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PART | - INTRODUCTION
1. Background

1.1 Overview of Project Concept

This report evaluates the feasibility of a project to develop natural shoreline infrastructure, also known as nature-
based adaptation strategies or nature-based solutions, along a vulnerable segment of Humboldt Bay shoreline
adjacent to the Highway 101 transportation corridor between Eureka and Arcata. Transportation infrastructure,
utilities, businesses, low-income residential areas, and wildlife areas are protected by this shoreline segment and
a recently completed adaptation plan (Humboldt County 2021) identified the substantial risks to critical resources
from continued shoreline erosion and coastal flooding.

The California Natural Resources Agency defines natural shoreline infrastructure (NSl) as “using natural
ecological systems or processes to reduce vulnerability to climate change related hazards while increasing the
long-term adaptive capacity of coastal areas by perpetuating or restoring ecosystem services” (Newkirk, 2018).
The California Coastal Commission defines nature-based adaptation strategies (NBAS) as a resilient approach to
climate adaptation that “incorporate ecological principles into shore protection strategies to support multiple
benefits, including hazard adaptation and mitigation, natural resource resilience and enhancement, and recreation
and scenic resource preservation (Vu, 2021). The Federal Highway Administration (2018) encourages nature-
based solutions to prevent coastal highway flood damage and/or disruption by implementing approaches that
mimic characteristics of natural features and protect or improve the build environment while maximizing the
habitat value associated with the natural system. Similar terms include green infrastructure and living shorelines.
For the purpose of this report the term NSI will be used to represent this broad suite of terms and definitions.

Although highly compelling conceptually and encouraged by public agencies, NSl projects are still considered
innovative and relatively few projects have been implemented in California. The NSI approach face challenges,
limitations, and tradeoffs which must be addressed in order to identify feasible projects. Feasibility encompasses
multiple dimensions including technical feasibility (effectiveness at achieving goals and objectives), economic
feasibility (capable of being funded), legal and regulatory feasibility (capable of receiving permits and approvals),
and social feasibility (consistent with core community values). Each NSI project will have a unique design based
on the geomorphic conditions, physical processes, and habitat types at a given site. One of the primary technical
challenges is to understand the dynamics of natural systems at a specific location and how they have been
disturbed by human intervention over time. Other challenges include demonstrating an overall net ecological
benefit to the intertidal habitats affected; developing site-specific designs with interdisciplinary teams; and aligning
the innovative approach with existing permitting paradigms. This feasibility study was developed specifically to
address these challenges. The overall goals of the study are to:

» Integrate the natural flood risk reduction properties of salt marsh into the shoreline management strategy for
the Eureka-Arcata Highway 101 transportation corridor.

»  Perform site characterization and prepare preliminary designs for a project utilizing tidal benches or similar
NSI techniques.

»  Lay the groundwork for an innovative approach to restore and perpetuate intertidal coastal marsh, increase
community resilience to flooding and demonstrate the use of natural ecological systems for sea level rise
adaptation.
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1.2 Project Location

The project is located along an approximate 1.25-mile section of the eastern shoreline of North Humboldt Bay or
Arcata Bay, situated between Bracut and Brainard adjacent to Highway 101 (Figure 1 and Figure 2). Humboldt
Bay is the second largest enclosed bay (approximately 17,000 acres) within California and supports more than
250 species of birds, 95 species of fish, 50 species of mammals, 20 species of reptiles and amphibians, and 300
invertebrates with its diverse subtidal and intertidal habitats (Harbor District 2007).

The project area includes intertidal mudflats, salt marsh, partially eroded rail prism and the alignment of the
planned Humboldt Bay Trail South (HBTS) situated between the rail prism and Highway 101. The project area
spans both County of Humboldt and City of Eureka jurisdictions and bisects multiple parcels (Exhibit 1.1). Note all
referenced Exhibits are located within Appendix A.

The project area shoreline provides a tidal barrier between the Arcata Bay and an approximate 1,000 acres former
tidelands comprised of various land uses with an interconnected drainage network and protected by levees (“diked
former tidelands”) referred to as Cell A (Humboldt County 2021). Cell A includes the Jacobs Avenue commercial and
residential area bounded by Eureka Slough and Highway 101, the Murray Field airport, Mid-City Motor World, CDFW
Fay Slough Wildlife Area and Brainard. Important utility infrastructure also traverses Cell A including Pacific Gas &
Electric (PG&E) natural gas and electrical distribution systems, regional communications, and the City of Eureka
water and sewer systems. The transportation corridor is a critical land use within the basin, comprised of Highway
101, future alignment of the HBTS, and the North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) right of way. Highway 101 is the
primary connector between the cities of Eureka and Arcata, with average annual daily traffic of nearly 40,000, is the
most traveled route in Humboldt County, and is managed as a Safety Corridor to limit speed to 50 miles per hour
(Caltrans 2017). The Humboldt Bay Trail, which is partially completed north and south of project area, will be a
significant non-motorized connector for the region, and part of the Pacific Coast Bike Route.

Figure 1 Project shoreline between Brainard and Bracut showing Highway 101, rail prism and variable intertidal shoreline conditions
facing south at Indianola Interchange (left) and north (right). Photo source, HCDPW.
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Figure 2 Location of project shoreline on North Humboldt Bay
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1.3 Project Area Vulnerability

Numerous studies have identified the project shoreline as vulnerable to sea level rise and continued coastal erosion
and flooding. The most recent studies include the Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for Eureka Slough Hydrographic
Area (Humboldt County 2021), Sea level Rise Vulnerability and Adaptation Report for Humboldt Bay Trail South (ESA
2018) and the Shoreline Condition Assessment for Humboldt Bay Trail South (GHD 2017). These studies have built
upon previous sea level rise vulnerabilities (Laird 2015 and NHE 2015) to increase the understanding of coastal
erosion and flood risk within the project area and provide adaptation strategies to reduce current and future risk
associated with sea level rise. Coastal flood and erosion risk and adaptation strategies identified in the 2021 Sea
Level Rise Adaptation Plan for Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area are summarized below.

1.3.1 Coastal Erosion Risk

Anthropogenic interventions and natural processes have contributed to salt marsh and rail prism erosion within the
project area. The rate of salt marsh and rail prism erosion within the project area has been documented (see Section
3.1) to be more extensive relative to the shorelines both north and south of the project area at the Jacoby Creek and
Eureka Slough marshes, respectfully. Natural processes such as sediment supply/distribution, sea level rise, tidal
currents, and wind generated waves can all influence salt marsh persistence. While the shoreline exposure to these
processes differs along the eastern shoreline of the Bay, the relative higher rates of erosion of the project shoreline
are likely attributed to the early intervention of marsh edge leveeing that did not occur at the Jacoby Creek and Eureka
Slough marshes. This report further explores the previous anthropogenic interventions and physical processes
comparatively between the project shoreline and shorelines to the north and south to substantiate the causal effects.
Under current conditions, the remaining salt marsh provides a buffer in reducing wind-generated wave energy along
the rail prism. Rail prism conditions within the project area were mapped in 2017 to support the HBTS project (GHD
2017) and it was determined the most severe rail prism erosion exists where salt marsh is absent, and where salt
marsh has persisted, rail prism erosion is less severe (Figure 3). Rail prism erosion within the project area has
resulted in displacement of the ballast fill material and has effectively lowered the prism crest elevation from the built
condition, thereby increasing flood risk landward (Figure 4).

Rail prism erosion where salt Intact rail prism where salt marsh
marsh is absent. exists.

Figure 3 Project shoreline showing rail prism erosion on the left correlated to the absence of salt marsh, while on the right, intact salt
marsh has prevented erosion. Photo source, HCDPW.
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Figure 4 Rail prism erosion and tidal overtopping in project area. Photo source, HCDPW.

1.3.2 Coastal Flood Risk

As a result of the rail prism erosion within the project area, the rail prism crest elevation within the project area is lower
relative to the remaining perimeter shoreline elevations protecting Cell A. Consequently, the primary source of tidal
flooding into Cell A initiates from the project shoreline and is conveyed through an internal drainage network with two
outlets to Eureka Slough (Figure 5). As previously described, critical resources within Cell A are vulnerable to this
flooding source given the interconnected interior drainage system, limited drainage outfalls and low interior elevations.
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Figure 5 Cell A shoreline elevations, interior drainage network and conceptual cross-section showing rail prism overtopping and
flooding.
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The projected frequency of extreme tidal still water levels (NHE 2015) and wind-wave events were developed for the
HBTS project (ESA and GHD 2018) and further assessed in the Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for Eureka Slough
Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021). Extreme tidal still water levels in the project area relative to the rail prism
and Highway 101 elevations are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6. The frequency and extent of tidal flooding within Cell
A resulting from overtopping of the project shoreline are summarized below.

¥ Elevation NVD

® Below 2-yr (< 9.3)
¢ Meets 2-yr (9.3-9.9)
Meets 10-yr (9.2 - 10.6)
® Meets 100-yr (> 10.6) (SN

ARAINARILEVEE.

= HINY 101 - EDGE OF PAVEMENT

Figure 6 Profile of Highway 101 and existing rail prism with recurrence still water levels (NHE 2015, ESA 2018 and Humboldt County
2021).

Overtopping of the rail prism in the project area begins at a tidal still water level of approximately 9.1 feet (NAVD)
which is approximately the astronomical high tide also referred to as the annual King Tide. Water levels of 9.5 to 10
feet (NAVD) which have a recurrence interval of approximately 10-years mark the initiation of overtopping of the entire
rail prism in the project area resulting in inundation of the Caltrans drainage channel between the rail prism and
Highway 101 southbound shoulder. The drainage channel is capable of temporarily storing and conveying a relatively
small volume (approximately 100 acre-feet) of tidal floodwaters; however, water levels between 10 and 10.5 feet
(NAVD) will initiate flooding on Highway 101, as was experienced on December 31, 2005. This event was also
influenced by wind-generated waves and resulted in temporary closure of Highway 101 and erosion damage to the rail
prism (Figure 7).
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Figure 7 Flooding and closure of Highway 101 within the project area from wind wave and tidal storm event (December 31, 2005). Photo
source, HCDPW.

Water levels of 10.6 feet correspond with the 1-percent annual chance (100-year recurrence) still water event and
would cause approximately 940 acre-feet of floodwaters to inundate Cell A, resulting in temporary closure of Highway
101 southbound. Water levels of 11.6 feet (100-year plus 1-foot of sea level rise) mark a significant increase in the
extent of overtopping and conditions that have a high potential to create a breach of the rail prism due to erosion
within the project area. Given the lower elevation of the rail prism relative to the remaining shoreline elevation around
Cell A, the volume of flooding from overtopping of the rail prism is an order of magnitude greater than the volume of
overtopping from the balance of the shoreline structures protecting Cell A. For example, a water level of 11.6 feet
(NAVD) results in 4,700 acre-feet of inundation over the rail prism and 300 acre-feet over the balance of the Cell A
shoreline perimeter. Additionally, the highway is generally lower in elevation relative to the rail prism within the project
area, so widespread flooding that exposes the highway and motorists to direct flooding would occur at tidal water
levels between 10.6 and 11.6 feet (NAVD). At these higher water levels, the Caltrans drainage channel is
overwhelmed and tidal waters will flood the southbound lanes of Highway 101. The median drainage system conveys
flood waters to the drainage channel along the eastern edge of the northbound lanes, resulting in the continued
usability of Highway 101 north lanes to be maintained for water levels up to 10.6 feet (NAVD). An extreme tide event
of 11.6 feet (NAVD) would overwhelm the entirety of the Cell A drainage network and flood waters would rise to cause
closure of the Highway 101 northbound lanes.

