 

Remarks: 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast- Version 2.0 
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SOIL Sampling Point. U.f i 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators,) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches) Color (moist} _li,_ 

J~~m~}{c, 
_ 'JI. __ --1:t'.I!i_ --12L Texture R1:marks 

C2-o. -i 5~ ~1-i-- V- 3--LJ:4- -S, {fr, .. .,, 
tY11 2 2~ \ll'- _jgQ_ ------ c;.\\ l~ 
f:bl~ --- ------

--- ---------
--- ------
--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------

1Tvoe· C=Concenlralion. D=Deolelion. RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grams 2Localion. PL=Pore Lm,no M=Matrix. 
Hydrlc Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematlc Hydrlc Solis': 

_ Histosol (A 1) _ Sandy Redox (55) _ 2 cm Muck (A10) 

_ HistIc Epipedon (A2) _ Stripped Matrix (S6) _ Red Parent Material (TF2) 

_ Black Hlstic (A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (Ft) (except MLRA 1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12), 

_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _ Other (Explain m Remarks) 

_ Depleled Below Dark Surface (A 11 1 _ Depleted Malrix (F3) 

_ Thick Dark Surface jA12) _ Redox Dark Surface (F6J ~Indicators or hydrophytic vegetation and 

_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (SI) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present 

Sandy Gleyed Malrfx (S4J Redox Depressions (FB) unless disturbed or problematic 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type 

Deplh {inches) Hydrlc Soll Present? Yes --- No,X_ 
Remarks. 

DRrk¾ ~-tr,\,. {)~~'( 514v, ~lw: IV'\ vf~M lviyt , , Vo.[v--e.- 1-j +tio low ~1 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima01 lndicatQrs (minimum of one reguired, ch~ck all th{!t aQQI)!) Se!.Qndai::r: Indicators (2 or more reguired} 

_ Surface Water (A 1) _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

_ High Waler Table (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and4B) 

_ Saturation (A3) _ Salt Crust (B11) _ Drainage Patterns (B10) 

_ Water Marks (81) _ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) _ Ory-Season Waler Table (C2) 

_ Sediment Deposits (B2) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C 1) _ Saluration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

_ Drift Deposits (83) _ Oxidized Rhlzospheres along Living Roots (CJ) _ Geomorphic Position (02) 

~ Algal Mal or Crust (84) _ Presence or Reduced Iron ~C4J _ Shallow Aquitard (03} 

_ Iron Deposits (B5) _ Recent Iron Reduction in TIiied Soils (C6) J( FAC-Neutral Test (05) 

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Stunted or Stressed Planls (D1) (LRR A) _ Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ Other (Explam in Remarks) _ Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

Field Observations: 

Yes __ No 1' Depth {inches): Surface Water Present? 

Water Table Present? Yes __ No i Depth (inches) 

No:L Saturation Present? Yes __ No+ Depth (inches). Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes --
(includes caolllarv ftinqel 
Describe Recorded Dala (stream gauge, monitoring well aerial photos, previous inspections) if available: 

Remarks: 

US Anny Corps of Engineers Western Mounlains, Valleys, and Coast -Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM-Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: 12 •, :9 kl{ City/County. f?- 1 a {)? f / / it¾ V,,f bo 1, J.lsampllng Date: / b J /'3 /1, 1,, 
Applicant/Owner: ·1 o I fuate: C....A: Sampling Polnl: W f - f I - lfil 
lnvestlgator(s): ___...,;..;:__.=~..a.:.::-,--.l.a.l'-'---+......_..;...fw~=--+-...:....._ Section, Township, Range: ________________ _ 

Landform (hiilslope, terrace, e c.); p ~ Local relief (concave, convex, none): _______ Slope(%): __ _ 

Subregion (LRR): _____________ Lal: _________ Long: Dalum: ___ _ 

Soll Map Unit Name: __________________________ NWI classilication: ________ _ 

Are climatic/ hydrologic condlUons on lhe site typical for this lime of year? Yes __ No __ (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegelallon __ , Soil __ • or Hydrology __ significantly disturbed? 

Are Vegetation_, Soil __ • or Hydrology __ naturally problemallc? 

Are "Normal Circumstances· presenl? Yes __ No __ 

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS A - ttac s te 91ap s owing samp ng pomt oca tons, h I h II r t ransects, mportan ea ures, e c. tf t t 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes~ No ---
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No Is the Sampled Area 

Yes t/ ---
Welland Hydrology Present? Yes__L_ No within a WeUand? No ------
Remarks: 

¥!!/4~-l-{/J,-sk,~ "'-,(/Plow rzn,, J.. CM ti re.,,,.¾ p{v~ 1 r ~.µr llvt.b ....... "'· 

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tree Stratum (Plot sire: \ %Cover S11ecies? Status Number of Dominant Species 1-1. S .::i ~t7)!'.'. as iolt. p""--s 1,-o IJ\ l ~ FAl,!A) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 

2. ij 

1-. Total Number or Dominant 
3, Species Across Ail Strata: (B) 

4. 

= Total Cover 
Percent or Oominanl Species Joo 4(0 

Sa11linglShrub Slratum (Plot size: l 
Thal Are DBL, FACW, or FAC: (AIB) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
1. 

2. 
Total % Cover of: Mullll!IY by; 

3. 
OBLspecies x1 = 

FACW species x2= 
4. 

FAC species x3= 
5. 

FACU species x4 = 

I = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum (Plot size: Vk ) UPLspecles x5= 

1. -r~~~ /A.+,' f.11 !! ........ lDD ~J QEL. Column Totals: (A) (B) 

2. Prevalence Index = BIA = 
3. Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 
4. 7 1 • Rapid Test for Hydrophytlc Vegetation 
5. _ 2 - Dominance Test is >50% 
6. - 3 - Prevalence Index Is s3.01 

7. _ 4 - Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
8. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

9. - 5 -Wetland Non-Vascular Plants' 

10. _ Problematic HydrophyUcVegetaUon1 (Explain) 

11. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

/DO % = Total Cover 
be present, unless disturbed or problemallc. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size. I 

1. Hydrophytlc 

Yes ✓ 2. VegetaUon 

= Total Cover 
Present? No --

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 

Remarks: 

Ve~+A-ti·~ I.V"-~ le.UM..{-{ Q v'\M>~"'- bu+ S-tw\M f-' tt ve. 1S p ~ t>-,.,.,J \Alu...'~ 
I 

U,vev '1<. / b D 0/ ... 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mounlains, Valleys, and Coast-Version 2.0 
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SOIL Sampling Point: (;/I +), (A,/ 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 

Depth Malrix Redox Features 
{inches} Qolor (mo1sll ~ Color (moist} _ % __ ..hfilL_ Loc2 Texture R!ilmarks 

k?~ 1a1c3./t jJ&_ 1>.'\-4-
(b.11.a.v Du 15 11!.~ 

z_;_f/1: 2S: ..£.._ --,:;;:- t-''" ,. 
1--q ~- ~~r.'' is:_ 

•~&.. F-3 
1.-20 2,,-.. ~ ::z ~ 3s L_ M ~.-'c"6'~ 

£.}if). --- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ---------

iType· C=Concentralion. D=Deoletlon, RM=Reduced Matnx. CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains 2Localion. PL=Pore Unino M=Malrix. 
Hydric Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydrlc Solls1: 

_ Histosol (A 1) _ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 2 cm Muck (A10) 

_ Histic Epipedon (A2) _ Stripped Matrix (S6) _ Red Parent Material (TF2) 

_ Black Hislic (AJ) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _ Other (Explain 111 Remarks) 

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A 11 I )S. Depleted Matrix (FJ) 

_ Thick Dark Surface (A 12) _ Redox Dark Surface (F6) 'Indicators of hydrophy11c vegetation and 

_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, 

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Redox Depressions (FB) unless dtsturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 

Type : 

ve6._ Depth (inches) Hydrlc Soll Present? No --
Remarks 

iA.'Ask U/~I ovl(f:bw port\ 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Prima~ lngi~t2rs (minimum of one reguired; check all lhat ai:ml:tl Secondao,! lngi'5!tQrs (2 or more reguired} 

_ Surface Water (A 1) _ Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) (except _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

_ High Water Table (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 48) 4A, and 48) 

_ Saturation (A3) _ Salt Crust (B11) ~ Drainage Patterns (B10) 

_ Water Marks (B1) _ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) _ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

_ Sediment Deposits (B2) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

_ Drift Deposits (BJ) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 2!:. Geomorphic Position (02) 

_ Algal Mal or Crust (84) _ Presence of Reduced Iron ~C4) _ Shallow Aquitard (DJ) 

_ Iron Deposits (B!i) _ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) A FAG-Neutral Test (05) 

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) _ Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

_ Inundation Visible on Aerial lmagery (B7) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) _ Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BB) 

Fleld Observations: 

Yes __ No X Depth (inches): Surface Water Present? 

Water Table Present? Yes __ No...:,:..__ Depth (inches): _K Saturation Present? Yes __ No+ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No --
(includes caplllarv frill!lel 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections). if available· 

Remarks: 

ll lo J VrtA~)f cl,4-t~ ,Y"11o ? uAk C. ~ 
-

r.\,(A w w"-k t 
Dz,') f }Cli. oA l-J.. Co ncJ;.. lJl ~ett~u. wA~ 1b.~ .\o ~t,~it\ ~r 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM -Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Sile: R. \ t> J)J I City/County: R~ o l)e,( I / Ht..u~ .. b oltl+-sampling Dale: / D / I 3 / 1-.1-
"i'I. \ I r ' ,J 

Applicant/Owner: Yi Q !.,Ill,\ State: ( A Sampling Point: W f - T I -
lnvestlgator(s): .;:t. c_; p ..,,-,..... M, fJiv:fvv+- Section, Township, Range: ________________ _ r , 
Landform (hlllslope, terrace, etc.): ___________ Local relief (concave, convex, none): _______ Slope(%); __ _ 

Subregion (LRR): _____________ Lat: _________ Long: _________ Datum: ___ _ 

Soll Map Unit Name: __________________________ NWl classification: ________ _ 

Are climatic I hydrologlc conditions on the site typical for this lime of year? Yes __ No __ (If no, explain in Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation __ . Soll __ , or Hydrology __ significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances• present? Yes __ No __ 

Are Vegetation __ , Soll __ , or Hydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explaln any answers in Rema111s,) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, Important features, etc. ,, 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes --- No ✓ 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No --y- Is the Sampled Araa _L ---
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No ~ within a Wetland? Yes --- No 

--- ---
Remarks: 

tprrrA..a t:tb--rw- r·~-
VEGETATION-Use scientific names of plants. 