In addition to the tidal still water flood risk, the project shoreline is exposed to a 4 mile-long wind fetch associated with
the dominant northwest wind direction. High wind speeds occurring coincident with high tides can create incident
waves that increase the rate of shoreline overtopping and erosion potential. Wave heights and corresponding total
water levels were calculated for the project area (FEMA 2014 and ESA 2018) and the associated flooding within Cell A
was estimated and mapped (Humboldt County 2021). Wind generated waves are a function of water depth, wind
speed and fetch length. As waves approach the shoreline and depth decreases, the steepness increases until a
limiting value is reached and the wave breaks, dissipating energy (USACE 2003). Under these conditions, waves are
considered to be depth-limited when the depth of water is less than or equal to the wave height. The dominant
topographic features along the project shoreline are the mudflats, salt marsh and the rail prism. Abrupt elevation
changes occur at the interfaces of each of these features. The mudflat elevation is typically around 4 to 5 feet, salt
marsh 7 feet, and the top of the rail prism 9-10 feet (NAVD). Therefore, a wave that is 1 foot in height will break and
dissipate energy on the mudflats when water levels are below elevation 6 feet, on the salt marsh when water
elevations are 6 to 8 feet, and on the rail prism when waters levels are above elevation 8 feet (NAVD). If there is no
salt marsh present, waves will break directly on the rail prism at water levels greater than elevation 6 feet. This
explains the presence of rail prism erosion where salt marsh is absent. Wind wave analyses are further described in
this report as related to wave attenuation from salt marsh. Project Need, Development and Assumptions

As sea level rises, the frequency and severity of storm impacts are anticipated to increase along with the erosion and
flooding risk within the project area. The Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area
(Humboldt County 2021) identified Cell A as having the highest concentration of potential impacts based on the flood
and erosion risks summarized above. The most severe consequences are due to the importance of Highway 101 as a
regional transportation route and local evacuation route, the density of residential and commercial development at low
elevations (especially along Jacobs Avenue), the economically disadvantaged community status indicating a lack of
resources to support recovery, and the presence of sewer pump stations, active and closed contaminated sites, and
regional utilities. Under current conditions, if Highway 101 closes due to flooding, Myrtle Avenue and Old Arcata Road
would provide alternate access around the Bay up to a still water elevation of 11.6 feet (NAVD) and Highway 255 up to
10.6 feet (NAVD). Above elevation 11.6 feet, vehicle access around the bay would no longer be accessible. As
previously noted, this water surface elevation corresponds with the 1-percent annual chance still water event with 1-
foot of sea level rise. Populated areas of Cell A, including the Jacobs Avenue area and Highway 101, are considered
to exhibit the greatest risk in the project area, due to the number of people, structures, and transportation facilities
impacted by flooding and erosion.
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The Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021) developed an
extensive list of recommended flood reduction studies and projects to reduce impacts from sea level rise. Four (4)
adaptation projects were selected from the list, based on the greatest need and the following screening criteria:

1. Adaptation project concepts should be feasible projects that can be implemented within approximately 5-20

years.

2. The project concepts developed will provide the basis for future supporting studies and preliminary design
phases.

3. Projects are designed for the Likely (66% probability) SLR Projections (Low Risk Aversion) over the estimated
project life AND cross-checked for adaptability to 0.5% probability projections (Med-High Risk Aversion)

4. Project benefits assume a completed HBTS project which is planned to be completed in 2022/2023.

5. Projects would focus on Cell A, given the results from the vulnerability assessment indicate that impacts to critical

resources in Cell A pose the greatest risk to the local and regional community.
The four adaptation projects that were developed in the plan are listed and described below:

e  Project 1 (HBTS) - elevating rail prism to elevation 11.5ft (NAVD 88) to reduce coastal flooding from tidal still
water and wave runup.

e  Project 2 (this project) - was conceptually developed and assumed re-establishment of the tidal marsh to reduce
wave exposure between Bracut and Brainard and provide Cell A additional resilience to coastal hazards through
a multi-benefit design approach.

e Project 3 - Jacobs Avenue Flood Resiliency Improvements.
e  Project 4 - Jacobs Avenue Levee Resiliency Improvements.

The following assumptions were included in the Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic
Area (Humboldt County 2021) and provide the basis for project development.

1.  The HBTS (Project 1) will be constructed in 2022/2023.

2. The Highway 101 transportation corridor between Eureka and Arcata will likely need to be reconstructed as a
causeway or viaduct before the end of the 21t century. This corridor is expected to remain in its current location
along the Humboldt Bay shoreline for the following reasons:

a. The transportation corridor along the bay provides a direct connection between the segments of Highway
101 passing through the two cities.

b. Re-location inland would displace communities along Myrtle Avenue and Old Arcata Road and cause
significant environmental impacts.

Re-location inland would cost several hundreds of millions of dollars and is likely cost prohibitive.

d. Construction of a causeway or viaduct along a portion of the Highway 101 corridor is technically feasible
(although at a very high cost and with many design aspects to resolve).

3. Adaptation projects will need to minimize impacts to coastal resources (including public access, recreation,
marine resources, sensitive habitats, archaeological resources, and scenic and visual resources) to the extent
practicable and comply with applicable laws and regulations. Projects will need to be based on the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative and will need to minimize the use of hard armoring (built
structures).

4. Adaptation projects will depend on the availability of state or federal funding and participation from adjacent
landowners.

Conceptual designs for Projects 2, 3, and 4 were developed for evaluation purposes to gain useful information, but no
commitments have been made to implement these projects. The projects would be highly expensive and further
feasibility studies are warranted. Project 1 — Humboldt Bay Trail South Humboldt County Department of Public Works
(HCDPW) is preparing to construct the 4.25 mile Humboldt Bay Trail South (HBTS) project that will be a Class | multi-
use trail and will complete the Bay Trail between Arcata and Eureka (Figure 8). HBTS within the project area has been
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designed to be situated between the rail prism and Highway 101 to enable future Rail-with-Trail use. For the segments
of railroad that have been damaged by flooding and erosion, HBTS proposes to repair and maintain the existing
shoreline armoring on the bay-facing slope, remove the rails, and raise the elevation of the rail prism to 11.5 feet
(NAVD) to provide resiliency to flood hazards and sea level rise. The basis for this design is described in Humboldt
County (2020). Permits and approvals are expected by the end of 2021 and construction is expected to start in 2022.
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Figure 8 Humboldt Bay Trail South planned for construction in project area in 2022/2023 with Segments 7 and 8 located within Project
Area.

As previously described, the existing shoreline segment from Brainard to Bracut serves as the primary flood protection
barrier for Highway 101 and Cell A, but is overtopped with tidal still water events as low as 9.1 feet (NAVD). Elevating
the rail prism to 11.5 feet (NAVD) through the project area as part of the HBTS project will provide a significant
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reduction in flood risk to Highway 101 and interior lands of Cell A. Most notably, at still water levels of 11.6 feet (1-
percent annual chance event plus 1 foot of sea level rise), overtopping of the project shoreline into Cell A will cause
4,700 acre-feet of floodwaters to inundate Cell A, causing full closure of Highway 101, water depths of up to 6 to 7
feet, and widespread flooding damage to residential and commercial properties along Jacobs Avenue and nearby
agricultural land. The increased rail prism elevation to 11.5 feet (NAVD) proposed by the HBTS project would reduce
the volume of tidal floodwaters associated with this flood event to 10 acre-feet, with water depths reduced to 1 to 2
feet (Figure 9). While HBTS will provide significant flood reduction benefit, Cell A will still be vulnerable to interior
flooding from shoreline overtopping along Fay Slough and the elevated rail prism within the project shoreline will
remain vulnerable to erosion and overtopping with sea level rise and wind-wave exposure.

Prism

. Shoreline
Overtopping

Figure 9 The implementation of Humboldt Bay Trail South Project significantly reduces flooding in Cell A by reducing overtopping of the
rail prism. Inundation mapping showing water levels of 11.6 feet (NAVD) which correspond with a 100-year event plus an additional 1 foot
of sea level rise.

1.3.3 Project 2 — Natural Shoreline Infrastructure

Project 2 (this project) consists of natural shoreline infrastructure (NSI) that provides a salt marsh and transition
ecotone slope extending bayward from the rail prism to the mudflat along the 1.25-mile shoreline between Brainard
and Bracut. The purpose of this project is to reduce flood and erosion hazards by dissipating waves generated in
Arcata Bay, and providing ecological benefits with a nature-based design that restores salt marsh. The project would
protect the proposed HBTS (Project 1) and reduce wave exposure to Highway 101 located slightly landward. The
project builds upon Project 1 that forms the landward boundary (Figure 10). The salt marsh geometry provided by the
project would provide space and elevation for marsh habitats to transgress (migrate) upslope with sea level rise,
preserving ecosystem benefits into the future and continued sediment accretion. Project 2 utilizes a nature-based
approach, creating a gradient of marsh elevations that: increases habitat diversity where historical marsh once
existed; enhances safety and the recreation experience for trail users; enhances safety for vehicle travel along
Highway 101; sequesters carbon with marsh creation; provides a potential co-benefit for the reuse of dredge spoils in
Humboldt Bay that would otherwise require costly disposal; extends the service life of Project 1; and provides flood
reduction benefits.
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Figure 10 Project 2 (this project) proposes natural shoreline infrastructure (NSl) such as salt marsh creation between Brainard and Bracut
to reduce wind wave overtopping and erosion. The implementation of a salt marsh and ecotone transition reduces wave overtopping and
shoreline erosion, reducing flood frequency of Highway 101 and developed areas.

Project 2 would extend the service life of shoreline protection by creating a landform that could naturally adapt to sea
level rise with natural marsh accretion, saving maintenance, repair and reconstruction costs in the future. The project,
when first constructed, would dissipate wave energy and associated overtopping for tidal water levels up to 11.5 feet
in combination with wind events. A higher level of protection may be experienced with marsh accretion and also
provides potential adaptability options with the use of dredge spoils.
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The Project 2 concept is further developed in this report to better understand the efficacy of salt marsh restoration and
other NSI techniques that meet specific project goals and objectives defined in the subsequent sections.

1.3.4 Projects 3 & 4 — Jacobs Avenue Flood Resiliency

Projects 3 and 4 focus on increasing the flood resiliency of the Jacobs Avenue area by increasing the height and
stability of the existing Jacobs Avenue levee and modifying the interior drainage system. These projects are
compatible with Projects 1 and 2 described above. Additional information regarding these projects can be found in the
Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021).

1.3.5 Project Cost and Avoided Damages

Construction cost and avoided damage costs were previously estimated (Humboldt County 2021) for projects 1, 2, 3
and 4, as summarized in Table 1. The avoided damage costs represent the potential costs to repair or replace critical
resources from flood damage associated with the OPC 2018 “likely” rate of sea level rise through 2100. Although the
estimating methods have limitations and depend on many assumptions, the avoided damage costs or benefits appear
to be greater than the construction cost for each project, suggesting an overall net benefit from implementing each
project.

Table 1 Estimated Project and Avoided Damage Costs (Humboldt County 2021)

Project 1: Humboldt Bay 2: Natural Shoreline 3: Jacobs Avenue 4: Jacobs Avenue
Trail South Infrastructure (Bracut = Flood Resiliency Levee Resiliency
to Brainard)
Construction Cost $22M $20-29M $9-12M $7-9M
Avoided Damage Cost $114M $43.2M $82.3M $38.5M
(Likely Sea Level Rise
Rate through 2100)

1.3.6 Eureka-Arcata Corridor Improvement Project

Caltrans is currently constructing a series of projects on Highway 101 between Eureka and Arcata collectively referred
to as the Eureka-Arcata Corridor Improvement Project. The individual projects include the Indianola Undercrossing &
Half Signal Project (Figure 11), Jacoby Creek/Gannon Slough Bridge Rail/Bridge Replacement Project, High Tension
Cable Median Barrier Project, Acceleration/Deceleration Project, Tide Gates Replacement Project and Offsite Wetland
Mitigation. The total cost for these projects (including preconstruction, right-of-way, construction, and mitigation) is
over $110 million. The projects are being implemented through a phased approach between 2020 and 2025.
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Figure 11. Photo simulations of planned Indianola Interchange Improvements and Humboldt Bay Trail South adjacent to project area, courtesy
Caltrans.

The Eureka-Arcata Corridor Improvement Project received a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) from the California
Coastal Commission in 2020 with a condition of approval stipulating that Caltrans shall develop a Phased Sea Level
Rise Adaptation Plan for the Eureka-Arcata Highway 101 corridor by 2025. The plan is expected to be a foundational
planning document for the shoreline and protected interior lands between Eureka and Arcata. Given Caltrans current
investment into the Eureka-Arcata Corridor, in addition to the Eureka Slough Bridge Replacement Project planned for
construction in approximately 2030, it is assumed that a major sea level rise adaptation project for Highway 101 will
not occur until later in the 215t century due to the many complexities and anticipated high costs. Relocating Highway
101 to a new inland retreat alignment was determined to be much higher in cost relative to elevating in its current
alignment (GHD 2015).

1.4  Project Goals and Objectives

The fundamental concept of the project is to integrate the natural flood-risk reduction properties of salt marsh into the
shoreline management strategy for the Eureka-Arcata Highway 101 transportation corridor in an area where salt
marsh was historically abundant but currently exists only in small, isolated patches. Based on the assumptions
previously listed, the following project goals and objectives have been defined:

Goal 1: Restore and enhance intertidal coastal marsh habitat
Objectives:

1. Provide a tidal ecotone extending from intertidal mudflat through low, middle, and high marsh to the upland
transition zone.

Increase salt marsh area.

Increase habitat for native salt marsh plant communities and rare plant species.

Avoid infestation by the invasive dense-flowered chordgrass (Spartina densiflora).

o oD

Create landforms that are in dynamic equilibrium with hydraulic and geomorphic processes under current
conditions and projected future conditions.

6. Create conditions where vertical accretion of sediment keeps pace with relative sea level rise.
7. Provide elevation gradients that allow upward migration of salt marsh in response to sea level rise.
8. Provide a diversity of habitat forms that emulate natural systems.

Goal 2: Protect transportation infrastructure
Objectives:

1. Prevent substantial erosion of the shoreline by reducing wave height and energy.
2. Reduce wave runup and overtopping onto the railroad, Humboldt Bay Trail, and Highway 101.
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Goal 3: Create opportunities for innovation and learning

Objectives:

1. Serve as a demonstration project for natural shoreline infrastructure and nature-based sea level rise adaptation
strategies within Humboldt Bay.

2. Explore the feasibility of beneficial reuse of dredged sediment.

3. Collect and publish monitoring data.

1.4.1 Basis for Project Goals and Objectives

The goals and objectives above build on the vision statement and guiding principles in the Sea Level Rise Adaptation
Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021) and support the following plans and policies:

» The Humboldt Bay Management Plan (Harbor District, 2007) emphasizes the use non-structural shoreline
protection using marsh and transitional upland vegetation (policy HSM-6) in addition to accommodating sea level
rise and potential effects of climate change (policy HSM-7).

» The Humboldt County General Plan (Humboldt County, 2017), policy WR-P39, encourages restoration projects
aimed at reducing erosion and improving habitat value.

» The City of Eureka General Plan (City of Eureka, 2018) encourages the preservation and habitat enhancements of
natural shoreline areas (policy SL-1.5) and encourages innovative solutions to reduce damage from peak tidal and
storm events using a combination of hard engineered and soft engineered reefs, marshes and living shorelines
(policy SL-1.11).

» The multi-objectives and multi-benefits anticipated from the project align with the management recommendations
for coastal intertidal marsh sustainability and restoration identified in the Humboldt Bay and Eel River Estuary
Benthic Habitat Plan (Schossler & Eicher, 2012).

» The project would provide a direct nexus with ecosystem restoration strategies and goals identified in the
Humboldt Bay Initiative Strategic Plan (2009) and Humboldt Bay Watershed Salmon and Steelhead Conservation
Plan (2005).

» The flood reduction benefits to Highway 101 and future Humboldt Bay Trail South support polices in the 2017
Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) 20-year Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). HCAOG
encourages partnerships to develop adaptation strategies that address sea-level rise (Policy Climate-6), will
prioritize planning, design, construction, adequate maintenance, and other actions to improve the safety of the
regional trails system (Policy Trails-8) and will lead, facilitate, and support efforts to incorporate climate change
and adaptation into emergency transportation and evacuation planning (Policy Emergency-2).

1.5 Role of the Technical Working Group

This project includes a technical working group (TWG) comprised of regulatory agencies, public agencies, scientists,
and other stakeholders that understand the physical and regulatory drivers. The overall purpose of the TWG is to
provide technical feedback during the project, especially with respect to the development of alternatives. The following
expectations were identified for the TWG participants.

— Participate in six meetings

—  Provide input on goals and objectives, approach and methods, design concepts and features

—  Help understand context within Humboldt Bay

— Help identify important studies and reference sites and apply best available science

— Represent your agency’s perspective and mission

—  Technical assistance with site characterization (if possible)
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PART Il - ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following sections describe the physical and biological conditions of the project area within Humboldt Bay and a
summary of historic conditions and the anthropogenic interventions that have contributed to the current shoreline form
and function.

2. Existing Physical Conditions

The following description of the existing physical conditions within the project area was adapted from the Sea Level
Rise Adaptation Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021), Sea level Rise Vulnerability
and Adaptation Report for Humboldt Bay Trail South (ESA 2018) and other sources referenced.

2.1 Eureka Littoral Cell and Humboldt Bay

The project area extends along the east shore of North (Arcata) Humboldt Bay between Brainard and Bracut. in North
Humboldt Bay. Humboldt Bay is located within the Eureka Littoral Cell which was delineated in 1966 and is generally
defined by rocky headlands forming the upcoast and downcoast boundaries with little or no sand and sediment
exchange across the boundaries (USACE 2017). Sources of sand and sediment enter the littoral cell from a variety of
sources (e.g. rivers, bluff erosion, dunes and mudflats) and leaves through sinks (submarine canyons, offshore
transport, dunes and mudflats). Beaches and mudflats represent temporary repositories of sand and sediment within
the littoral cell in response to the differential between source and sink volumes. The Eureka Littoral Cell lies between
Trinidad Head to the north and False Cape (just north of Cape Mendocino) to the south. This encompasses
approximately 40 miles of coastline that includes major rivers, a coastal dune field, the Eel Submarine Canyon, and
Humboldt Bay. Within the littoral cell there are three rivers (Little, Mad, and Eel) that discharge directly into the Pacific
Ocean, and four watersheds that drain into Humboldt Bay (Salmon, Elk, Jacoby, and Freshwater), which together
comprise the major sources of sediment input into the Littoral Cell (USACE 2017).

Humboldt Bay contains three distinct sub-bays referred to as Entrance Bay that fronts Eureka, North (or Arcata) Bay,
and South Bay (Costa 1982; Costa and Glatzel, 2002). Entrance Bay is connected to the ocean through the Entrance
Channel with defined jetties. South Bay is directly connected to Entrance Bay through a natural constriction referred to
as the Fields Landing Channel. Arcata Bay is connected to Entrance Bay via the long North Bay Channel that fronts
Eureka and Samoa and splits into the Samoa and Eureka Channels, just before connecting with Arcata Bay. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers conducts regular maintenance dredging on the Entrance, Fields Landing, Entrance Bay,
North Bay, Samoa and Eureka Channels (USACE 2017). The contributing watershed area to Humboldt Bay is
approximately 223 square miles and has a tidal prism of approximately 9.63 to 9.91 x 107 cubic meters during a spring
tide range and about 70% less over a mean tide range (Costa and Glatzel, 2002). Arcata Bay contributes
approximately 50% of the tidal prism whereas South Bay contributes approximately 30%.

Humboldt Bay tides are mixed, semidiurnal, and show tidal amplification and phase that lags with distance from the
entrance (Costa, 1982; Costa and Glatzel, 2002; NHE 2015). Arcata Bay has a mean tide range of approximately 4.8
feet, diurnal range of 6.7 feet, and a maximum range of about 11 feet during spring tides. Due to the small freshwater
inflow relative to the tidal prism, the general circulation of Humboldt Bay is dominated by tidal currents that are
influenced by the bay bathymetry (Costa, 1982; Costa and Glatzel, 2002). Costa (1982) reports that circulation
patterns can be affected by waves entering through the Entrance Channel (which primarily influence the Entrance Bay
only), internally wind-generated waves, and density differences. Humboldt Bay is typically well mixed vertically, and
normally consists of unstratified marine water (Costa and Glatzel, 2002). Although Arcata Bay is sheltered from large
swell waves frequent in the Entrance Bay, strong wind events can generate local, short-period wind waves across the
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approximately four-mile-long fetch which results in significant wave height' of approximately 2 to 3 feet along the
eastern shore of Arcata Bay in the project area (FEMA 2014 and ESA 2018).

Variations of the surface sediments in Humboldt Bay, including silt, clays, and coarse material (e.g., sand, shell
fragments, etc.) are associated with the bay morphology (Thompson 1971). Bottoms of the tidal channels are covered
by gravelly and shelly sand that becomes finer and muddier with increasing distance from the tidal inlet. Clayey silt
predominates on the tidal flats, and highly organic silty clay or clayey peat occurs in salt marshes. The distribution of
sediment size is controlled by tidal currents, except where direct discharge from streams and wind-generated wave
action. Sediment size and distribution patterns are further described in subsequent sections of this report. The
Thompson (1971) study suggests that the Bay was in an approximate geomorphic equilibrium at the time of the study,
filling at rates on the order of 2 to 4 mm/year, commensurate with relative sea level rise of the time, and that most of
the sediment is sourced from the Eel and Mad River littoral systems directly and indirectly from tidal currents. Direct
measurements showed that accretion and erosion rates up to 4 cm/year and 11 cm/year on the mudflats, respectively,
fluctuate on a seasonal basis in response to alternating wind wave patterns, which also reflects in-Bay relocation of
materials. Finally, Thompson (1971) suggested that the presence of extensive tidal flats and salt marsh imply former
high rates of accretion and bay infill, but the recent change toward equilibrium conditions in the latter half of the 20"
Century may relate to sediment removal by dredging, and/or to a reduction in sediment supply due to the northward
shift of the Mad River course.

During the last ice age about 15,000 to 20,000 years before present, sea level was 100 to 200 meters lower than it is
at present and Humboldt Bay was a river valley that became drowned by sea level rise (Barnhart and others 1992).
The relatively high and steady sea level that has been observed over the past 4,000 years facilitated sediment
deposition that resulted in the formation of the beach-dune littoral ridge on the western side of Humboldt Bay, and the
marshes and mudflats along the eastern shore of Arcata Bay (Barnhart and others 1992; Costa and Glatzel 2002;
Schlosser and Eicher 2012). As sea levels increase, sediments deposited forming sediment flats and marshes. Large
earthquake subsidence events caused the sediment deposits to lower and then be buried by subsequent sediment
deposits between earthquakes. The natural Bay morphology consists of three distinct habitats: (1) subtidal channels,
(2) mudflats and (3) salt marshes (Thompson 1971). Subtidal channels are tidal channel features with a bottom
elevation below the lowest tides, and which retain a residual depth at these low tides. Subtidal channels are formed by
tidal currents that exchange a large volume of water over a tidal cycle and equilibrate to a geometry that is
proportional to the tidal prism (Williams et al. 2002). Mudflats are the expansive tidal flats that establish in the intertidal
zone. Salt marshes are the flat and vegetated areas along the shore and typically adjacent to the mudflats and tidal
slough channels. The salt marsh establishes at elevations approximately from mean high water (MHW) to over mean
higher high water (MHHW) and are periodically inundated by extreme high tides. A historical and contemporary
shoreline profile of Arcata Bay is shown in Figure 12.

' Significant wave height is an average measurement of the largest 33% of waves (National Weather Service, 2021)
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Figure 12 Arcata Bay Conceptual Shore Profile Adapted from Barnhart (1992), Monroe (1973) and Humboldt County (2021) showing pre-
and post-development conditions.

2.2 Project Area

The landscape of the project area has been shaped by the interplay of human activity with natural processes driving
the movement of water and sediment. The interactions of tidal currents, wind waves, and watershed sediments have
formed the salt marshes, slough channels, and mudflats along the eastern shoreline of Arcata Bay. Over a hundred
years ago, a system of levees and drainage structures converted tidelands to agricultural land. Railroads and roads
also were built on top of the salt marsh and blocked tidewaters. The levees, railroads, and roads have fixed the
shorelines in-place and have altered flow patterns and exchanges of sediment. These altered processes result in
distinct topographic variation and habitat zones that define mudflats, salt marsh and other landforms across the project
area that are present today (Figure 13).
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Figure 13 Aerial Map (NAIP 2018) and Digital Terrain Map (County LiDAR 2019) of Project Area

Extensive mudflats are located immediately offshore of the project area, with patches of fragmented salt marsh along
the shoreline fringe. Typical daily low tides expose extensive mudflats throughout Arcata Bay while high diurnal tides
inundate the salt marshes, with much of the inland low-lying lands buffered from tidal waters by the rail and highway
prisms. While only small, isolated portions of salt marsh are still present along the shore, the mudflats have persisted
over time and support an abundance of eelgrass in the upper sub-tidal mudflat areas approximately 3,000 feet
offshore.