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 
Tree Stratum (Plot size: l % Cover SQecies? Status Number of Dominant Species I 1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 

2. 
Total Number of Dominant 

3. Species Across All Strata: 2... (B) 

4. 

57J 0/o = Total Cover 
Percent of Dominant Species 

Sapli~,s~rub s17Ium ,(Pl/it size: l 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (AfB) 

tD 7fL f;t\c,tJ 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 

1. 1.d,~ a.~ ,oM~ 
i Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

2. 
OBL species x1= 

3. 
FACW species x2= 

4. 
FAC species x3= 

5. 

LD FACU species x4= 
= Total Cover 

Herb Stratum (Plot size: , UPLspecies x5= 

1. :gl(1a1h~ lt:f.lnc&o_l(!h ~ ~H Column Totals: (A) (B) 

2. ~ n 4,.1,;'.! v-;s r~A.1t-0+1,... I Prevalence Index = BIA = 
3. =k,J ,1.!. o--1-l.t.~ PL,~ ; o; Jt 5. :3 E~~ Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 
4, Pad~ u., i. (&J. ,. ,,+,...__ I [AL~ _ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
5. -ril; ~I; u 3,!a kbJ ulM- 1- FAe::u 2 - Dominance Test is >50% r~ ,P~ ,!,,_( 01.\ 8_,;- l:P(<-!l 

-
6. r i _ 3 - Prevalence Index is s3.01 

7. r.. ·,s.~J l FA-~ _ 4 - Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 
8. data In Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

9. _ 5 - Welland Non-Vascular Plants 1 

10. _ Problematic Hydrophyllc Vegetation 1 (Explain) 

11 . 'Indicators of hydric soil and welland hydrology must 

'1~ = Total Cover 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: l 

1. Hydrophytlc 

I/ 2. Vegetation 

= Total Cover 
Present? Yes -- No --

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 

Remarks: 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0 



SOIL Sampling Point: UI( [{- l{ 
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 

Depth Matrix Redox Features 
(inches} Color CmoisO % Color (moist\ _ ·_%_ ..Tul!!L _!lo£'._ ~ ••~"' 

0~i}c - i'! ======== =--~-~-jt ______ _ 
E~JD - ------ --- ------- --- --- ---
---- ------ --- ------- --- ------
---- ------ --- ------- --- --- ---
---- ------- --- ------- --- --- --- ----
---- ------ --- ------- --- --- --- -----
---- ------ --- ------- --- --- ---
' TvDe C=Concentralion D=DeDlelion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains 2localion: Pl=Pore Unino. M=Matrix. 
Hydrlc Soll Indicators: (Appllcable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) 

_ Histosol (A1) _ Sandy Redox (SS) 
_ Histic Epipedon (A2) _ Stripped Matrix (56) 
_ Black Hislic (AJ) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1J 
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) 

_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11 J _ Depleted Matrix (F3) 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _ Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (Sfl _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 
_ Sandy Gleyed Malnx (S4) _ Redox Depressions (F8) 

Restrictive Layer (If present): 
Type: ___________ _ 

Depth (inches) _________ _ 

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primarit Indicators (minimum of one r~gyired, check all that aQgll£} 

,..._· Surface Water (A 1) _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except 

_ High Water Table (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

_ Saturation (A3) _ Sall Crust (B11) 

_ Water Marks (B1) _ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 

_ Sediment Deposits (B2) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 

Indicators for Problematic Hydrlc Solls3: 

_ 2 cm Muck (A10) 
_ Red Parent Material (TF2) 
_ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
_ Other (Explain in Remarks) 

' Indicators or hydrophytic vegetation and 
wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrlc Soll Present? Yes __ 

Se!;jQndarit lndi!,s!IQrs 12 or more reguired} 

_ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

4A, and4B) 

_ Drainage Patterns (B10) 

_ Dry-Season Waler Table (C2) 

_ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

_ Drift Deposits (B3) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _ Geomorphic Position (D2) 

_ Algal Mat or Crust (84) _ Presence of Reduced Iron ~C4) _ Shallow Aquitard (D3) 

_ Iron Deposits (BS) _ Recent Iron ReducUon in Tilled Soils (C6) _ FAG-Neutral Test (05) 

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Stunted or Stressed Plants (01) (LRR A) _ Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) _ Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (Ba) 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes __ No f Oeplh (loches), 

Waler Table Present? Yes __ No Depth (inches)· 

Saturation Present? Yes __ No -f-- Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes -- NY-(_ 
(includes caoillarv frinoel 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well aerial photos , previous inspections) if available· 

Remarks. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains Valleys and Coast - Version 2 o 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Western Mountains, Valleys, an;, Coast Region 

Project/Site: Ki~ ) ,// £:el (.l, "Jr +r~,'( City/County: (l, 0 0,1 / /f cJ-~ ~ampllngDate: y /2,/ a,..~ 
ApplicanVOwner- 12.; 0 Oe It • Sl~le: C If Sampling Point: ~ 1.- --r / -1,-

lnvestlgator(s): ( hf I ~u~ ..,_ lJ /\/ "' -'"~ Jp 1 Section, Township, Range c; , f l\J, ) l3. 
Cf, ( I I 

Landfonn (h!llslope, terrace. etc.): ti 111\ e Local relier (concave, convex, none): ( 0"'! { t.vl Slope (%): ~ - 1 0 
Subregion (LRR): _____________ Lat ________ Long: _________ Dalum: ___ _ 

Soll Map Uni1 Name: _________________________ NWI classllicallon: _______ _ 

Are climalic I hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this lime of year? Yes _L,__ No __ (If no, explain in Remarks.) / 

Are Vegetation __ . Soil __ , or Hydrology __ slgnllicanUy disturbed? Ate "Normal Circumstances" presenl? Yes __ No __ 

Are Vegetation __ , Soil_, or Hydrology __ naturally problemalic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, Important features, etc. 

Yes No Hydrophylic VegelaUon Present? 

Hydric Soil Present? 

Welland HydrolOgy Present? 

Yes -V No--

Yes -V No== 

Is tha Sampled Area 
witllln a Wetland? Yes __ _ No __ _ 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 
Absolute Dominant lndicalor Dominance Test wOl'ksheet_: 

1. ____ ....... ________ ~------

2. _..._ ________________ _ 
3 ________________ _ 

~± 'i!lncl, Number of Dominant Species 3. Thal Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 
7 f A-c,. 

Toi al Number of Dominanl '1 Species Across All Strata: (B) 
4 ________________ _ 

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: --~---

Percent of Dominant Species 0 79 31- = Total Cover Thal Are OBL, FACW, orFAC (A/8) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
1, _________________ ---------

2. _________________ ---------

3. _________________ ------ ---

4. _________________ ---------

5. _________________ ---------

Hert> Stratum {Plot size: ____ _, 
___ =Total Cover 

TQli!l % Cover of: Mulll(!l~b~: 

OBLspecies x1..-

FACW species x2= 

FACspedes x3= 

FACU species x4= 
UPLspeaes X 5=-

Column Totals: (A) {B) , . ___ U....-1_,n,...• ___ 1,::~f-.-;-;_c...,..t, ______ _ 
2. flvn vt, er ~~.·t.c ... ~ 
3, j2. 1 !, ') p C f It 1 {,b r(. s 

] q ___J_ r:J/1. t.l 
2. 1 Y 1:iJ:.1_ Prevalence Index : BIA = 9 µ ~ 1-H-yd_r..:.op..:.:h:.:yt.=i:.:c:;.:V=ege:..::.:::la::t:;.lo_n_:.ln:.:.d:,.:.lc_a..:to=IT.=, ====----1 

4. _________________ --- --- ---

5. ----------------- --- --- ----
6. _________________ ---------

7. --------------------------
8. _________________ ---------

9. --------------------------
10. ___________________ ------
11. ___________________ ---- ---

7 () =Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ____ __, 

1. _________________ ---------

2. _________________ ---------

___ = Total Cover 
% Bare Ground In Herb Stratum 

Remal1C.s: N {J '\i t, r b L V"Yr 

US Army Co,ps of Engineers 

_ 1 • Rapid Test for Hydrophyllc Vegelatlon 

V 2 - Dominance Test ls >50% 

3 - Prevalence Index is s3.01 

_ 4 - Mo,pholOgic.al Adaplations' (Provide supponing 
data in Remarks or on a separale sheet) 

5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

_ Problematic Hydrophylic Vegetation' (Explain) 

11ndlcators or hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytlc 
Vegetation 
PreHnt? Yes V No 

Western Mountains, Valleys. and Coast-Version 2,0 



SOIL Samplfng Point Lv 2,.-// -lv 
Profile DescrlpUon: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

Deplh Matrix Redox Features 
(jgctJflll moist) % Color (motsn ___jL_ ~ -l.2L 
(-r 1- JD( 
Q ti/ ,~ q 7 ___.__.............,_ 

---- - - - ----- ---------
------- - --- ---
------- - --- ---
------- --- --- ---
------- ------ ---
- - ----- --- --- ---

1T ; C"'Concentratlon. O"-De ellon, RM,.Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coaled Sand Grains, ~location: PL•Pore Unl , M=Malrix. 
Hydrlc Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LR Rs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils'; 

_ Hlstosol (A1) _ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 2 cm Muck (A10) 

Hlslic Epipedon (A2) _ Stripped Mat.rhc (S6) _ Red Parent Material (TF2) 

_ Black Hislio (A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 11 _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (Tf 12) 
_ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gteyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks) 

_ Oepleled Below Dark Surface (A 11) ~ Depleted Matnx (F3) 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _ Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 
_ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) _ Redox Depressions (F81 
Restrictive ayer (if present): 

Type: ____________ _ 

Depth (Inches): _____ _ __ _ 

Remarks: M / ./ 
vG rt 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all thal. apply) 

_ Surface Waler (A1) _ Waler-Stained Leaves (89) (except 

High Water able (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 

_ Saluralion (A3) 

_ Waler Marks (81) 

_ Sall Crust (B11) 

_ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) 

_ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) 

>indicators of hydrophytlc vegetation and 
wetland hydrology must be present, 
unless dislurbed or problematic. - ------

✓ 
Hydric Soll Prennt7 Yn __ _ ___ No 

Secondary lndicalors (2 or more required} 

_ Water.Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

4A, and4B) 

_ Drainage Pallems (B10) 

_ Ory-Season Waler Table (C21 

Sediment Deposits (B2) 

_ Drift Deposits (83) 

_ Algal Mal or Crust (84) 

_ Iron Deposits (BS) 

_ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) 

_ Presence of Reduced lton (C4) 

_ Saturat1on Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

_ Geomorphlc Position (D2) 

_ Shallow Aquilard (03) 

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

_ Inundation Vlslble on Aerial Imagery (B7) 

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 

_ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) 

_ Slunt.ed or Slressed Plants (01) (LRR A) 

_ Other (Explain In Remarks) 

Flald Observations: 

Surface Waler Present? 

Water Table Present? 

Yes No __ Depth (inches): ____ _ 

Yes __ No __ Depth (inches): ____ _ 

_ FAC-Neulral Tesl (05) 

Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 

_ Frost·Heave Hummocks (07) 

v 
Saturation Present? Yes __ No _ Oeplh (inches): _____ Watland Hydrology Present? Yes_ No 
Includes ca m f _· _ e 

Describe Recorded Dala (stream gauge, monitoring well , aenal photos. previous Inspections), If available: 

Remarks: f lo {-I~ l.--- L. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains. Valleys, and Coasl - Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM-Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: (2. ;o r)p/1 6t I a.,# ~(L \ City/County: fd. ,o D,11 I 11v~~o1J timplingDate: Ir// ?/2] 
Applicanvowner 12 \ (> Dr f I s:a,e: IA- Sampling Polnl: lv 2 - T J ... I/ 
lnvesllgator(s); ( t, r. ) : ,.... l+rr '-J; ,,,, Section, Township, Range: 0 t;; / ,-J ,I I e .. 
Landlorm (hillslope, 1errace etc)' b ,: I\ ( ((I Q( Local relief (concave. convex none): ('OJ-\ f/~ '[-.. Slope(%): 0 -J 
Subregion (LRR): _____________ Lat: _________ Long. _________ Datum: ___ _ 

Soil Map Unit Name: - NWI classilicallon: ________ _ 

Are climallc I hydrologlc conditions on the site typical for lhls time of year? Yes J No _ (If no, explain in Remarks.) ✓ 
Are VegetaUon __ , Soll __ . or Hydrology __ slgnlficanUy disturtied? Are "Normal Circumstances• present? Yes __ No __ 

Are Vegetation __ , Soll_, or Hydrology __ naturally problemalic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc . ., 
Hydrophylic Vegetallon Presenl? Yes --- No V 
Hydric Soll Present? Yes_ No ~ Is the Sampled Area ✓ 
Welland Hydrology Present? Yes No 

,_,,,. within a Wetland? Yff No ---
Remarks: t Hr{..,(' .c. b ovt o'f I Y., ~ lJ Ii/ Cl. , "' .. r, 

VEGETATION- Use scientific names of plants. 

/0 Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot siz\!· ""' % Cover Species? Status 

1 A / I\ \ ( r, / "I 1 0 '/ I:;-4 C 
2, _________________ ------ ---
3, _________________ ---------

4, ----------------- --,...,..- --- ---
_l_D __ = Total Cover 

Sapllpg/Shrub Stralum (Plot size: ____ _, 

,. _________________ ------ ---
2. -------------------- ---- ----
3. _________________ ---------

4. _________________ ---------

5. ----------------------- ---iJ = Total Cover 

1--S 
2, ___:,,=-___;;....__,,1._....;..:.==-'~-----

, t-
J . _________________ ---------

4 . _________________ ---------

5, _________________ --- --- ---

6 --------------------------

7 ----------------- ------ ---
8. _________________ ---------

9, ----------------- ------ ---
10. _________________ ---------

11 -------------------~------~ Cf ~ = Total Cover 
Woodv Vine Slratym (Plot size: ____ __, 

l , _________________ ---------

2, _________________ --- --- ---

___ .. Total Cover 
% Bare Ground in Hero Stratum 

US Army Corps of Engloeers 

---

Dominance Te.st worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species . I 
Thal Are OBL. FACW or FAC: 

Total Number of Dominant 3 Species Across All Slrala: 

Percent or Dominant Species o_) 1 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of· Mulli(!IV bl£· 

OBLspedes X 1 = 
FACW species X2= 

FAC species icJ= 

F ACU species X4= 
UPLspecies x5= 

Column Totals: (A) 

Prevalence Index = BIA= 

Hydtophytlc Vegetation lndlcato~: 

_ 1 - Rapid Tesl for Hydrophytlc Vegetation 

2 - Dominance Test is >50% 

3 - Prevalence Index Is SJ.0 1 

(A) 

(8) 

(AIB) 

(B) 

_ 4 - Morphological Adaptalions 1 (Provide supporting 
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

5 -- Welland Non--vascular Plants' 

_ Problematic Hydrophyllc Vegetation' (Explain) 

'Indicators of hydrlc soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present. unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytlc 
Vegetation 
Prvsent7 Yes 

Western Mountains, Va.Heys. and Coast - Version 2 o 



SOIL Sampling P~nt: ___ _ 

Pronkt Dascrlpllon: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 

Depth Matti!! B~st.~ ~ a!A!W 
,1 ........... Cn"'r ' - "'•h ~ ......,c,oror~ mgj§lL-, ~ ~ Loc1 Te,dure Remarks 

r.1--4 t{1-yQ '-./L - 1<10 
q J~ \Oyf.1- ---------lf/1.._ f (} () ---------

--- ---------
--- -------- -
- - - --- ------
--- ---------
--- ---------
--- ------

'Tvoe; C=Concentra\ion D,.Oeolellon. RM.,Reduced Malrix CS=Covered or Coaled Sand Grains. 11.ocallon: PL=Pore LinillQ, M"'Matrix. 
Hydrlc Soll Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problemallc Hydric Soils': 

_ Hislosol (A1) _ Sandy Redox (S5) _ 2 cm Muck (A10) 

_ Hisllc Eplpedon (A2) _ Stripped Matrix (S6) _ Red Paten! Malerlal (TF2) 
_ Black Hislic (A3) _ Loamy Mucky Mlneral (F1) (except MLRA 1) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
_ Hydrogen Sulflde (A4) _ Loamy Gleyed Mal.rb: (F2) _ Olher (Explain n Remarks) 
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _ Depleted Malmc (F3) 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _ Redox Dark Surface (F6) lndicalors or hydrophyllc vegelallon and 
_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) _ Depleled Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present. 
_ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) _ Redox Depressions (F8) unless dislulbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 

Type: ✓ 
Deplh (lnches) Hydrlc Soll Present? Yes -- No --

Remalks: 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology lndlcalors: 

e dmi!fl: IDdlldlllUI lmlll!mlBD gf llQC [1191.! l!Jld; ~ck all Iha! a'11:!~I Se~!!Qi!!:Jl lnglgito~ Ii QC mo111 [!l:91.!iri::!;!l 

_ Surface Water (A 1) _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except _ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 

- High Water Table (A2) MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 48) 
_ Saturallon (A3) _ SattCrusl(B11) _ Drainage Patterns (B10) 

_ Water Marks (B 1) _ Aquatic tnvertebrales (B13) _ Ory-Season Waler Table (C2) 

_ Sediment Deposits (B2) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

_ Drift Deposits (B3) _ Q,cldlzed Rhlzospheres along Living Roots (C3) _ Geomorphlc Position (02) 

_ Algal Mal or Crust (B4) _ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) _ Shanow Aquilard (03) 

_ Iron Deposits (86) _ Recent Iron Reduction In TIiied Soils (CS) _ FAC-Neutral Test (05) 

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Stunled or Stressed Plants (01) (LRR A) _ Raised Ant Mounds (06) (LRR A) 
_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ Other (Explain in Remarks) _ Frost-Heave Hummocks (07) 

_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Sufface (BB) 

Fleld Observations: 

No /_ Deplh (inches): Surface water Present? Yes 

Waler Table Present? Yes __ No L Depth (inches) 

Saturation Presenl? Yes __ No ~ Depth (inches)· Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No --(indudes caolilarv fJinoel 
Oescribe Recorded Data (slream gauge, monllorlng well, aerial photos, previous inspeclions). if available· 

Remarks: 

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains. Valleys, and Coasl - Version 2 O 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C  
On-site Plant list 
 

 

  



  
 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Life form WMVC 

Acer macrophyllum big-leaf maple native tree FACU 

Agrostis capillaris common bent  non-native perennial grass FAC 

Allium triquetrum white flowered onion non-native bulbiferous herb 
 

Allium unifolium ornamental onion Non-native bulbiferous herb 
 

Alnus rubra red alder native tree, shrub FAC 

Artemisia douglasiana California mugwort native perennial herb FACW 

Avena sativa wild oat non-native annual/perennial 
grass 

UPL 

Baccharis pilularis coyote brush native shrub 
 

Bellis perennis English lawn daisy non-native perennial herb 
 

Brassica rapa common mustard invasive (limited)1 annual herb FACU 

Briza maxima rattlesnake grass invasive (limited)1 annual grass FAC 

Briza minima small quaking grass non-native annual grass FAC 

Bromus hordeaceus soft chess invasive (limited)1 annual grass FACU 

Carduus pycnocephalus Italian thistle non-native annual herb 
 

Carex obnupta slough sedge native perennial graminoid OBL 

Centaurea solstitialis yellow star-thistle invasive (high)1 annual herb 
 

Centaurium erythraea European centaury non-native annual herb FAC 

Cirsium vulgare bullthistle invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb FACU 

Conium maculatum poison hemlock invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb FAC 

Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed non-native perennial herb, vine 
 

Cornus sericea American dogwood native shrub 
 

Cortaderia jubata pampas grass invasive (high)1 perennial grass FACU 

Crepis capillaris smooth hawksbeard non-native annual herb FACU 

Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass non-native perennial grass FACU 

Cynosurus echinatus dogtail grass invasive (moderate)1 annual grass 
 

Cyperus eragrostis tall cyperus native perennial graminoid FACW 

Cytisus scoparius scotch broom invasive (high)1 shrub 
 

Daucus carota carrot non-native perennial herb FACU 

Delairea odorata Cape ivy invasive (high)1 perennial herb FAC 

Dipsacus fullonum wild teasel invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb FAC 