The following photos with captions provide a characterization of the existing intertidal shoreline conditions within the
project area that supplement previous shoreline condition assessments focused on the rail prism condition (GHD 2018
and Laird 2013). Figure 14 shows the location and orientation of five (5) low altitude oblique aerial photos which is
followed with ground-based photographs and description of existing physical conditions.
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Oblique Photo 1: (A) Salt marsh scarp with thin (1-2 inch) fine sand deposit on adjacent mudflat. (B) Scarping
with Spartina dominated failure blocks on windward (north) side of constructed remanent levee and
pickleweed dominated low marsh on lee (south) side.
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Oblique Photo 2: (A) Scarping with Spartina dominated failure blocks on windward (north) side of constructed
remanent levee. (B) Pickleweed dominated low/mid marsh on lee (south) side of constructed remnant levee.
(C) Vegetated deposited sediment on rock suggesting deposition potential during elevated water levels with
suspended sediment. (D) Non-vegetated marsh gully/rill formed parallel to shoreline from concentrated marsh
drainage/runoff and alongshore currents.
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Oblique Photo 3: (A) Rocky intertidal/gravel beach from rail prism erosion that has sorted on shore profile
with thin depth (typically less than 6”) overlaying bay sediments. (B) Isolated fine sand deposit from rail prism
erosion with ripples over mudflat. (C) Horizontally exposed milled wood in scarp of marsh under 12-18” of
deposition. (D) vegetative wrack over railroad ballast gravels on upper shoreline profile with sorted finer
sediment (fine sands and silts) lower on shoreline profile.
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Oblique Photo 4: (A) Deposited railroad ballast gravel in former borrow ditch between rail prisms. (B) Gully/rill
bifurcating marsh plain formed parallel to shoreline from frequent runoff of incident wind-wave overtopping
and alongshore current. (C) Wood piles understood to have been placed during former oyster farming. (D)
thin approximate 2” gravel layer (shingle) overlaid fine sands and silts with transition to marsh scarp and rills
formed from marsh plain runoff during wave overtopping events.
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Oblique Photo 5: (A) Non-vegetated area with deposits of railroad ballast gravel and wrack on upper shore
profile from wind-wave and alongshore tidal driven currents. (B) Undercut cantilever marsh scarp
approximately 4 feet tall and spartina vegetated failure blocks in scoured trough along toe of marsh scarp.
Scoured trough indicates exposure to high wind wave energy. Marsh plain slopes from top of marsh scarp
landward indicating higher accretion rates with closer proximity to wave run-up/splash and source of
deposition at top of marsh scarp edge. (C) Eroded rail prism that has provided source for the adjacent rocky
intertidal shoreline. (D) Spartina dominated marsh with organic debris deposited from wave overtopping.

The current intertidal shoreline conditions within the project area reflect the former anthropogenic interventions and
historic use of Humboldt Bay, which are described below.

3. Historic Conditions

Humboldt Bay was settled in the 1850’s and development was initiated by the gold rush and then accelerated with
logging. Anthropogenic interventions within Arcata Bay and tributary watersheds were documented by Rohde (2020).
These interventions have been depicted on Exhibits 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 (Appendix A) and are summarized below with the
likely landscape response (Table 2). Figure 15 and Figure 16 include additional historical maps and corresponding
oblique historic photos with interpretation of the observed shoreline interventions which are also summarized in Table
2.
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Table 2 Anthropogenic Interventions and Likely Landscape Response

Date and Description of Intervention

1850’s

1854-
1890

1881

1889

1892

1895-
1898

1900

1918-
1925

Likely Landscape Response

See Exhibit 2-1

Logging and rock quarrying in Humboldt
Bay tributaries commenced. Logs and
rock were transported on rail to multiple
wharfs or log dumps in Arcata Bay

Canal channeling connected Mad River
to Arcata Bay

Dredging of Eureka-Arcata navigation
channel commenced

Modifications and rock armoring at
Humboldt Bay entrance to improve
navigability

Increased watershed sediment delivery to
Arcata Bay and availability to project area

Increased project shoreline exposure to erosion
from barge/ferry wakes

Increased sediment delivery to Arcata Bay and
availability to project area

Dredged channel created a sediment sink in
Arcata Bay and may have altered tidal
hydraulics

Modifications could have increased tidal prism
and altered tidal circulation and sediment
dynamics throughout the Bay

See Exhibit 2-2

Arcata Bay shoreline leveed between
Butcher Slough and Jacoby Creek
mouth near Arcata

Salt marsh edge leveed between
Brainard and Bracut (project area) and
Freshwater Slough leveed creating
~1,000 acre diked former tideland

Two parallel rail prisms constructed
landward of marsh edge levee in project
area

Redwood Highway 101 (2-lanes)
constructed landward of rail prisms in
project area

Leveeing reduced tidal prism in Arcata Bay,
eliminated salt marsh sediment sink increasing
sediment availability

Leveeing reduced tidal prism and disconnected
tidal/fluvial flow/sediment exchange throughout
Freshwater/Fay Slough dendritic tidal marsh
network

Levee constructed along marsh edge between
Brainard and Bracut from dredge spoils created
abrupt shoreline edge that may have increased
the erosion potential for salt marsh on the
inboard side of the levee during wind-wave
events (see Section 5.4.3.2)

Impacted salt marsh by creating backshore
barriers that can reflect wave energy and
converted salt marsh to rail prism fill and borrow
ditches

Highway created an additional tidal barrier

See Exhibit 2-3 and Figure 16
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Date and Description of Intervention

1930’s

1952

1955

1960-
1970
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Oyster beds created with driven wood
stakes throughout project area

Bracut Lumber Company expanded
levee and created a 32-acre addition
immediately north of project area

Additional 2-lanes added to Highway
101 landward of existing 2-lanes

Bracut Lumber Company constructed
1,500 foot levee “peninsula” into Bay in
attempt to expand development but
project was abandoned. Note, the 1970
aerial map shows the levee to extend
approximately 2,300 feet offshore

Salt marsh fronting Indianola Cut-off
appears in present day photos but was
absent in 1947 photos

Likely Landscape Response

Wood stakes would have dissipated wind-wave
energy and increased deposition potential

Near shore wind wave and tidal currents could
have been altered from levee construction

Additional wetlands were filled within Cell A,
further reducing stormwater storage capacity
during tidal overtopping events

Near shore wind wave and tidal currents could
have been altered, likely reduced northwest
wind exposure to project shoreline and reduced
erosion potential

“Peninsula” has substantially eroded since
construction from wind waves providing a
sediment source
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Figure 15 Project Shoreline Change from 1870 to Present.
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Figure 16 Shoreline Interventions and Change in Project Area
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3.1 Historic Shoreline Position

The anthropogenic interventions described above have contributed to shoreline change within the project area, most
notably the change in marsh edge position. Using historic georeferenced maps compiled for the Humboldt Bay atlas
(Laird 2013), the marsh edge position was digitized for select years (1870, 1958, 1970 and 2020) to assess the lateral
change in position overtime (Exhibits 2-4, 2-5 and 2-6). The mapping provides an approximate rate of horizontal
marsh edge change over time. Relative to the Eureka Slough and Jacoby Creek marsh edges, the project area marsh
edge has eroded at greater rates due in part to the former marsh edge leveeing and rail prism construction. Based on
interpretation of the historic maps, approximately 44.3 acres of salt marsh existed within the project area in 1870
relative to 4.8 acres currently, an approximate 90% reduction (Figure 17). Generally, the shoreline position within the
project area has shown a recession trend, however small discrete locations of salt marsh such as those present
between the rail prisms near Indianola Cut-off appear to have formed following 1950 (Figure 18, Figure 19 and Figure
20).

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay
for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 28



Legend
[ Project Area
I 1870 Salt Marsh (44.3 acres)
1958 Salt Marsh (18.5 acres)
. 1970 Salt Marsh (15.2 acres)
(

I 2021 Salt Marsh (4.8 acres)

0 200 400 800 1,200 1,600
N T 0000
Feet

Map Projection: Lambert Conformal Conic
Horizontal Datum: North American 1983
Grid: NAD 1983 StatePlane California | FIPS 0401 Feet

Figure 17 Reduction in Project Area Salt Marsh Since 1870.
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Figure 18 Map showing 1870 marsh edge, rail prisms and marsh edge levee constructed in 1896-1898 that was first mapped in 1933 showing disconnected segment
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Remnant Marsh
Edge Levee

Remnant Outer
Rail Prism

Figure 19 Aerial photo (circa 1940s) showing remnant marsh edge levee and outer rail prism

Figure 20 Comparison of 1947 (left) and current (right) air photos showing current presence of salt marsh in area that was mudflat in 1947
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3.2 Summary of Historical Condition and Interventions

The interventions that have contributed most significantly to the shoreline change within the project area are shown on
Figure 18 and the evolution of the project area from the pre-settlement period to current conditions can be
summarized as follows:

e  Stable sea level over the past 4,000 years facilitated formation of the dune ridge on the west side of Arcata Bay
and the mudflat and salt marshes along the east shore of Arcata Bay.

e Landforms including subtidal channels, mudflats, and salt marsh suggested an equilibrium condition of sediment
and hydrologic processes, and these distinct features are also closely related to the unique habitats of the Bay.

e Historic land practices in Humboldt Bay tributaries would have increased sediment delivery to the Bay and
availability of sediment to the project area relative to current sediment loads.

e Historic dredging in Arcata Bay navigation channels may have influenced sediment distributions in the project
area vicinity and created a temporal sediment sink.

e Increase in leveeing and draining of former tidelands around Arcata Bay during the early 1900’s would have
reduced sediment sinks, allowing more sediment availability to areas with full tidal exchange.

¢ Early modifications to the jetties and Bay entrance channel dredging to maintain a more persistent and deeper
entrance channel could have increased the tidal prism, tidal range and circulation in Arcata Bay altering sediment
dynamics.

¢ The salt marsh edge in the project area was leveed in 1895 and the salt marsh has experienced lateral erosion
rates much greater than the Jacoby Creek and Eureka Slough marshes which were not leveed.

e The leveed marsh edge in the project area and rail prism construction in 1900 would have altered near shore tidal
sediment exchange across the salt marsh and created an abrupt shoreline vulnerable to scour and erosion from
wind-wave attack and overtopping (see Section 5.4.3.2 for discussion of the hydraulic effects that are
hypothesized to have accelerated marsh erosion). Portions of the remnant marsh present today are located within
the footprint of the outer rail prism (E&KRR) alignment.

e  Frequent ferry and barge use during the logging and quarrying era would have exposed the unstable marsh edge
to boat wake induced waves and increased shoreline erosion potential.

e The Bracut levee “peninsula” constructed in 1960, which has eroded laterally and longitudinally since
construction, would have dissipated incident wind waves and reduced near-shore currents in the northern portion
of the project area; this may have contributed to the expansion of the salt marsh present today near Indianola
Cut-off and situated between the former rail prisms.

4. Existing Biological Habitats and
Communities

The following sections describe the existing biological conditions of the project area within Humboldt Bay with a focus
on habitat types, vegetation communities, and use of these habitat types by fish and wildlife.

4.1 Humboldt Bay Salt Marshes

Although approximately 90% of Humboldt Bay’s salt marsh has been lost to development and agriculture, Humboldt
Bay still supports approximately 905 acres of salt marsh (Pickart 2001, Schlosser and Eicher 2012). Coastal salt
marshes occur within the upper intertidal zone in sheltered bays and estuaries (Schlosser and Eicher 2012). In
Humboldt Bay, the most extensive un-diked salt marshes that are exposed to full tidal influence occur at the outlet of
Jacoby Creek (~1 mile north of the project site), near Eureka Slough (~1 mile south of the project site), along the Mad
River Slough, and on Indian Island (Pickart 2001). Humboldt Bay’s salt marshes provide important ecosystem services
such as absorbing wave and wind energy, supporting a productive food web, providing juvenile fish habitat, and
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carbon sequestration (Schlosser and Eicher 2012, Townend et al. 2011). Humboldt Bay’s salt marsh vegetation is
often classified into low marsh dominated by pickleweed (Salicornia pacifica), diverse high mixed-marsh with
pickleweed and many other salt-tolerant species, and invaded marshes dominated by non-native dense-flowered
cordgrass (Spartina densiflora) (Eicher 1987). Salt marsh vegetation zonation along an elevational gradient is an
often-observed phenomenon that has been the topic of research worldwide. Salt marsh vegetation is exposed to
increasing salt-water inundation and erosive wave action at lower elevations. Plants that can tolerate the stress of
abiotic conditions at lower elevations may be outcompeted by less specialized plant species at higher elevations
(Pennings et al. 2005, Townend et al. 2011, and others). Previous research in northern Humboldt Bay found that
native pickleweed and non-native dense-flowered cordgrass may both be found at a wide tidal elevational range, but
pickleweed tended to dominate the lower elevation marsh, dense-flowered cordgrass tended to dominate the middle of
the tidal elevation range, and high marsh tends to have more native diversity and may be co-dominated by pickleweed
and salt grass (Distichlis spicata) (Eicher 1987, Eicher and Schlosser 2012). Salt marsh is classified under the
National Wetland Inventory/Cowardin wetland classification system as Estuarine Intertidal Emergent Wetland (FDGC
2013). Humboldt Bay shorelines with less than 30% vegetation cover that are primarily characterized by boulders,
stones, or bedrock may be classified as Estuarine Intertidal Rocky Shore, whereas shorelines dominated by cobbles,
gravel, sand, or mud are designated as Unconsolidated Shore (FDGC 2013).