Equisetum arvense common horsetail native fern ally FAC 

Equisetum hyemale scouringrush horsetail native fern ally FACW 

Euphorbia maculata spotted spurge non-native annual herb UPL 

Euphorbia peplus petty spurge non-native annual herb 
 

Festuca arundinacea reed fescue invasive (moderate)1 perennial grass FAC 

Festuca perennis Italian rye grass invasive (moderate)1 annual/perennial 
grass 

FAC 



  
 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Life form WMVC 

Foeniculum vulgare fennel invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb 
 

Galium aparine cleavers native annual herb FACU 

Hedera helix English ivy invasive (high)1 vine, shrub FACU 

Helminthotheca echioides bristly ox-tongue invasive (limited)1 annual/perennial 
herb 

FAC 

Holcus lanatus velvet grass non-native annual grass FAC 

Hordeum murinum foxtail barley invasive (moderate)1 annual grass FAC 

Hypochaeris glabra smooth cats ear invasive (limited)1 annual herb  

Hypochaeris radicata hairy cat's ear non-native annual herb FACU 

Iris pseudacorus horticultural iris invasive (limited)1 perennial herb OBL 

Lapsana communis nipplewort non-native annual herb FACU 

Lathyrus latifolius sweet pea non-native perennial herb  

Linum bienne flax non-native annual herb  

Lonicera japonica Japanese honeysuckle non-native perennial vine FAC 

Lotus corniculatus bird's foot trefoil non-native perennial herb FAC 

Matricaria discoidea pineapple weed native annual herb FACU 

Medicago arabica spotted burclover non-native annual herb  

Medicago sativa alfalfa non-native perennial herb UPL 

Mentha pulegium pennyroyal invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb OBL 

Oxalis pes-caprae Bermuda buttercup invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb  

Parentucellia viscosa yellow parentucellia invasive (limited)1 annual herb FAC 

Petasites frigidus arctic sweet coltsfoot native perennial herb FACW 

Petrorhagia dubia windmill pink non-native annual herb  

Pinus radiata Monterey pine non-native tree  

Plantago lanceolata ribwort invasive (limited)1 perennial herb FACU 

Poa annua annual blue grass non-native annual grass FAC 

Polycarpon tetraphyllum four-leaved allseed non-native annual herb  

Polypogon monspeliensis annual beard grass invasive (limited)1 annual grass FACW 

Polystichum californicum California sword fern native fern  

Populus trichocarpa black cottonwood native tree  

Prunella vulgaris self-heal non-native perennial herb FACU 

Prunus domesticus plum  non-native tree  

Raphanus sativus jointed charlock invasive (limited)1 annual/biennial herb  

Rosa californica California wild rose native shrub FAC 

Rubus armeniacus Himalayan blackberry invasive (high)1 shrub FAC 

Rubus parviflorus thimbleberry native vine, shrub FACU 

Rubus ursinus California blackberry native vine, shrub FACU 

Rumex crispus curly dock non-native annual herb FAC 



  
 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Life form WMVC 

Salix lasiolepis arroyo willow native tree, shrub FACW 

Scrophularia californica California bee plant native perennial herb FAC 

Sequoia sempervirens coast redwood native tree  

Spergularia rubra purple sand spurry non-native annual/perennial 
herb 

FAC 

Symphoricarpos mollis snowberry native shrub FACU 

Taraxacum erythrospermum red-seeded dandelion non-native perennial herb  

Taraxacum officinale dandelion non-native perennial herb FACU 

Toxicodendron diversilobum poison oak native perennial vine FAC 

Trifolium angustifolium narrow clover non-native annual herb  

Trifolium dubium shamrock non-native annual herb FACU 

Trifolium hirtum rose clover invasive (limited)1 annual herb  

Tropaeolum majus garden nasturtium non-native annual herb, vine UPL 

Typha latifolia broadleaf cattail native perennial herb 
(aquatic) 

OBL 

Urtica dioica stinging nettle native perennial herb FAC 

Vicia sativa spring vetch non-native annual herb, vine UPL 

Vinca major periwinkle invasive (moderate)1 perennial herb FACU 

 

1 California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) Ratings: 

High – These species have severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and 
vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate to high rates of 
dispersal and establishment. Most are widely distributed ecologically. 

Moderate – These species have substantial and apparent-but generally not severe-ecological impacts on physical 
processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are 
conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal, though establishment is generally dependent upon ecological 
disturbance. Ecological amplitude and distribution may range from limited to widespread. 

Limited – These species are invasive but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level or there was not 
enough information to justify a higher score. Their reproductive biology and other attributes result in low to moderate 
rates of invasiveness. Ecological amplitude and distribution are generally limited, but these species may be locally 
persistent and problematic. 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D  
Site Photographs 
 

 



  
 

 
Photo 1. Location of UP1 data point.  

South West Elevation 



  
 

 
Photo 2. Location of UP2 datapoint.  

South Elevation 



  
 

 
Photo 3. Location of UP4 data point. Equisetum is present but soil was not hydric soil and no evidence of 
hydrology was present.  

West Elevation 
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Photo 4. Outfall from the Rio Dell Treatment plant into Ditch 1, which flows into Wetland 1 on the right.  
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Photo 5. Wetland 1 palustrine emergent pond dominated by cattails (Typha latifolia) and willow (Salix 
lasiolepis).  
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Photo 6. Overflow culvert in east bank of pond. 
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. 
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information 
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for 
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban 
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. 
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste 
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, 
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil 
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. 
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of 
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for 
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some 
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering 
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center 
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil 
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as 
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to 
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its 
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a 
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require 
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice 
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of 
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or 
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity 
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous 
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous 
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and 
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, 
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and 
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil 
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The 
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the 
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is 
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other 
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource 
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that 
share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water 
resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey 
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that 
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the 
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind 
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and 
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific 
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they 
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict 
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a 
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their 
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil 
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only 
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented 
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to 
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They 
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock 
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them 
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their 
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units). 
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil 
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for 
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic 
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character 
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil 
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the 
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that 
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and 
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the 
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that 
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a 
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable 
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components 
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way 
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such 
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite 
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map. 
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of 
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, 
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the 
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at 
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller 
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. 
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, 
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for 
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil 
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of 
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct 
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit 
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other 
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally 
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists 
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed 
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the 
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through 
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management. 
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new 
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other 
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of 
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management 
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same 
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on 
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over 
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, 
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will 
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict 
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the 
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and 

Custom Soil Resource Report

6



identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, 
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of 
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols 
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to 
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil 
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of 
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed 
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Humboldt County, Central Part, California
Survey Area Data: Version 9, Sep 1, 2022

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 1, 2022—Jun 19, 
2022

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

100 Water and Fluvents, 0 to 2 
percent slopes

2.4 35.4%

210 Dungan, 0 to 2 percent slopes 4.3 64.6%

Totals for Area of Interest 6.7 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the 
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along 
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the 
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the 
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some 
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. 
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without 
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made 
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor 
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They 
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the 
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas 
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a 
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit 
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor 
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not 
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it 
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and 
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the 
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate 
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or 
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The 
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however, 
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onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous 
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. 
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil 
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for 
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major 
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, 
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the 
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas 
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase 
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha 
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. 
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate 
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. 
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar 
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or 
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present 
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered 
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The 
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat 
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas 
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar 
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion 
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can 
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made 
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil 
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Humboldt County, Central Part, California

100—Water and Fluvents, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 1l9dm
Elevation: 10 to 50 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 75 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 50 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 300 to 330 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Water: 60 percent
Fluvents and similar soils: 35 percent
Minor components: 5 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Water

Setting
Landform: Rivers on channels
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear

Description of Fluvents

Setting
Landform: Point bars on channels
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Convex, concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from mixed

Typical profile
A - 0 to 13 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
C - 13 to 59 inches: extremely gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(0.60 to 6.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: NoneFrequent
Frequency of ponding: None
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 5w
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 5w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D
Ecological site: R004BK200CA - Riparian

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Other vegetative classification: Riparian & Wetland Vegetation (RNPR001CA)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Minor Components

Typic udifluvents
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Meandering channels
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Rock outcrop
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Channels
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

210—Dungan, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hs2j
Elevation: 10 to 160 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 35 to 80 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 50 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 275 to 330 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Dungan and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Dungan

Setting
Landform: Flood-plain steps, alluvial fans, fan remnants
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Alluvium derived from mixed sources

Typical profile
Ap1 - 0 to 3 inches: silt loam
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Ap2 - 3 to 13 inches: silt loam
Bw - 13 to 29 inches: silt loam
C1 - 29 to 37 inches: fine sandy loam
C2 - 37 to 61 inches: silty clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(0.20 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 39 to 61 inches
Frequency of flooding: RareNone
Frequency of ponding: None
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 10.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 1
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: F004BI100CA - Fluventic, salt-affected, rarely flooded, alluvial 

floodplains
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Ferndale
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Landform: Flood-plain steps
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Arlynda
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Flood-plain steps, depressions, backswamps, meander scars
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Russ
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Natural levees
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No
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Appendix F  
Record of Climatological Observations and 
WETS Table 
 

  



  
 

Scotia 2022 WETS Table 
Name Scotia, CA US                     Loc. (Lat/Lon): 40.4833°, -124.1038° 

 

Monthly Precipitation  
(All values in inches) 

Cumulative Precipitation  
(All values in inches) 

Month Normal1 
Below 

Normal1 
Above 

Normal1 
Actual WY 

20221 Normal1 
Below 

Normal1 
Above 

Normal1 

Actual 
WY 

20221 
31-Oct 2.81 1.29 3.43 4.57 2.81 1.29 3.43 4.57 
30-Nov 6.87 3.59 8.39 3.39 9.68 4.88 11.82 7.96 
31-Dec 8.34 4.18 10.19 9.25 18.02 9.06 22.01 17.21 
31-Jan 8.45 4.55 10.32 2.14 26.47 13.61 32.33 19.35 
28-Feb 7.70 4.40 9.37 0.63 34.17 18.01 41.70 19.98 
31-Mar 7.40 4.84 8.89 2.00 41.57 22.85 50.59 21.98 
30-Apr 3.38 2.02 4.10 5.26 44.95 24.87 54.69 27.24 
31-May 1.72 0.83 2.11 1.87 46.67 25.70 56.80 29.11 
30-Jun 0.55 0.21 0.67 0.73 47.22 25.91 57.47 29.84 
31-Jul 0.12 0.03 0.12 0.22 47.34 25.94 57.59 30.06 