4.2 Rare Plants

Rare plants associated with Humboldt Bay salt marshes include two hemiparasitic annual plants—Humboldt Bay owl’s
clover (Castilleja ambigua ssp. humboldtiensis) and Point Reyes bird’s beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre),
that often co-occur and are typically associated with high marsh (Eicher 1987). Hemiparasitic plants such as Point
Reyes bird’s beak and Humboldt Bay owl’s clover photosynthesize as well as parasitizing other salt marsh plants by
tapping into the xylem of the host plant via haustoria (Grewell 2008, Eicher and Schlosser 2012). Parasitic plants may
have a role in maintaining or enhancing biodiversity. Point Reyes bird’s beak has been shown to reduce abiotic stress
on some salt marsh host plants by extruding salt and to play a role in maintaining native biodiversity in the salt marsh
(Grewell 2008).

Humboldt Bay owl’s clover is a CNPS-listed 1B.2 rare annual herb endemic to the North Coast of California (Baldwin
et al. 2012). NatureServe ranks the subtaxon as imperiled throughout its range (G4T2 S2). Humboldt Bay owl’s clover
may be threatened by development and non-native plants (CNPS 2020) such as dense-flowered cordgrass. Dense-
flowered cordgrass invasion may displace the diverse high mixed marsh that supports Humboldt Bay owl’s clover
(USFWS 2020).

Point Reyes salty bird’s beak is a CNPS-listed 1B.2 rare annual hemiparasitic herb that occurs in coastal salt marshes
from Central California to Southern Oregon (Baldwin et al. 2012). Point Reyes salty bird’s beak typically occurs in
diverse mixed high marsh habitats in Humboldt Bay, much like Humboldt Bay owl’'s clover (USFWS 2020). The rare
salt marsh plant was once common within its habitat, but populations have been greatly reduced by development
(CNPS 2020). Point Reyes salty bird’s beak may also be threatened by invasive dense-flowered cordgrass (USFWS
2020), trampling, hydrological alterations, and cattle grazing (CNPS 2020).

Western sand-spurrey (Spergularia canadensis var. occidentalis) is an annual salt marsh plant known only to occur in
Humboldt Bay within California (CNPS 2021). Western sand spurrey is primarily distributed in salt marshes along the
coast of the Pacific Northwest to British Columbia (Baldwin et al. 2012). Although secure throughout its northern range
Pacific Northwest, CNPS considers the plant to be seriously endangered in California (CNPS 2021). NatureServe
ranks the small annual plant as apparently secure throughout its range (Global Rank G5T4), but critically imperiled in
California (State Rank S1) (CNPS 2021). This small annual plant can be somewhat cryptic where it may occur among
the common co-generic salt marsh sand-spurrey (Spergularia marina), and the rare plant is best differentiated by its
slightly larger winged seeds (Baldwin et al., 2012). CNPS considers the plant to be threatened by development (CNPS
2020), and it might also be threatened by invasive dense-flowered cordgrass displacing native pickleweed marsh
habitat in Humboldt Bay. Like Humboldt Bay owl’s clover and Point Reyes bird’s beak, western sand-spurrey is
typically associated with high marsh (Eicher 1987, Eicher and Schlosser 2012).
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Previous botanical surveys have documented and mapped Humboldt Bay owl’s clover, Point Reyes bird’s beak, and
western sand-spurrey in the vicinity of the project area (GHD 2017, Pickart 2001, and others as documented in
CNDDB). Annual plant populations have the potential to shift and fluctuate from year to year, and updated surveys are
needed to accurately determine any potential impacts to these plants.

4.3 Threats to Native Salt Marsh

The remaining native salt marsh in Humboldt Bay is vulnerable to invasion by dense-flowered cordgrass and
increasing inundation and storm erosion associated with sea level rise. Invasive dense-flowered cordgrass, which is
suspected to have arrived in the ballast of ships from Chile in the mid to late 1800s (Spicher and Josselyn 1985, H.T.
Harvey and Associates 2012), invaded 94% of Humboldt Bay’s salt marshes by 1999 (Pickart 2001). Dense-flowered
cordgrass can outcompete and displace native pickleweed salt marsh (Pickart 2001). Studies in Humboldt Bay have
shown that dense-flowered cordgrass invasion reduces primary productivity of the salt marsh (Lagarde 2012), reduces
the biomass and abundance of algae (Augyte and Pickart 2014), reduces the abundance and diversity of native
terrestrial invertebrate species (Mitchell 2012). Dense-flowered cordgrass is a prolific seed producer (Pickart 2012),
and some seeds remain viable in the seedbank for at least four years (Abbas et al. 2021). Seeds are likely to disperse
on tidal currents from invaded to restored salt marshes in Humboldt Bay (McDonald 2014) and floating seeds may be
dispersed from Humboldt Bay on ocean currents south to central California and as far north as Alaska (Morgan and
Sytsma 2013, McDonald 2014). Dense-flowered cordgrass invasion poses an ongoing threat to native and restored
salt marshes in Humboldt Bay as well as salt marshes along the Pacific coast.

Sea level rise poses additional compounding threats to native salt marshes associated with increased frequency and
duration of inundation, increased salinity, and increased erosive wave action. Because the native marsh habitat that
supports rare annual plants as well as the highest biodiversity occurs at the upper extent of the tidal range, it may be
the most immediately vulnerable to the increased abiotic stress associated with sea level rise (Donnelly and Bertness
2001). Salt marshes are a dynamic ecosystem that typically exist at a tidal elevation equilibrium level between
sediment deposition and erosion (Thorne et al. 2014, Townend et al 2011, and others). Where sedimentation is high,
salt marsh accretion may be able to keep pace with the rate of sea level rise (Curtis et al 2019, Thorne et al. 2014,
Townend et al. 2011). Where salt marshes are backed by a natural low sloping brackish marsh to upland ecotone, salt
marshes may be able to retreat and persist further inland as the sea level rises (Townend et al. 2011). However,
narrow fringe marshes backed by steep dikes without a substantial source of sediment, such as the project area, are
at risk of disappearing as the sea level rises (Curtis et al. 2019, Schlosser and Eicher 2012, Thorne et al. 2019). Salt
marshes in Humboldt Bay have shown overall accretion trends, but accretion rates appear to be falling short of the
local rates of relative sea level rise (Curtis et al. 2019).

4.4 Restored Salt Marshes

U.S. Fish and Wildlife and other natural resource managers in Humboldt Bay have conducted extensive salt marsh
restoration by removing dense-flowered cordgrass. Intensive dense-flowered cordgrass removal efforts in Humboldt
Bay began in 2004 in salt marsh managed by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service along the Mad River Slough (Pickart
2005). Jacoby Creek restoration efforts began with an experimental pilot project in 2011 (Pickart 2013). Restoration at
both the Mad River Slough and Jacoby Creek sites resulted in rapid expansion of Humboldt Bay owl’s clover
populations (Eicher and Pickart 2011, Pickart 2012). Mechanical treatment of dense-flowered cordgrass caused an
initial lowering of the salt marsh elevation, which rebounded within two years of treatment (Pickart 2013). Jacoby
Creek, which may be a major source of sediment to the surrounding salt marsh, has shown steady accretion and
increases in elevation relative to a local benchmark since 2016 (Curtis et al. 2019). Eureka Slough, which was formerly
highly invaded by dense-flowered cordgrass (Grazul and Rowland 2011), was most recently restored, beginning
around 2013.
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4.5 Project Area Habitat Types and Vegetation
Communities

Reconnaissance-level surveys for rare plants were conducted on May 29, 2020, by walking the project area from
south to north and noting rare plant occurrences. Vegetation communities below the rail prism were documented in the
field and classified at the alliance level according to the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009) using the
Rapid Assessment conducted on March 30, 2021. Vegetation Assessment forms (Appendix B) are used to
characterize dominant vegetation and evaluate habitat quality, and these assessments provide the basis for
designating vegetation as Sensitive Natural Communities per CDFW. Photodocumentation of habitats observed onsite
can be found in Appendix B, Vegetation communities were mapped using points collected in the field with an Eos
Arrow 100 Submeter Global Positioning System (GPS) Receiver with Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) and
an iPad running ArcGIS Collector software in the WGS84 datum. Vegetation community boundaries were then
digitized with GIS from aerial imagery based on field observations and visible vegetation signatures. Wetland habitat
mapping along the rail prism was conducted by GHD in 2014 to 2017 and incorporated into vegetation maps for this
project.

4.5.1 Special Status Plants

Rare Humboldt Bay owl’s clover, Point Reyes bird’s beak, and western sand-spurrey were observed within the project
area. Strong overlap in habitat was observed among all three species, which typically were associated with diverse
high salt marsh dominated by pickleweed (Salicornia pacifica). Western sand-spurrey was present in salt marshes
throughout the project area and was commonly associated with patches of low vegetative cover, pickleweed
dominance, and high-marsh species such as common arrowgrass (Triglochin maritima) and marsh jaumea (Jaumea
carnosa). Both Humboldt Bay owl’s clover and Point Reyes bird’s beak occurred from the central portion of the project
area (south of the Indianola cut off) to the northern extent of the project area at Bracut. Humboldt Bay owl’s clover and
Point Reyes bird’s beak often occurred in the same areas and were strongly associated with the remaining diverse
native high marsh habitat dominated by pickleweed (Figure 21). Humboldt Bay owl’s clover appeared to be less
prevalent than the other two rare species within the project area. Mapping the populations and systematic sampling to
obtain population estimates will be needed prior to any potential impact.
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Figure 21 Unusual salt marsh zonation in central project area with diverse native high marsh and rare plants in the foreground, and
dense-flowered cordgrass dominating the area along the rail prism and portions of the outer fringe.

4.5.2 Vegetation Alliances and Habitat Types

Vegetation below the rocked rail prism was mapped by vegetation alliance by GHD in 2021 to supplement wetland
habitat typing in 2014-2017 (Appendix A). Out of the approximately 6,700-foot stretch of rail prism within the project
area between Bracut and Brainard, approximately 60% (~6,040 feet) is fringed by vegetated salt marsh, and 40% is
lacking substantial salt marsh vegetation. The areas lacking salt marsh primarily consisted of gravelly and cobbly
unconsolidated shore below the rocked rail prism, which was classified as Estuarine Intertidal Rocky Shore. An area of
mudflat in the vicinity of the rail prism was mapped as Unconsolidated. Both the vegetated salt marsh and
unconsolidated shore showed widespread signs of erosion, with undercut banks occurring both in the salt marsh and
along the rocked rail prism. Total acreages of vegetation and other land cover types can be found in Table 3.

Table 3 Acreage of Vegetation and Land Cover Types within the Project Area

Vegetation Type Area (acres)

Native pickleweed salt marsh 1.93
Invasive dense-flowered cordgrass salt marsh 1.57
Coastal tufted hairgrass high marsh 0.17
Coyotebrush shrubland 0.06
Intertidal rocky shore 1.43
Unconsolidated shore 0.67

Pickleweed (Salicornia pacifica) Alliance (S3, G4)

Pickleweed dominated 1.93 acres of the remaining fringe salt marsh that has not been highly invaded by dense-
flowered cordgrass. The pickleweed alliance as mapped in the project area is predominantly diverse high marsh that
supports rare Humboldt Bay owl’s clover, Point Reyes bird’s beak, and western sand-spurrey as well as other native
species such as common arrowgrass, marsh jaumea, saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and marsh rosemary (Limonium
californicum). Invasive dense-flowered cordgrass was present throughout the project area, and percent cover of
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invasive dense-flowered cordgrass ranged up to an estimated 25% absolute cover (<50% relative cover) within native
pickleweed salt marsh. Native pickleweed salt marsh composed approximately 55% of the marsh in the project area.