31-Aug 0.34 0.06 0.29 0.00 47.68 26.00 57.88 30.06 
30-Sep 0.82 0.17 0.73 0.71  48.50 26.17 58.61 30.77 

1. From WETS Tables - SCOTIA, CA US - http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/ 
Years 1971 - 2000 

 

Scotiia WY 2022 Precipitat ion W ETS Table 
Actual vs. Normall 
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Scotia 2023 WETS Table 
Name Scotia, CA US                     Loc. (Lat/Lon): 40.4833°, -124.1038° 

 

Monthly Precipitation  
(All values in inches) 

Cumulative Precipitation  
(All values in inches) 

Month Normal1 
Below 

Normal1 
Above 

Normal1 
Actual WY 

20231 Normal1 
Below 

Normal1 
Above 

Normal1 

Actual 
WY 

20231 
31-Oct 2.81 1.29 3.43 0.26 2.81 1.29 3.43 0.26 
30-Nov 6.87 3.59 8.39 4.10 9.68 4.88 11.82 4.36 
31-Dec 8.34 4.18 10.19 11.13 18.02 9.06 22.01 15.49 
31-Jan 8.45 4.55 10.32 16.94 26.47 13.61 32.33 32.43 
28-Feb 7.70 4.40 9.37 7.04 34.17 18.01 41.70 39.47 
31-Mar 7.40 4.84 8.89 11.83 41.57 22.85 50.59 51.30 
30-Apr 3.38 2.02 4.10 2.57 44.95 24.87 54.69 53.87 
31-May 1.72 0.83 2.11   46.67 25.70 56.80   
30-Jun 0.55 0.21 0.67   47.22 25.91 57.47   
31-Jul 0.12 0.03 0.12   47.34 25.94 57.59   

31-Aug 0.34 0.06 0.29   47.68 26.00 57.88   
30-Sep 0.82 0.17 0.73   48.50 26.17 58.61   

1. From WETS Tables - SCOTIA, CA US - http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/ 
Years 1971 - 2000 
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Appendices 
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Appendix E  
Wildlife Potential to Occur  



Appendix E. Potential for Special Status Wildlife to Occur within the Project Study Boundary (PSB) and Biological Study Area (BSA). The 
BSA is defined as the PSB and a 500-foot buffer to account for audible and other disturbances.   

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Mammals 

Antrozous 
pallidus 

Pallid Bat None None G4 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive, 
WBWG H-High 
Priority 

Deserts, grasslands, 
shrublands, woodlands and 
forests. Most common in 
open, dry habitats with rocky 
areas for roosting. Roosts 
must protect bats from high 
temperatures. Very sensitive 
to disturbance of roosting 
sites. 

Low potential. The BSA 
contains only marginally 
suitable habitat for this 
species. Proximity to human 
disturbance in the town of 
Rio Dell makes inhabitance 
unlikely. 

Aplodontia rufa 
humboldtiana 

Humboldt 
Mountain 
Beaver 

None None G5TN
R 

SNR - Coastal scrub; Redwood; 
Riparian forest. Coast 
Range in southwestern Del 
Norte County and 
northwestern Humboldt 
County. Variety of coastal 
habitats, including coastal 
scrub, riparian forests, 
typically with open canopy 
and thickly vegetated 
understory. 

Low potential. There is a 
documented occurrence 
within the BSA from 1941 on 
the CNDDB (CDFW 2023a). 
However, the BSA contains 
a highly fragmented area of 
limited riparian vegetation, 
and the species is unlikely to 
occur. 

Arborimus 
pomo 

Sonoma Tree 
Vole 

None None G3 S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
NT-Near 
Threatened 

In old growth or late seral 
Douglas-fir, redwood and 
montane hardwood-conifer 
forests. Feeds almost 
exclusively on Douglas-fir 
needles. Will occasionaly 
take needles of grand fir, 
hemlock or spruce. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain suitable 
forested habitat for this 
species. The species is 
more likely to occur in 
surrounding forested areas. 



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Bassariscus 
astutus raptor 

Northern 
California 
Ringtail 

None None G5TN
R SNR 

G5TN
R SNR 

CDFW FP- 
Fully Protected 

Exploit a variety of habitats 
such as dry, rocky, brush-
covered hillsides or riparian 
areas, typically not far from 
an open water source. Dens 
most often in rock crevices, 
boulder piles, or talus, but 
also tree hollows, root 
cavities, and rural buildings. 
Rarely use same den for 
more than a few days. 
Females with litters change 
dens within 10 days of birth 
and almost daily after 20 
days. 

Low potential. Although the 
BSA may contain suitable 
habitat for foraging and 
other activities, it does not 
contain highly suitable 
denning habitat.  

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Townsends 
Big-eared Bat 

None None G4 S2 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive, 
WBWG H-High 
Priority 

Broadleaved upland forest; 
Chaparral; Chenopod scrub; 
Great Basin grassland; 
Great Basin scrub; Joshua 
tree woodland; Lower 
montane coniferous forest; 
Meadow & seep; Mojavean 
desert scrub; Riparian 
forest; Riparian woodland; 
Sonoran desert scrub; 
Sonoran thorn woodland; 
Upper montane coniferous 
forest; alley & foothill 
grassland. Throughout 
California in a wide variety 
of habitats. Most common in 
mesic sites. Roosts in the 
open, hanging from walls 
and ceilings. Roosting sites 
limiting. Extremely sensitive 
to human disturbance. 

Low potential. There is 
riparian habitat available 
within the BSA for this 
species. However, the BSA 
likely does not provide 
roosting sites. Proximity to 
human disturbance in the 
town of Rio Dell makes 
inhabitance unlikely.  



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Erethizon 
dorsatum 

North 
American 
Porcupine 

None None G5 S3 IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Broadleaved upland forest; 
Cismontane woodland; 
Closed-cone coniferous 
forest; Lower montane 
coniferous forest; North 
coast coniferous forest; 
Upper montane coniferous 
forest. Forested habitats in 
the Sierra Nevada, 
Cascade, and Coast ranges, 
with scattered observations 
from forested areas in the 
Transverse Ranges. Wide 
variety of coniferous and 
mixed woodland habitat. 

Low potential. There are 
two occurrences from 2012 
and 2016 within three miles 
of the BSA on the CNDDB 
(CDFW 2023a). However, 
the BSA contains primarily 
riparian vegetation, which is 
not typically preferred.  

Lasionycteris 
noctivagans 

Silver-haired 
Bat 

None None G3G4 S3S4 IUCN_LC-
Least Concern 

Lower montane coniferous 
forest, oldgrowth, riparian 
forest. Primarily a coastal 
and montane forest dweller, 
feeding over streams, ponds 
and open brushy areas. 
Roosts in hollow trees, 
beneath exfoliating bark, 
abandoned woodpecker 
holes, and rarely under 
rocks. Needs drinking water. 

Moderate potential. The 
BSA contains riparian forest 
habitat and is in close 
proximity to the Eel River.  

Lasiurus 
cinereus 

Hoary Bat None None G3G4 S4 IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Broadleaved upland forest, 
cismontane woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest, 
north coast coniferous 
forest. Prefers open habitats 
or habitat mosaics, with 
access to trees for cover 
and open areas or habitat 
edges for feeding. Roosts in 
dense foliage of medium to 

Low potential. No 
coniferous forest habitat 
within the BSA.  



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

large trees. Feeds primarily 
on moths. Requires water. 

Lasiurus 
frantzii 

Western Red 
Bat 

None None G4 S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
WBWG H-High 
Priority 

Woodland, coniferous, and 
riparian forests. Roosts 
primarily in trees, 2-40 ft 
above ground, from sea 
level up through mixed 
conifer forests. Prefers 
habitat edges and mosaics 
with trees that are protected 
from above and open below 
with open areas for foraging. 

Moderate potential. The 
BSA contains riparian forest 
and edge habitat.  

Martes caurina Pacific Marten, 
Coastal 
Distinct 
Population 
Segment 

FT None G4 S3  The Pacific marten typically 
inhabits older, ecologically 
complex forests throughout 
western North America, the 
coastal DPS occurs only 
along the coastal regions of 
California and Oregon. 

No potential. No suitable 
old growth habitat is 
available for this species 
within the BSA.  

Martes caurina 
humboldtensis 

Humboldt 
Marten 

FT SE G4G5
T1 

S1 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

North coast coniferous 
forest; Old growth; 
Redwood. Occurs only in 
the coastal redwood zone 
from the Oregon border 
south to Sonoma County. 
Associated with late-
successional coniferous 
forests, prefer forests with 
low, overhead cover. 

No potential. The BSA does 
not contain old growth or 
late-successional forest 
habitat.  

Myotis evotis Long-eared 
Myotis 

None None G5 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern, 
WBWG M-

Found in all brush, 
woodland and forest 
habitats from sea level to 
about 9000 ft. Prefers 
coniferous woodlands and 
forests. Nursery colonies in 

Low potential. No 
coniferous woodland or 
forest habitat present within 
the BSA. Caves not present.  



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Medium 
Priority 

buildings, crevices, spaces 
under bark, and snags. 
Caves used primarily as 
night roosts. 

Myotis 
thysanodes 

Fringed Myotis None None G4 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

In a wide variety of habitats, 
optimal habitats are pinyon-
juniper, valley foothill 
hardwood and hardwood-
conifer. Uses caves, mines, 
buildings or crevices for 
maternity colonies and 
roosts. 

Low potential. The optimal 
habitat types are not present 
within the BSA.  

Myotis volans Long-legged 
Myotis 

None None G4G5 S3 IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Upper montane coniferous 
forest. Most common in 
woodland and forest 
habitats above 4000 ft. 
Trees are important day 
roosts; caves and mines are 
night roosts. Nursery 
colonies usually under bark 
or in hollow trees, but 
occasionally in crevices or 
buildings. 

Low potential. There is not 
montane coniferous forest 
habitat available within the 
BSA.  

Myotis 
yumanensis 

Yuma Myotis None None G5 S4 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Lower and upper montane 
coniferous forest, riparian 
forest and woodland. 
Optimal habitats are open 
forests and woodlands with 
sources of water over which 
to feed. Distribution is 
closely tied to bodies of 
water. Maternity colonies in 
caves, mines, buildings or 
crevices. 

Moderate potential. 
Riparian forest and water 
available for this species 
within the BSA.  



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Pekania 
pennanti 

Fisher None None G5 S2S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

North coast coniferous 
forest; Old growth; Riparian 
forest. Intermediate to large-
tree stages of coniferous 
forests and deciduous-
riparian areas with high 
percent canopy closure. 
Uses cavities, snags, logs 
and rocky areas for cover 
and denning. Needs large 
areas of mature, dense 
forest. 

Low potential. There is not 
coniferous forest habitat 
available within the BSA for 
this species.  

Taxidea taxus American 
Badger 

None None G5 S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern 

Occupies a wide variety of 
habitats. Most abundant in 
drier open stages of most 
shrub, forest, and 
herbaceous habitats, with 
friable soils. Needs sufficient 
food, friable soils and open, 
uncultivated ground. Preys 
on burrowing rodents. Digs 
burrows. 

Low potential. A portion of 
the BSA includes predicted 
highly suitable habitat 
(CDFW 2016a). However, 
there are no recorded 
observations nearby (CDFW 
2023a, iNaturalist 2023). 
Additionally, the habitat in 
the majority of the BSA is 
dense vegetation.  

Birds 

Accipiter 
cooperii 

Coopers Hawk None None G5 S4 CDFW WL-
Watch List, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Riparian woodland, upper 
montane coniferous forest. 
Woodland, chiefly of open, 
interrupted or marginal type. 
Nest sites mainly in riparian 
growths of deciduous trees, 
as in canyon bottoms on 
river flood-plains; also, live 
oaks. 

High potential. The BSA 
contains suitable nesting 
habitat for this species. 
There is a documented 
occurrence directly adjacent 
to the BSA from 2023 (eBird 
2023).  

Accipiter 
gentilis 

Northern 
Goshawk 

None None G5 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, CDF 
S-Sensitive, 

North coast coniferous 
forest, Subalpine coniferous 
forest, Upper montane 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain suitable 



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

coniferous forest. Within, 
and in vicinity of, coniferous 
forest. Uses old nests, and 
maintains alternate 
sites.Usually nests on north 
slopes, near water. Red fir, 
lodgepole pine, Jeffrey pine, 
and aspens are typical nest 
trees. 

coniferous forest habitat for 
this species.  

Accipiter 
striatus 

Sharp-shinned 
Hawk 

None None G5 S4 CDFW WL-
Watch List, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Cismontane woodland; 
Lower montane coniferous 
forest; Riparian forest; 
Riparian woodland. 
Ponderosa pine, black oak, 
riparian deciduous, mixed 
conifer, and Jeffrey pine 
habitats. Prefers riparian 
areas. North-facing slopes 
with plucking perches are 
critical requirements. Nests 
usually within 275 ft of 
water. 

High potential. There is 
suitable riparian forest 
habitat available within the 
BSA. There is an 
observation directly adjacent 
to the BSA from 2023 (eBird 
2023).  

Agelaius 
tricolor 

Tricolored 
Blackbird 

None ST G1G2 S2 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
EN-
Endangered, 
NABCI RWL-
Red Watch 
List, USFWS 
BCC-Birds of 
Conservation 
Concern 

Freshwater marsh, Marsh & 
swamp, Wetland. Highly 
colonial species, most 
numerous in Central Valley 
and vicinity. Largely 
endemic to California. 
Requires open water, 
protected nesting substrate, 
and foraging area with 
insect prey within a few km 
of the colony. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not provide highly 
suitable habitat for this 
species. In addition, there 
are no recent observations 
recorded near the BSA 
(eBird 2023).  
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Ammodramus 
savannarum 

Grasshopper 
Sparrow 

None None G5 
 
 

S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern 

Valley & foothill grassland. 
Dense grasslands on rolling 
hills, lowland plains, in 
valleys and on hillsides on 
lower mountain slopes. 
Favors native grasslands 
with a mix of grasses, forbs 
and scattered shrubs. 
Loosely colonial when 
nesting. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain suitable 
habitat for this species.  

Aquila 
chrysaetos 

Golden Eagle None None G5 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, CDF 
S-Sensitive, 
CDFW FP-
Fully 
Protected, 
CDFW WL-
Watch List, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Wide variety of habitats 
including upland, montane 
coniferous forests, prairie, 
grassland scrubland, sage 
juniper, desert. Cliff-walled 
canyons provide nesting 
habitat in most parts of 
range; also, large trees in 
open areas. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain suitable 
habitat for this species.  

Ardea herodias Great Blue 
Heron 

None None G5 S4 CDF S-
Sensitive, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Brackish marsh; Estuary; 
Freshwater marsh; Marsh & 
swamp; Riparian forest; 
Wetland Colonial nester in 
tall trees, cliffsides, and 
sequestered spots on 
marshes. Rookery sites in 
close proximity to foraging 
areas: marshes, lake 
margins, tide-flats, rivers 
and streams, wet meadows. 

High potential. The BSA 
contains suitable riparian 
habitat for this species. 
There are documented 
observations in proximity to 
the BSA (eBird 2023).  

Brachyramphu
s marmoratus 

Marbled 
Murrelet 

FT SE G3 S2 CDF S-
Sensitive, 
IUCN EN-
Endangered, 

Lower montane coniferous 
forest; Old growth; 
Redwood. Feeds near-
shore; nests inland along 
coast from Eureka to 

Moderate potential. There 
are two observations from the 
early 1990’s approximately 
1.5 miles from the BSA 
(CDFW 2023a). More 
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NABCI RWL-
Red Watch List 

Oregon border and from 
Half Moon Bay to Santa 
Cruz. Nests in old-growth 
redwood-dominated forests, 
up to six miles inland, often 
in Douglas-fir. 

observations are recorded 
further away in surrounding 
areas (CDFW 2023a, eBird 
2023). There is federally-
designated critical habitat 
approximately five miles north 
and south of the BSA 
(USFWS 2012). The species 
may traverse over the BSA 
from the ocean to nesting 
areas. However, it does not 
provide suitable habitat for 
foraging or nesting.  

Charadrius 
nivosus 
nivosus 

Western 
Snowy Plover 

FT None G3T3 S2 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, 
NABCI RWL-
Red Watch List 

Great Basin standing 
waters; Sand shore; 
Wetland Sandy beaches, 
salt pond levees and shores 
of large alkali lakes. Needs 
sandy, gravelly or friable 
soils for nesting. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain suitable 
habitat for this species.  

Circus 
hudsonius 

Northern 
Harrier 

None None G5 S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFWS BCC-
Birds of 
Conservation 
Concern 

Coastal scrub; Great Basin 
grassland; Marsh & swamp; 
Riparian scrub; Valley & 
foothill grassland; Wetland 
Coastal salt and freshwater 
marsh. Nest and forage in 
grasslands, from salt grass 
in desert sink to mountain 
cienagas. Nests on ground 
in shrubby vegetation, 
usually at marsh edge; nest 
built of a large mound of 
sticks in wet areas. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain highly 
suitable habitat for this 
species.   

Coccyzus 
americanus 

Western 
Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo 

FT SE G5T2T
3 

S1  Riparian forest. Riparian 
forest nester, along the 
broad, lower flood-bottoms 

Low potential. The BSA is 
outside of this species' range. 
However, there are 



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

of larger river systems. 
Nests in riparian jungles of 
willow, often mixed with 
cottonwoods, with lower 
story of blackberry, nettles, 
or wild grape. 

observations approximately 7 
miles north of the BSA, 
presumably from an irruptive 
migrant due to the 
observations typically being 
from short time spans in only 
certain years (eBird 2023).  

Empidonax 
traillii 

Willow 
Flycatcher 

None SE G5 S3 IUCN LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Meadow & seep, Riparian 
scrub, Riparian woodland, 
Wetland. Inhabits extensive 
thickets of low, dense 
willows on edge of wet 
meadows, ponds, or 
backwaters; 2000-8000 ft 
elevation. Requires dense 
willow thickets for 
nesting/roosting. Low, 
exposed branches are used 
for singing posts/hunting 
perches. 

Moderate potential. The 
BSA contains dense 
vegetation and willow 
thickets, but does not 
contain the typical aquatic 
feature that is preferred. 
There is on observation 
approximately 1.5 miles 
south of the BSA, at a pond 
location, from 2014 (eBird 
2023). In addition, a 
breeding female was 
banded approximately 3.7 
miles northwest of the BSA 
in 2002 (CDFW 2023a). 

Falco 
peregrinus 
anatum 

American 
Peregrine 
Falcon 

Deliste
d 

Delist
ed 

G4T4 S3S4 CDF_S-
Sensitive | 
CDFW_FP-
Fully Protected 

Near wetlands, lakes, rivers, 
or other water; on cliffs, 
banks, dunes, mounds; also, 
human-made structures. 
Nest consists of a scrape or 
a depression or ledge in an 
open site. 

High potential. Proximity to 
the Eel River is suitable for 
this species. There are 
documented observations 
directly adjacent to the BSA 
from 2023 (eBird 2023).   

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

Bald Eagle Deliste
d 

SE G5 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, CDF 
S-Sensitive, 
CDFW FP-
Fully 
Protected, 
IUCN LC-Least 

Lower montane coniferous 
forest; Old growth. Ocean 
shore, lake margins, and 
rivers for both nesting and 
wintering. Most nests within 
1 mile of water. Nests in 
large, old growth, or 

High potential. The BSA 
does not contain suitable 
trees for nesting. However, 
the proximity to water is 
suitable for foraging. There 
are documented observations 
adjacent to the BSA, as 
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Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

dominant live tree with open 
branches, especially 
ponderosa pine. Roosts 
communally in winter. 

recent as 2023 (eBird 2023). 
The probability for the species 
to fly over or forage within the 
BSA is more likely than 
nesting.  