Invasive Dense-flowered Cordgrass (Spartina densiflora) Semi-Natural Alliance

Highly invaded areas with >50% relative cover of non-native dense-flowered cordgrass were classified as part of the
dense-flowered cordgrass semi-natural alliance (Sawyer et al. 2009). Dense-flowered cordgrass dominates 1.57 acres
of the salt marsh in the project area. High cover of dense-flowered cordgrass appeared to be associated with the outer
fringe of the salt marsh, particularly in areas that may be subjected to higher disturbance from wind-waves such as the
northern side of the remnant levee “peninsula” in the northern portion of the project area. Dense-flowered cordgrass
also appeared to thrive around lower elevation tidal channels within the project area, and it is hypothesized that
dense-flowered cordgrass may be invading areas with higher abiotic stress from inundation and disturbance at a
higher rate than sheltered, higher elevation areas. Additional research is recommended to test this hypothesis and
determine the primary factors that lead to rapid invasion, and conversely, factors that may facilitate the preservation of
native high salt marsh. Rare plants were also observed within areas mapped as greater than 50% relative cover of
dense-flowered cordgrass, but were observed less frequently and often in small native-dominated patches within the
dense-flowered cordgrass vegetation.

Tufted Hairgrass (Deschampsia cespitosa) Alliance (S3, GNR)

Tufted hairgrass occurred as a narrow, but notable, linear feature near the upper limit of potential tidal influence at the
transition to upland along the rail prism along small segments of the project area. In addition, tufted hairgrass was
sparsely distributed along the upper tidal transition zone elsewhere along the rail line. Tufted hairgrass was also
abundant within a sheltered pocket of high marsh south of the Bracut industrial area Figure 22. A total of 0.17 acres
were mapped as coastal tufted hairgrass marsh. Other species associated with this herbaceous vegetation type
included saltgrass, San Francisco rush (Juncus lescurii), red fescue (Festuca rubra), sparse dense-flowered
cordgrass, and non-native ruderal grasses such as sweet vernal grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum). Tufted hairgrass
overlapped with shrubs at the upper elevational range such as coyotebrush (Baccharis pilularis), California wax myrtle
(Morella californica), cascara sagrada (Frangula purshiana), and coast twinberry (Lonicera involucrata), but areas with
coyotebrush and other shrubs were separately classified as the coyotebrush shrubland alliance. Tufted hairgrass is a
salt-tolerant native wetland grass that may be associated with high salt marsh (Eicher 1987), brackish areas, and wet
meadows (Sawyer et al. 2009).
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Figure 22 Tufted hairgrass (Deschampsia cespitosa) with San Francisco rush near Bracut

Coyotebrush (Baccharis pilularis) Shrubland Alliance (S5, G5)

Coyotebrush and other shrubs such as coast twinberry and cascara sagrada with invasive species such as pampas
grass (Cortaderia jubata) and teasel (Dipsacus fullonum) occurred on the top of the berm near Bracut industrial area
within the project area. Shrubs and small trees were also widespread along the top of the rail prism, but these areas
were not classified because they were outside of the project area.

4.5.3 Habitat and Vegetation Mapping Summary

Approximately 60% of the project area along the Highway 101 corridor between Bracut and Brainard is fringed by salt
marsh. The native pickleweed alliance (1.93 acres) and the non-native dense-flowered cordgrass semi-natural alliance
(1.57 acres) were the primary vegetation alliances classified according to the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer
et al. 2009). The pickleweed alliance consisted of diverse high marsh and some of these native-dominated areas
supported abundant populations of rare western sand-spurrey, Point Reyes bird’s beak, and Humboldt Bay owl's
clover. The dense-flowered cordgrass semi-natural alliance consisted of highly invaded areas with at least 50%
relative cover of the non-native cordgrass, and highly invaded areas often appeared to be associated with the outer
fringe of the salt marsh, small tidal channels, and areas that are likely to be exposed to increased wave action and
inundation. Additionally, native tufted hairgrass (0.17 acres) was notably dominant along some narrow stretches of the
rail prism near what appeared to be the upper limits of the tidal range and within a sheltered high marsh near the
Bracut industrial area. Uppermost elevations within the project area along the high berm near Bracut was
characterized by coyotebrush, other shrubs, and some weedy upland species.

Additional research correlating local tidal elevation with vegetation type and the occurrence of rare salt marsh plants
(as in Eicher 1987), or developing a more detailed model to predict plant composition based on abiotic factors (e.g.
inundation frequency and duration, exposure to erosive wave action, salinity, such as in Moffett et al. 2010) would help
guide shoreline enhancement project design to create or preserve native high marsh habitat and rare salt marsh plant
populations.
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4.6 Fish and Wildlife Abundance and Distribution of
Humboldt Bay

As described above, the diverse range of habitat types around the Bay support numerous fish and wildlife species
(Monroe et al. 1973, Gleason et al. 2004, Harbor District 2007). Many of these species are federally or state protected.
For example, various species of bats, many of which are state special status species, may forage throughout the
vicinity of Humboldt Bay. Marine mammals, protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act, occur throughout the
Bay, but especially near deeper channels. Amphibian and reptile species, several which are state special status, are
primarily located near perennial freshwater sources around the Bay, though a few will use very mildly brackish water.

Humboldt Bay is considered an atypical estuary because true estuarine conditions rarely occur due to limited
freshwater inflows and little mixing occurs (Gleason et a. 2004). Noteworthy amongst the 110 fish species known from
Humboldt Bay are the federally endangered Tidewater Goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), federally threatened Green
Sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris, Southern DPS) and anadromous salmonids: Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch),
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus), and Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha; Barnhart et al. 1992).
Critical habitat for these species has been designated within Humboldt Bay.

The state threatened Longfin Smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys) is also known to occur in the Bay. Despite being under
review for listing at the federal level several times since 1994, Longfin Smelt in Humboldt Bay (not part of the San
Francisco Bay delta population which is a candidate species, proposed for listed but precluded) remain under review
at this time (USFWS 2021). A 2000/2001 study of fish abundance, diversity, and distribution in Humboldt Bay
identified 67 species from 25 families and found Threespine Stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), Shiner Surfperch
(Cymatogaster aggregata), and Topsmelt (Atherinops affinis) to be the most abundant species (Gleason et al. 2004).
Fisheries investigations in Humboldt Bay have failed to observe large numbers of juvenile salmonids (Eldridge and
Bryan 1972), although small individual counts were documented by Gleason et al. (2004). The Bay is also an
important nursery for several commercial fisheries as well as for commercial crab (Barnhart et al. 1992).

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is designated for species managed in Fisheries Management Plans (FMP) under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA). Under the MSA, Humboldt Bay is designated
as EFH within the Pacific Coast Salmon FMP (Chinook, Coho, and Pink Salmon), within the Coastal Pelagic Species
FMP (5 species, including Pacific Herring, and Euphausiids), and within the Pacific Coast Ground Fish FMP (85
species; NOAA Fisheries 2021a).

Specifically, within the Pacific Coast Salmon FMP, Humboldt Bay includes EFH for Chinook and Coho Salmon. The
Pacific Coast Salmon FMP (as amended) was created to manage commercial and recreational salmon fisheries along
the West Coast of the U.S. In addition, the plan designates Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) including
complex channels and floodplains, thermal refugia, spawning habitat, estuaries, and marine and estuarine submerged
aquatic vegetation (NOAA Fisheries 2021b). Some of these HAPCs are present in Humboldt Bay: The Bay is an
estuary and contains floodplains and marine and estuarine submerged aquatic vegetation.

The Coastal Pelagic Species FMP (as amended) was created to promote efficient, sustainable, and profitable fishery
practices and to prohibit the harvest of krill species. No HAPCs for the Coastal Pelagic Species FMP have been
designated.

The Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP (as amended) prohibits activities such as bottom trawling and dredging that could
result in long-term damage to the ocean floor (PFMC 2019). In addition, the plan designates HAPC including
estuaries, canopy kelp, seagrass (i.e., eelgrass), rocky reefs, and areas of interest (NOAA Fisheries 2021b). Two of
these HAPCs are present in Humboldt Bay: The Bay is an estuary, and presence of eelgrass has been documented
(CDFW 2021, HBHRCD 2021).

A broad range of avian taxa utilize Humboldt Bay year-round, though there are strong seasonal fluctuations with
highest numbers in the fall and winter (Monroe et al. 1973). The vast majority of these species are protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. Due to its location along the Pacific Flyway (spanning
the Pacific coast, west of the Rockies, of the Americas), Humboldt Bay is an important stopover site for Nearctic
shorebirds (Colwell and Feucht 2018). It is recognized as an “Important Bird Area” by the National Audubon Society
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(Audubon Society 2021), an “internationally significant area for migratory birds” by the American Bird Conservancy
(USFWS 2013), and a site of International Importance by the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network
(WHSRN; Colwell and Feucht 2018). Colwell and Feucht (2018) have documented use of Humboldt Bay by 26
species of shorebirds, numbering over half a million birds during spring migration alone. These new numbers justified
upgrading Humboldt Bay to Hemispheric (e.g., Hemispheric, International, or Regional) recognition in 2018 as well as
promoting additional conservation efforts (Colwell and Feucht 2018). The Humboldt Bay Complex was recently
announced as the first winner of the Outstanding WHRSN Site award (WHSRN 2021).

The following sections describe the wildlife, avian and fish use of salt marsh and mudflat habitats found within
Humboldt Bay.

4.6.1 Wildlife Use of Salt Marsh

Numerous common mammalian species, particularly small mammals (such as California Vole [Microtus californicus],
Vagrant Shrew [Sorex vagrans], Western Harvest Mouse [Reithrodonfomys megalotis], and others), may be present in
the salt marshes of Humboldt Bay. Common mesocarnivores (such as Gray Fox [Urocyon cinereoargenteus], Coyote
[Canis latrans], Raccoon [Procyon lotor], Bobcat [Lynx rufus], skunks [Mephitis mephitis and Spilogale putorius], Long-
tailed Weasel [Mustela frenata)) use the edges of Humboldt Bay and prey upon abundant small mammals (Monroe et
al. 1973). Columbian Black-tailed Deer occur in the foothills surrounding Humboldt Bay and have been found
swimming within the North/Arcata Bay (Monroe et al. 1973). Humboldt Bay hosts a healthy River Otter (Lontra
canadensis) population that has been the focus of extensive research. Salt marshes do not include suitable roosting
habitat for bats. Nonetheless, many species of bats may forage above or near salt marshes, if prey (such as flighted
insects) is available (Johnston 2007).

Winters in Humboldt Bay typically involve extended periods of rainfall. Storms and king tides can lead to flooding
which likely limits terrestrial wildlife activity within salt marshes. River Otter latrine use within Humboldt Bay peaks in
both spring and fall (Torgerson 2014). Fish-eating predators such as River Otters, Raccoons, etc. likely follow
anadromous salmonid migratory activity (timing varies by species with runs in every season and the largest runs in the
fall and winter). Although many wildlife species utilize salt marshes, few are able to inhabit them year-round because
of the extreme environmental conditions; rather most species are transient (USFWS 2019).

Microhabitat types within salt marshes include low marsh, high marsh, saltmarsh/upland ecotone, benthic habitat, and
tidal creeks (Deering Estate and UM unkn. year). Levels of salinity affect plant diversity (high vs. low marsh) and
therefore impact wildlife diversity based on what plants provide forage (e.g., seeds for small mammals), habitat for
invertebrate species, height and cover (e.g., to escape flooding and predators).

Terrestrial wildlife use of salt marshes is likely limited by proximity to available food resources, cover from predators,
suitable dens, high ground refugia from flooding, freshwater sources, and adjacent habitat corridors (Krebs 2009).
Additionally, patch size and morphology of salt marsh, wildlife species home range, and human alteration all influence
wildlife use within salt marshes (McKinney and Wigand 2006).