Icteria virens Yellow-
breasted Chat 

None None G5 S4 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern 

Riparian forest, Riparian 
scrub, Riparian woodland. 
Summer resident; inhabits 
riparian thickets of willow 
and other brushy tangles 
near watercourses. Nests in 
low, dense riparian, 
consisting of willow, 
blackberry, wild grape; 
forages and nests within 10 
ft of ground. 

Moderate potential. The 
BSA contains suitable 
riparian habitat for this 
species to forage and nest. 
There is an observation 
within 1.25 miles of the BSA 
from 2021 (eBird 2023).  

Nycticorax 
nycticorax 

Black-crowned 
Night Heron 

None None G5 S4 IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Marsh & swamp; Riparian 
forest; Riparian woodland; 
Wetland. Colonial nester, 
usually in trees, occasionally 
in tule patches. Rookery 
sites located adjacent to 
foraging areas: lake 
margins, mud-bordered 
bays, marshy spots. 

High potential. The BSA 
contains suitable riparian 
woodland habitat for this 
species.  

Pandion 
haliaetus 

Osprey None None G5 S4 CDF S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW WL-
Watch List, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Riparian forest. Ocean 
shore, bays, freshwater 
lakes, and larger streams. 
Large nests built in tree-tops 
within 15 miles of a good 
fish-producing body of 
water. 

High potential. There is 
suitable riparian forest 
habitat available within the 
BSA. There are 
observations directly 
adjacent to the BSA, as 
recent as 2023 (eBird 2023).   

Poecile 
atricapillus 

Black-capped 
Chickadee 

None None G5 S3 CDFW_WL-
Watch List | 

Riparian woodland. Inhabits 
riparian woodlands in Del 
Norte and northern 

Low potential. The BSA is 
outside of the currently 
mapped range (CDFW 
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IUCN_LC-
Least Concern 

Humboldt counties. Mainly 
found in deciduous tree-
types, especially willows and 
alders, along large or small 
watercourses. 

2016b). However, the 
riparian woodland habitat is 
present within the BSA.  

Progne subis Purple Martin None None G5 S3 CDFW SSC- 
Species of 
Special 
Concern  

Inhabits woodlands, low 
elevation coniferous forest 
of Douglas-fir, ponderosa 
pine, and Monterey pine. 
Nests in old woodpecker 
cavities mostly; also in 
human-made structures. 
Nest often located in tall, 
isolated tree/snag. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not contain highly 
suitable habitat for this 
species.  

Riparia riparia Bank Swallow None ST G5 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
IUCN LC-Least 
Concern 

Riparian scrub; Riparian 
woodland. Colonial nester; 
nests primarily in riparian 
and other lowland habitats 
west of the desert. Requires 
vertical banks/cliffs with fine-
textured/sandy soils near 
streams, rivers, lakes, ocean 
to dig nesting hole. 

Present. This species was 
detected within the BSA in 
2023 (eBird 2023). They are 
likely to utilize the BSA.  

Setophaga 
petechia 

Yellow Warbler None None G5 S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern 

Riparian forest, Riparian 
scrub, Riparian woodland. 
Riparian plant associations 
in close proximity to water. 
Also nests in montane 
shrubbery in open conifer 
forests in Cascades and 
Sierra Nevada. Frequently 
found nesting and foraging 
in willow shrubs and 
thickets, and in other 
riparian plants including 

High potential. The BSA 
contains suitable riparian 
habitat for this species to 
forage and nest.  
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cottonwoods, sycamores, 
ash, and alders. 

Strix 
occidentalis 
caurina 

Northern 
Spotted Owl 

FT ST G3G4T
3 

S2 CDF S- 
Sensitive, IUCN 
NT-Near 
Threatened, 
NABCI YWL-
Yellow Watch 
List 

Old-growth forests or mixed 
stands of old-growth and 
mature trees. Occasionally 
in younger forests with 
patches of big trees. High, 
multistory canopy dominated 
by big trees, many trees with 
cavities or broken tops, 
woody debris, and space 
under canopy. 

Moderate potential. There 
is an observation of this 
species within the BSA from 
2003 (CDFW 2023a). There 
is an Activity Center 
(HUM0503) approximately 
0.5 miles east of the BSA, 
with a positive detection 
from 2021 (CDFW 2023a). 
The nearest nest from 
Activity Center HUM0503 is 
approximately 0.3 miles from 
the BSA, with a positive 
detection in 2018.  

Reptiles 

Emys 
marmorata 

Western Pond 
Turtle 

None None G3G4 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
VU-Vulnerable, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

A thoroughly aquatic turtle of 
ponds, marshes, rivers, 
streams and irrigation 
ditches, usually with aquatic 
vegetation, below 6000 ft 
elevation. Needs basking 
sites and suitable (sandy 
banks or grassy open fields) 
upland habitat up to 0.5 km 
from water for egg-laying. 

Moderate potential. The 
Eel River and sandy banks 
within the BSA are suitable 
for this species.  

Amphibians 

Ascaphus truei Pacific Tailed 
Frog 

None None G4 S3S4 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern 

Occurs in montane 
hardwood-conifer, redwood, 
Douglas-fir and ponderosa 
pine habitats. Restricted to 
perennial montane streams. 
Tadpoles require water 
below 15 degrees C. 

Low potential. The Eel 
River is not suitable aquatic 
habitat for this species.  



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Rana aurora Northern Red-
legged Frog 

None None G4 S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Klamath/North coast flowing 
waters; Riparian forest; 
Riparian woodland. Humid 
forests, woodlands, 
grasslands, and streamsides 
in northwestern California, 
usually near dense riparian 
cover. Generally near 
permanent water, but can be 
found far from water, in 
damp woods and meadows, 
during non-breeding season. 

High potential. There are 
multiple observations 
recorded within two miles of 
the BSA (iNaturalist 2023).  

Rana boylii 
pop. 1 

Foothill Yellow-
legged Frog - 
North Coast 
DPS 

None None G3T4 S3 BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
NT-Near 
Threatened, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Partly-shaded, shallow 
streams and riffles with a 
rocky substrate in a variety 
of habitats. Needs at least 
some cobble-sized substrate 
for egg-laying. Needs at 
least 15 weeks to attain 
metamorphosis. 

High potential. There are 
documented occurrences 
along the Eel River, the 
nearest from June 2020 
within three miles of the BSA 
(iNaturalist 2023). Habitat in 
the BSA is suitable. 

Rhyacotriton 
variegatus 

Southern 
Torrent 
Salamander 

None None G3 S2S3 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
LC-Least 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Lower montane coniferous 
forest; Old growth; 
Redwood; Riparian forest. 
Coastal redwood, Douglas-
fir, mixed conifer, montane 
riparian, and montane 
hardwood-conifer habitats. 
Old growth forest. Cold, 
well-shaded, permanent 
streams and seepages, or 
within splash zone or on 
moss-covered rocks within 
trickling water. 

Low potential. The BSA 
does not provide suitable 
stream habitat for this 
species.  
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Fish 

Acipenser 
medirostris 
pop. 2 

Green 
Sturgeon - 
Northern DPS 

None None G2T1 S1 AFS_VU-
Vulnerable | 
CDFW_SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern | 
IUCN_VU-
Vulnerable 

Aquatic; Estuary; 
Klamath/North coast flowing 
waters; Marine bay. Exhibits 
spawning site fidelity. 
Known to spawn in the 
Klamath, Trinity, Salmon, 
and Eel Rivers in California; 
historically known to spawn 
in the South Fork Trinity 
River. Non-spawning adults 
occupy marine and 
estuarine waters. Spawning 
occurs primarily in cool (11-
15 C) sections of mainstem 
rivers in deep pools (8-9 
meters) with substrate 
containing small to medium 
sized sand, gravel, cobble, 
or boulder. 

Present. The species is 
known to spawn within the 
Eel River, which is within the 
BSA. However, no in-water 
work is proposed.  

Acipenser 
transmontanus 

White Sturgeon None None G4 S2 AFS EN-
Endangered, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, IUCN 
VU-Vulnerable 

Aquatic, Estuary, 
Klamath/North coast flowing 
waters, Sacramento/San 
Joaquin flowing waters. Live 
in estuaries of large rivers, 
moving into freshwater to 
spawn. Most abundant in 
brackish portions of 
estuaries.In estuaries adults 
concentrate in deep areas 
with soft bottoms. 

Present. The BSA 
encompasses the species 
range and suitable habitat is 
available in the Eel River 
(CDFW 2023a).  
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Entosphenus 
tridentatus 

Pacific 
Lamprey 

None None G4 S3 AFS VU-
Vulnerable, 
BLM S-
Sensitive, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Aquatic; Klamath/North 
coast flowing waters; 
Sacramento/San Joaquin 
flowing waters; South coast 
flowing waters. Found in 
Pacific Coast streams north 
of San Luis Obispo County, 
however regular runs in 
Santa Clara River. Size of 
runs is declining. Swift-
current gravel-bottomed 
areas for spawning with 
water temps between 12-18 
C. Ammocoetes need soft 
sand or mud. 

Present. There is known 
distribution of this species 
within the Eel River, which is 
within the BSA (CDFW 
2023a). However, no in 
water work is proposed. 

Lampetra 
richardsoni 

Western Brook 
Lamprey  

None None G4G5 S3S4 CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Aquatic  Present. The species is 
mapped in the watershed 
(CDFW 2023a). However, 
no in water work is 
proposed.  

Oncorhynchus 
clarkii clarkii 

Coast 
Cutthroat Trout 

None None G5T4 S3 AFS VU-
Vulnerable, 
CDFW SSC-
Species of 
Special 
Concern, 
USFS S-
Sensitive 

Aquatic; Klamath/North 
coast flowing waters. Small 
coastal streams from the Eel 
River to the Oregon border. 
Small, low gradient coastal 
streams and estuaries. 
Needs shaded streams with 
water temperatures <18C, 
and small gravel for 
spawning. 

Low potential. The Eel 
River is not a small coastal 
stream. The species likely 
occupies small streams 
connected to the Eel River. 
However, no in water work is 
proposed. 
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Oncorhynchus 
kisutch pop. 2 

Coho Salmon - 
Southern 
Oregon / 
Northern 
California ESU 

FT ST G5T2
Q 

S2 AFS TH-
Threatened 

Aquatic; Klamath/North 
coast flowing waters; 
Sacramento/San Joaquin 
flowing waters. Federal 
listing refers to populations 
between Cape Blanco, 
Oregon and Punta Gorda, 
Humboldt County, 
California. State listing 
refers to populations 
between the Oregon border 
and Punta Gorda, California. 