4.6.2 Avian Use of Salt Marsh

A wide range of avian species, including land birds (passerines, upland game birds, etc.) and water-associated birds
(shorebirds, waterfowl, wading birds, miscellaneous, and pelagic and coastal birds) as well as raptors, may be found
in the salt marshes surrounding Humboldt Bay (Monroe et al. 1973). Shorebirds (such as Dunlin [Calidris alpinal],
sandpipers [Calidris spp.], Black-bellied Plover [Pluvialis squatarola], dowitchers [Limnodromus spp.], Sanderling
[Calidris alba], Willet [Tringa semipalmata)], Marbled Godwit [Limosa fedoa], Black Turnstone [Arenaria
melanocephalal, Killdeer [Charadrius vociferus], phalaropes [Phalaropus spp.], and Wilson’s Snipe [Gallinago
delicata]) may utilize salt marsh as resting and roosting areas (Monroe et al. 1973, Harris 2005, Conklin and Colwell
2007), and to a minor extent foraging habitat as well (Monroe et al. 1973). In addition to shallow water areas, salt
marshes are important feeding grounds for wading birds (such as egrets, herons, and American Bitterns [Botaurus
lentiginosus]) (Monroe et al. 1973). Raptors also utilize Humboldt Bay salt marshes to roost as well as forage upon
small mammals within them. Some species, such as Northern Harriers (Circus hudsonius), may breed in these areas
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(Smith et al. 2020). To avoid flooding, much of the nesting activity is concentrated in the high marsh (McKinney and
Wigand 2006).

The highest avian numbers occur in the fall and winter due to large influxes of migratory and wintering birds (Monroe
et al. 1973). Salt marshes serve as resting, roosting, and foraging habitat for wintering and migratory shorebirds
(Burger et al. 1997, Conklin and Colwell 2007), with greatest numbers documented from September through April
(Monroe et al. 1973). During the spring and summer, salt marshes serve as breeding habitat for land birds and
miscellaneous water-associated birds (coots, rails, grebes, and loons), and to a lesser extent shorebirds and some
raptors. Most waterfowl are migrant visitors to Humboldt Bay during fall and winter (Monroe et al. 1973). Although
some breed locally, the vast majority breed in northern latitudes in Alaska and Canada (Monroe et al. 1973).
Waterfowl nest near water courses and may be found nesting in salt marshes, though nesting primarily occurs in
adjacent pasturelands, freshwater marshes, and sloughs (Monroe et al. 1973). Virginia Rail (Rallus limicola), Sora
(Porzana carolina), and Pied-billed Grebe (Podilymbus podiceps) nest locally in the emergent vegetation of salt
marshes (Monroe et al. 1973).

Tidal-marsh bird species occupy niches defined by food resources and habitat along the tidal gradient (Takekawa et
al. 2011). These birds can be grouped into the following guilds: aerial, marsh surface, benthic, or aquatic foraging
guilds (Takekawa et al. 2011). Each guild can be further grouped based on the habitat they utilize including upland
transition and high marsh plain; mid- and low-marsh plain; tidal creeks and channels (Takekawa et al. 2011). The
upland transition and high marsh plain occur at the inland edge of the marsh (Takekawa et al. 2011). The Song
Sparrow (Melospiza melodia) is an example species that utilizes the upland transition and high marsh plain. The mid-
marsh plain is characterized by regular inundation and plants with less tolerance for full inundation such as
pickleweed. The mid-marsh plain is located between mean high water and mean higher high water (Takekawa et al.
2011). The Northern Harrier is an example species that utilizes the mid-marsh plain (foraging). The low marsh is
characterized by daily inundation, tall emergent vegetation (e.g., cordgrass), and typically occurs near tidal channels
(Takekawa et al. 2011). The Willet (Tringa semipalmatus) and Marsh Wren (Cistothorus palustris) are species that
utilize the low marsh plain. Tidal creeks and channels make up an extensive drainage web through low-marsh and
mid-marsh plain habitats and serve to move water, invertebrates, fish, sediment, and nutrients (Takekawa et al. 2011).
Herons and egrets utilize tidal creeks and channels for foraging (Takekawa et al. 2011).

In a study of wildlife use within salt marshes in New England, high marsh was the most used of all marsh microhabitat
types. Time of year, tides, vegetation density, height, and dominant species influence nest site selection of breeding
birds (Gjerdrum et al. 2005). Human disturbance and proximity likely affect foraging and roost site use in Humboldt
Bay, as well as location, distance to tidal flats, and habitat type (Conklin et al. 2008).

4.6.3 Fish Use of Salt Marsh

Fish use of salt marshes in Humboldt Bay has not been widely studied. Most fish species in Humboldt Bay are caught
from deep channels, as well as near rocky structures and piers. However, salt marshes serve as important nursery
habitat for numerous fish species (Barnhart et al. 1992). In addition to supporting fish, benthic invertebrates also utilize
intertidal salt marshes as nursery habitat. Benthic invertebrates occur within salt marshes year-round at relatively
stable numbers (Barnhart et al. 1992). Dominant species include gastropods, crustaceans, and polychaetes (Barnhart
et al. 1992).

Salt marsh habitat is only intermittently inundated and thus not always available (West and Zedler 2000). Chamberlain
and Barnhart (1993) documented fish use in established salt marshes at the present-day Woodley Island Marina and
mitigation salt marsh in Freshwater Slough in an upper estuarine environment. The investigation identified 31 species
of fish and two species of crab, noting high variability in seasonal salinities, water temperature, and marsh elevation
influenced fish use in the mitigation marsh in Freshwater Slough. The salt marsh provided feeding and possibly
spawning habitat to observed species (Chamberlain and Barnhart 1993). Dominant species in the mitigation marsh
were euryhaline Sticklebacks and Topsmelt (Chamberlain and Barnhart 1993). Other species included Pacific Herring
(Clupea pallasii), Prickly Sculpin (Cottus asper), Shiner Surfperch, Walleye Surfperch (Hyperprosopon argenteum),
Surf Smelt (Hypomesus pretiosus), Pacific Staghorn Sculpin (Leptocottus armatus), English Sole (Parophrys vetulus),
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and White Surfperch (Phanerodon furcatus), Starry Flounder (Platichthys stellatus). Tidwater Goby and Arrow Goby
(Clevelandia ios) were also present. Salmonids and Longfin Smelt were not detected.

The evaluation of regularly and irregularly flooded salt marsh estuarine habitat across numerous Humboldt Bay sites
(including those near the NSI project shoreline) by Gleason et al. (2004) found the most abundant species to be
Shiner Surfperch, Topsmelt, Surf Smelt, sculpin of various species, and Speckled Sanddabs. Two Coho Salmon
(unknown life stage) were observed in small channels segmenting the mudflats in the northeast corner of Humboldt
Bay.

Fish were estimated to use salt marsh habitat in Southern California approximately 16% of the time, given tidal
constraints. Dietary analysis found the salt marsh provided fish foraging habitat during high tides when the salt marsh
was inundated. Fish utilizing the salt marsh habitat consumed up to six times more food compared to fish of using only
nearby creek habitats (West and Zedler 2000).

4.6.4 Wildlife Use of Mudflats

Marine mammals including Harbor Seals (Phoca vitulina) and to a lesser extent Steller Sea Lion (Eumetopias jubatus)
and occasionally California Sea Lions (Zalophus californianus), may be found hauled out on mud flats. River Otters
may travel through mudflats to access aquatic habitats. They may also forage on fish (such as those stranded at low
tide) or shellfish in these areas.

Kelp greenling (Hexagrammos decagrammus) and lingcod (Ophiodon elongatus) may be found in mud flat water
courses (Monroe et al. 1973). Flounders (eight species) are throughout Humboldt Bay within channels and sandy and
mudflat bottoms. Many additional fish species associate with eelgrass present in shallow nearshore waters (temporally
exposed mudflat) (provides foraging and nursery habitat). Mudflats also serve as important feeding areas for juvenile
crabs (Monroe et al. 1973). Furthermore, areas with eelgrass are utilized for cover (Monroe et al. 1973).

A rich invertebrate community is present within intertidal mudflats. Invertebrate diversity and abundance are
dependent upon “sediment composition and location in relation to tidal submergence time” (Monroe et al. 1973), as
well as seasonal salinity (Barnhart et al. 1992). Dominant invertebrates within the high mudflats include polychaetes,
crustaceans, and mollusks (Barnhart et al. 1992). Mollusks and polychaetes are the dominant invertebrates at low tidal
levels in areas with sandy substrates.

Harbor Seals use Humboldt Bay as a pupping site (haul out on mudflats), with peak numbers from February through
August (Monroe 1973). River Otters and other fish-eating mammals likely return to the mudflats of the Bay to capitalize
on migratory salmonid activity (timing varies by species with largest runs in the fall and winter).

At lower tides, the vast majority of the expansive shallow North/Arcata Bay may be exposed. Water depth and
proximity to deep channels (especially for movement of marine mammals and fish) as well as the mainland (especially
for terrestrial mammals) likely influence distribution and use. Two types of mudflats, high and low, are present around
the Bay. Low mudflats are characterized by areas of gradual contouring, irregular surfaces composed of small mounds
and channels, as well as shallow water pools in which eelgrass and widgeon grass and associated plants grow
(Monroe et al. 1973). In contrast, high mudflats are characterized by smooth surfaces, a gentle contouring, well-
spaced tidal channels, and limited plant life (Monroe et al. 1973). Mammalian wildlife forage upon the abundant fish,
mollusks, and crustaceans available within high and low mudflats of Humboldt Bay.

4.6.5 Avian Use of Mudflats

Mudflats are important foraging habitat for an array of water-associated birds including shorebirds, wading birds,
waterfowl, and pelagic and coastal birds. Raptors (e.g., Peregrine Falcon [Falco peregrinus]) may also depredate on
water-associated birds foraging on mudflats. Mudflats are utilized as important feeding grounds for diving ducks where
they primarily consume marine organisms (Monroe et al. 1973). In contrast, puddle ducks (except for American
Widgeon [Mareca americana] which largely feed on eelgrass) although often frequently seen in large numbers on the
Bay, likely gain most of their food resources from adjacent freshwater mashes and pasturelands (Monroe et al. 1973).
As previously discussed, Humboldt Bay is critically important area for shorebirds because of concentrated use along
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the Pacific Flyway, with intertidal mudflats being the most heavily used habitat type (Monroe et al. 1973). Shorebirds
forage for organisms such as mollusks, gastropods, arthropods, and insects within the exposed mud, following the
water line as it goes in and out with the tides (Monroe et al. 1973).

Humboldt Bay hosts the greatest numbers of avian species during fall and winter when migratory and wintering birds
are present (Monroe et al. 1973). Many of these species depend upon the rich algal, plant, invertebrate, crustacean,
and fish communities within the marsh to sustain their populations through the winter, to “fuel up” during migration,
and/or during the breeding season.

Some species, such as the Western Sandpipers (Calidris mauri), specialize on mudflats, while others (e.g., Willits)
opportunistically use mudflats and salt marshes at high tide (Long and Ralph 2001). Danufsky and Colwell (2003)
investigated the relationship between wintering shorebird use and habitat characteristics in Humboldt Bay and
determined that size (ranging from fine, clayey silts to coarse sands) can either positively or negatively affect
distribution, depending on the species. Broadly, their study showed a positive correlation of shorebirds with sediment
heterogeneity.

During high tides, birds are forced to vacate foraging areas within mudflats. Alternate foraging habitat is available
within adjacent pasturelands during the winter and spring (Long and Ralph 2001). The two primary factors influencing
field use by shorebirds in Humboldt Bay studied by Long and Ralph (2001) were 1) presence of short vegetation and
2) the presence or absence of standing water.

46.6 Fish Use of Mudflats

Pinnex et al. (2006) investigated fish communities in oyster culture, eelgrass, and mudflat habitats of northern
Humboldt Bay during field investigations spanning two years. The study included four sample sites in the East Bay
Channel — the channel nearest the project shoreline — and identified 49 fish species from 22 families. Juvenile
salmonids were not captured. Of captured species, 57% of individuals were resident and 42% were using Humboldt
Bay as a nursery (Pinnex et al. 2006).

Species captured in the largest numbers included Shiner Surfperch, English Sole, Northern Anchovy (Engraulis
mordax), Speckled Sanddab (Citharichthys stigmaeus), and Pacific Herring. Additional species captured in significant
numbers included Topsmelt, Pacific Sardine (Sardinops sagax), Bay Pipefish (Syngnathus leptorhynchus), Walleye
Surfperch, Bay Goby (Lepidogobius lepidus), Surf Smelt and Staghorn Sculpin. Gleason et al. (2004) observed similar
species richness in mudflat habitat. Of habitats sampled by Pinnex et al. (2006), species richness was lowest in
mudflat habitat. Seasonally, species richness was generally highest during the spring and summer and lowest in the
winter. Species diversity, which considers both species richness and a measure of abundance, in mudflat habitat was
significantly lower than oyster culture and eelgrass habitat types. Seasonally, species diversity indices were variable,
with diversity generally greater in the spring or summer (Pinnex et al. 2006).