Present. There is known 
distribution of this species 
within the Eel River, which is 
within the BSA (CDFW 
2023a). However, no in-
water work is proposed. 

Oncorhynchus 
mykiss irideus 
pop. 48 

Steelhead - 
Northern 
California DPS 
Summer-run 

FT SE G5T2
Q 

S2 AFS TH-
Threatened 

Aquatic, Estuary, 
Klamath/North coast flowing 
waters. Naturally spawning 
population of the stream-
maturing summer-run 
ecotype. From Redwood 
Creek watershed south to 
and inclusive of Gualala 
River watershed. 
Distribution within range 
more limited.Require cool 
water (<23C); holding 
habitat to withstand higher 
temps; lower flows in 
summer/fall; require loose 
gravels at pool tails for redd 
construction. Favor cool, 
clear, fast-flowing riffles, 
ample riparian cover, 
undercut banks and diverse 
prey. 

Present. The species has 
known distribution in the Eel 
River (CDFW 2023a). 
However, there is no in-
water work proposed.  

Oncorhynchus 
mykiss irideus 
pop. 49 

Steelhead - 
Northern 

FT None G5T3
Q 

S3 AFS TH-
Threatened 

Aquatic, Estuary, 
Klamath/North coast flowing 
waters. Naturally spawning 

Present. The species has 
known distribution in the Eel 
River (CDFW 2023a). 
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California DPS 
Winter-run 

population of the ocean-
maturing winter-run ecotype. 
From Redwood Creek 
watershed south to and 
inclusive of Gualala River 
watershed. Distribution 
throughout range.Adults 
require high flows of 18-20 
cm for passage and loose 
gravels at pool tails for redd 
construction. Juveniles favor 
areas with cool (10-17 C), 
clear, fast-flowing riffles, 
ample riparian cover, 
undercut banks and diverse 
prey. 

However, there is no in-
water work proposed.  

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 
pop. 17 

Chinook 
Salmon - 
California 
Coastal ESU 

FT None G5T2
Q 

S2 AFS TH- 
Threatened 

Rivers and streams south of 
the Klamath River to the 
Russian River. 

Present. There is known 
distribution within the Eel 
River, which is within the 
BSA (CDFW 2023a). 
However, no in-water work 
is proposed. 

Spirinchus 
thaleichthys 

Longfin Smelt FC ST G5 S1 - Aquatic; Estuary. 
Euryhaline, nektonic and 
anadromous. Found in open 
waters of estuaries, mostly 
in middle or bottom of water 
column. Prefer salinities of 
15-30 ppt, but can be found 
in completely freshwater to 
almost pure seawater. 

Low potential. The BSA is 
approximately 20 miles 
downstream from the Eel 
River estuary.  

Mollusks 

Anodonta 
californiensis 

California 
Floater 

None None G3Q S2? USFS S-
Sensitive 

Aquatic. Freshwater lakes 
and slow-moving streams 
and rivers. Taxonomy under 

Moderate potential. The 
species was found to occupy 
the upper reaches of the 
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review by specialists. 
Generally in shallow water. 

South Fork Eel River 
(Howard and Cuffey 2003). 
However, no in-water work 
is proposed.  

Anodonta 
oregonensis 

Oregon Floater None None   - Aquatic. More commonly 
found in ponds, lakes, and 
reservoirs but can also occur 
in low gradient reaches of 
streams.  

Low potential. The Eel 
River does not provide 
suitable habitat for this 
species. Additionally, no in-
water work is proposed.  

Gonidea 
angulata 

Western 
Ridged Mussel 

None None G3 S2 IUCN VU-
Vulnerable 

Aquatic. Primarily creeks and 
rivers and less often lakes. 
Originally in most of state, 
now extirpated from Central 
and Southern California. 

Moderate potential. The Eel 
River is suitable for this 
species to occur. Since at 
least 1990, there have been 
no observations in the Eel 
River (Xerces Society 2020a). 
However, no in-water work is 
proposed.  

Margaritifera 
falcata 

Western 
Pearlshell 

None None G4G5 S1S2 - Aquatic. Prefers lower 
velocity waters. 

Moderate potential. The 
species was found to occupy 
the upper reaches of the 
South Fork Eel River 
(Howard and Cuffey 2003). 
However, no in-water work 
is proposed.  

Insects 

Bombus 
caliginosus 

Obscure 
Bumble Bee 

None None G2G3 S1S2 IUCN VU-
Vulnerable 

Coastal areas from Santa 
Barbara County to north to 
Washington state. Food 
plant genera include 
Baccharis, Cirsium, Lupinus, 
Lotus, Grindelia and 
Phacelia. 

High potential. Multiple 
genera of food sources were 
present within the PSB at 
the time of a botanical 
survey. There are 
observations of the species 
in 2014 approximately five 
miles from the BSA (Bumble 
Bee Watch 2023).  



Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

ESA CESA Global 
Rank2 

State 
Rank2 

Other Status Habitat Requirements1 Potential to Occur 

Bombus 
occidentalis 

Western 
Bumble Bee 

None CE G3 S1 USFS S-
Sensitive 

Once common and 
widespread, species has 
declined precipitously from 
central CA to southern B.C., 
perhaps from disease. 
Prefers large patches of 
native nectar plants. 
Typically, the species nests 
underground in abandoned 
rodent or other animal nests, 
but they have also been 
found aboveground among 
logs of railroad ties.   

Low potential. The species 
range has contracted 
outside of the BSA (Bumble 
Bee Watch 2023). 
Occurrence is unlikely.  

Danaus 
plexippus 

Monarch 
Butterfly – 
California 
Overwintering, 
Pop. 1 

FC None G4T2T
3 

S2S3  Fields, roadside areas, open 
areas, wet areas or urban 
gardens. This species only 
lays eggs on milkweed. 
Overwintering tree habitat 
includes eucalyptus, 
Monterey pine, Monterey 
cypress, western sycamore, 
coast redwood, and coast 
live oak trees.  

Low potential. 
Overwintering sites are from 
Mendocino to Baja 
California, Mexico (Xerces 
Society 2020b). The BSA 
does not provide suitable 
tree species for 
overwintering.  



Footnotes: 
1 General habitat, and microhabitat column information, reprinted from CNDDB (September 2023).  
2 Rankings from CNDDB (September 2023). 
Column Header Categories and Abbreviations: 
FESA: Listing status under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
FE = Federal Endangered; FT = Federal Threatened; FC = Federal Candidate; FD = Federally Delisted 
CESA: Listing status under the California state Endangered Species Act (CESA) 
SE = State Endangered; SD = State Delisted; ST = State Threatened. 
Global Rank: Global Rank from NatureServe’s Heritage Methodology (NatureServe 2023) (ranking according to degree of global imperilment - G1 = Critically Imperiled—At 
very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations), very steep declines, or other factors; G2 = Imperiled—At high risk of extinction due to very 
restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors; G3 = Vulnerable—At moderate risk of extinction due to a restricted range, 
relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors; G4 = Apparently Secure—Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term 
concern due to declines or other factors; G5 = Secure—Common; widespread and abundant. Subspecies/variety level: “Subspecies/varieties receive a T-rank attached to 
the G-rank. With the subspecies/varieties, the G-rank reflects the condition of the entire species, whereas the T-rank reflects the global situation of just the subspecies or 
variety” (CDFW 2023b); ? = “Denotes inexact numeric rank” (NatureServe 2023); Q = “Questionable taxonomy that may reduce conservation priority” (NatureServe 2023) 
State Rank: State Rank from NatureServe’s Heritage Methodology (NatureServe 2023) (ranking according to degree of imperilment in the state (California) - S1 = Critically 
Imperiled—Critically imperiled in the state because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations) or because of factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially 
vulnerable to extirpation from the state; S2 = Imperiled—Imperiled in the state because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep 
declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the state; S3 = Vulnerable—Vulnerable in the state due to a restricted range, relatively few populations 
(often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation from the state; S4 = Apparently Secure—Uncommon but not rare in 
the state; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors; S5 = Secure—Common, widespread, and abundant in the state; SNR = State Not Ranked. 
Other Statuses (other federal or state listings may include): 
S (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Sensitive): “those species that warrant special protection during timber operations” (CDFW 2023b);  
FP (CDFW Fully Protected Animal): “This classification was the State of California's initial effort to identify and provide additional protection to those animals that were rare 
or faced possible extinction. Lists were created for fish, amphibians and reptiles, birds and mammals. Most of the species on these lists have subsequently been listed under 
the state and/or federal endangered species acts.” (CDFW 2023b);  
SSC (CDFW Species of Special Concern): “It is the goal and responsibility of the Department of Fish and Wildlife to maintain viable populations of all native species. To this 
end, the Department has designated certain vertebrate species as ‘Species of Special Concern’ because declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing 
threats have made them vulnerable to extinction. The goal of designating species as ‘Species of Special Concern’ is to halt or reverse their decline by calling attention to 
their plight and addressing the issues of concern early enough to secure their long-term viability” (CDFW 2023b);  
WL (California Department of Fish and Wildlife Watch List): “The CDFW maintains a list consisting of taxa that were previously designated as "Species of Special Concern" 
but no longer merit that status, or which do not yet meet SSC criteria, but for which there is concern and a need for additional information to clarify status” (CDFW 2023b);  
Potential to Occur: 
No Potential: Habitat in and adjacent to the PSB is clearly unsuitable for the species requirements (cover, substrate, elevation, hydrology, plant community, site history, 
disturbance regime). 
Low Potential: Few of the habitat components meeting the species requirements are present, and/or the majority of habitat on and adjacent to the site is unsuitable or of 
very poor quality. The species is not likely to be found in the PSB. 
Moderate Potential: Some of the habitat components meeting the species requirements are present, and/or only some of the habitat on or adjacent to the site is unsuitable. 
The species has a moderate probability of being found in the PSB. 
High Potential: All of the habitat components meeting the species requirements are present and/or most of the habitat on or adjacent to the site is highly suitable. The 
species has a high probability of being found on in the PSB. 
Present: Detected or documented on-site. 
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