Pinnex et al. (2006) noted the scale at which habitat change occurs due to channel bathymetry and the diurnal tidal
cycle (two high tides and two low tides per 24-hour period) was a dominant consideration in the Arcata Bay. An
enormous amount of water is exchanged every tidal cycle. A high tide will inundate the entire bay; however, a lower-
low tide water is confined to the major channels, narrowing available mudflat habitat. During lower tides, fish in mudflat
habitat are forced into the major channels or small pockets and depressions that contain enough water and cover (to
avoid predation) to sustain them until the incoming high tide. Pinnex et al. (2006) concluded the scale of variability due
to the tidal cycle can greatly affect fish assemblage distribution directly by limiting habitat suitability on a daily basis.
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4.7 Fish and Wildlife Abundance and Distribution Within
Project Area

4.7.1 Existing Avian Habitat and Use

The project area is known to provide breeding, roosting, and foraging habitat for a variety of avian species. A previous
avian survey (G. Rozhon, pers. comm.) conducted in support of the HBTS project on May 16, 2018 documented
breeding activity by Marsh Wren, Canada Geese (Branta canadensis), and Song Sparrows. A high and low tide field
reconnaissance survey in support of this project documented temporal variation in avian use of the project shoreline.
Avian activity was high prior to high tide, and dropped off dramatically when tidal water completely inundated the mud
flats along the project shoreline (water reached edge of railroad levee). During high tide, all shorebirds vacated the
area or moved onto adjacent salt marsh habitat.

During low tide, observed avian activity along the project shoreline was limited, likely as a result of the high wind
speeds during the survey. Nonetheless, a small group of Willets was observed foraging for much of the survey within
25 feet of the shoreline. A Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura) was observed roosting on salt marsh within the project
shoreline and flushed at the approach of the surveyor. Nesting activity was observed including singing and territorial
Song Sparrows throughout the project shoreline, an active European Starling (Sturnus vulgaris) nest, and an Osprey
(Pandion haliaetus) gathering nesting material from within the project shoreline.

The highest levels of bird activity during high tide occurred in the northern portion of the project shoreline immediately
south of the Bracut industrial yards. A degraded levee (a narrow [less than 10 feet wide] strip of salt marsh habitat,
which is experiencing severe erosion) is also located in this area. Both the large levee protecting Bracut as well as the
degraded levee provide protection from wind and waves in this northeastern corner of the project shoreline.

Willets were one of the most abundant species (approximately 40 individuals) observed foraging in the mudflats at
high tide (the species with the greatest number observed on-site was Marbled Godwit; approximately 50 individuals).
At high tide, the Willets moved onto the small patches of salt marsh along the project shoreline and appeared to
continue foraging. During the low tide survey, nine Greater Yellowlegs (Tringa melanoleuca) were observed foraging
on the mudflats. Limited activity during low tide may have been a result of high winds (Conklin et al. 2008). One
Virginia Rail was encountered as well as numerous Song Sparrows within the salt marshes along the project
shoreline.

A list of avian and other wildlife species observed during the surveys are included in Appendix C. Twenty-seven avian
species were observed during the high tide survey, 16 avian species were observed during the low tide survey (total of
30 species at the project area).

The stand of blue gum Eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus globulus) between the railroad prism and Highway 101 provide
structure for tree nesting avian species as well as some cover for terrestrial wildlife. However, despite extensive
survey effort, no egrets or herons were observed using these subject trees (S.E. McAllister & Associates 2020). This
stand of eucalyptus is considered poor quality habitat as it is in an area of high disturbance and is surrounded by more
suitable habitats around Humboldt Bay (S.E. McAllister & Associates 2020). Thick cover habitat was available along
the southern levee bounding the Bracut industrial yards. Coyote brush (Bacchatris pilularis) and Himalayan blackberry
(Rubus armeniacus) were the dominant species in this area. Numerous well-worn wildlife trails likely belonging to mid-
size mammals, such as mesocarnivores were observed in this area. Only Raccoon tracks (Procyon lotor) were
detected on-site.

4.7.1.1 Avian Functionality and Benefits of Salt Marsh and Mudflats

Humboldt Bay is a critically important area for numerous wildlife species, especially shorebirds, because of the habitat
and food resources available within its salt marshes and mudflats (Monroe et al. 1973, Barnhart et al. 1992). Of the
dwindling remaining estuarine habitats within California, Humboldt Bay is still suitable for wildlife although it has
experienced severe human modification (e.g., dredging, fill, commercial development, pollution; Monroe et al. 1973).
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These habitats are important locally (to support resident wildlife) as well as internationally (to support avian
populations along the Pacific Flyway).

Time of day, habitat type, location, and tide are all factors influencing shorebird use (Burger et al. 1997). Studies by
Burger et al. (1997) justified that a mosaic of habitat types including mudflats, marshes, and beaches are necessary to
maintain shorebird populations. In addition to foraging habitats within mudflats, Burger et al. (1997) found that feeding
in all habitat types, including marshes, is important at nearly all tidal stages. The project area is dominated by
mudflats, which leaves little available habitat for shorebird foraging when the mudflats are inundated, which is
approximately 50% of the time. Figure 23 shows shorebird use of the Jacoby Creek salt marsh during a high tide when
the adjacent mudflat is inundated.

Figure 23 Shorebird use of Jacoby Creek salt marsh during high tide.

4.7.2 Existing Aquatic Habitat and Use

As previously described, within the project area the habitat is primarily mudflats with intermittent narrow patches of salt
marsh. No eelgrass (Zostera maritima) beds are located within the project shoreline as the intertidal mudflat elevations
are above the suitable elevation range for eelgrass (Gleason et al. 2004 and based on field observations at low tide).
In the North Bay, the depth criteria for eelgrass ranges from 1 foot to 4.3 feet MLLW (0.3 to 1.3 meters; Merkel &
Associates 2017). Direct field investigation of fish species or fish habitat mapping along the project shoreline has not
occurred; however, Gleason et al. (2004) documented Shiner Surfperch, Topsmelt, Staghorn Sculpin, Arrow Goby,
and Bay Pipefish along the project shoreline.

4.7.2.1 Aquatic Habitat Functionality and Benefits of Salt Marsh and Mudflats

Expansion of the salt marsh along the project shoreline would increase foraging habitat for fish during higher tides,
resulting in an increase in their overall fitness and likelihood of survival. Constructing small, tidal channels through the
salt marsh would provide enhanced fish habitat that could be more fully utilized during a broader range of tidal
elevations. The tidal channels would be proximal to expanded salt marsh habitat and would thus provide higher quality
foraging and refugia habitat. Geomorphology and hydrology conditions would inform the degree to which constructed
tidal channels along the project shoreline would be likely to persist and evolve, providing long-term habitat. A non-
linear project edge would maximize habitat complexity and the wetted edge of salt marsh available to fish for foraging
and other habitat types. A more complex shoreline habitat, including a non-linear wetted edge, is more likely to provide
the higher level of ecosystem service benefits to best meet Project objectives.
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4.7.3 Conservation Issues and Threats

Human activities have severely reduced salt marshes within Humboldt Bay (Pickart 2001). In particular, the
construction of the railroad in the early 1900s had a significant impact on saltmarsh habitat (Pickart 2001). As a result
of anthropogenic activities in the late 1800s through mid-1900s, salt marsh habitat decreased approximately 90%
(approximately 9,000 to less than 900 acres; Pickart 2001) around the Bay.

Invasive species are also a concern. Spartina densiflora provides habitat, especially refugia during high tides, given its
large height in comparison to native salt marsh plants. However, it has disrupted relationships of invertebrates and
native plants (Mitchell 2012). Invertebrate species diversity (and therefore greater food resources) was present in
restored marshes within Humboldt Bay following removal of Spartina densiflora (Mitchell 2012).

Shorebird decline has been documented worldwide largely as a result of estuarine and wetland habitat deterioration at
stopover site and on the wintering grounds (Dias et al. 2006, Conklin et al. 2008). Loss and degradation of intertidal
habitats is the primary threat to shorebirds utilizing Humboldt Bay (Colwell and Feucht 2018). Currently, threats to this
habitat include oil spills, dredging, rising sea-levels, and expansion of aquaculture (e.g., oysters) farms (Colwell and
Feucht 2018).

As tidal marsh restoration efforts have increased on both east and west coasts of North America, their benefits
particularly for terrestrial wildlife, have been extensively documented within the literature. Many factors influencing the
impact of restoration on bird populations are site specific, including establishment of target plant species verses
invasive species, land use on adjacent properties, and marsh accretion through available sediment (Shriver and
Greenberg 2012). Marsh specialists as well as generalist species have benefitted from tidal restoration through
establishment of foraging and nesting habitat (Shriver and Greenberg 2012). Given the degradation and conversion
that have occurred to natural habitats within Humboldt Bay, restoration efforts are integral in managing these
important areas to sustain aquatic and avian species populations.

5. Geomorphic Assessment and Conceptual
Model

5.1 Purpose

This chapter reviews the geomorphic context of the project area and discusses physical data collected and assessed
to support development of a conceptual model. The conceptual model is used as a framework to describe the
environmental drivers and physical processes that influence the sediment flux and shape the landforms within the
project area. These landforms have evolved and have been altered through natural processes and anthropogenic
interventions. An understanding of how the project area has evolved in the past improves the understanding of how it
may evolve in the future with the implementation of natural shoreline infrastructure at the project area. The purpose of
this section is to provide supporting information to address the following questions:

1. What are the key physical drivers, including previously described anthropogenic interventions, that influence
physical processes along the eastern shoreline of Arcata Bay?
Which drivers and processes have attributed to the loss or gain of salt marsh in the project area?

3. Based on the drivers and processes described, what potential natural shoreline infrastructure measures could be
implemented to achieve the project goals and restore a resilient salt marsh at the project area?

5.2 Overview of Drivers and Physical Processes Within
Intertidal Habitats

This section provides a general introduction to the key drivers and physical processes within the intertidal mudflats
and salt marsh.
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Tidal marshes evolve from non-vegetated tidal flats, such as sand-flats or mudflats, when the flats become high
enough above frequent tidal inundation to be colonized by marsh vegetation or can evolve on terrestrial lands in
response to vegetative transgression from sea level rise and/or landslides and upland subsidence. Mudflats provide a
balance between the deposition and erosion of sediments and can store and exchange sediment between intertidal
marshes and sub-tidal channels. The shear forces from wind-generated waves necessary to resuspend and
redistribute sediment depends on wave heights, which in turn depends on water depth and wind speed. Resuspended
sediment transported by wind-wave energy and tidal currents will redeposit when the tide and waves subside. Under
the right conditions, mudflats can accrete to achieve heights suitable for colonization by salt marsh vegetation. Limited
sediment supply can limit marsh and mudflat accretion. However, marshes can also degrade from edge erosion where
wind-generated waves and tidal currents are high and sediment supply is low. Conversely, marsh edge can prograde
(extend laterally bayward) where wave exposure is low and sediment supply is high. A narrow fringe of tidal marsh can
evolve and persist where the marsh vegetation can transgress landward on a gradual slope if unimpeded. However,
an abrupt landform such as a bluff or fill prism can prevent landward transgression.

While marsh edge erosion may be perceived as a negative function, the eroded sediment deposited on the bordering
mudflat can be transported back onto the marsh surface in subsequent high tides contributing to accretion (Wiberg
and Fagherazzi, 2020). Wiberg and Fagherazzi reference several models developed (Mariotti & Fagherazzi 2010,
Mariotti & Carr 2014) that show where high rates of marsh-edge retreat (strong winds, large fetch, and high erodibility)
also promoted high rates of vertical accretion on the adjacent marsh surface, whereas conditions resulting in more
stable marsh edges (weak winds, small fetch, and low erodibility) may promote marsh drowning by reducing sediment
supply to the marsh surface.

There are three basic sources of sediment to establish and maintain tidal mudflats and marshes in Arcata Bay:

e Inorganic Terrestrial Source Sediments: The primary source of these sediments are the watersheds that drain
directly into Arcata Bay. These sediments include gravels, sands, silts, clays, and debris delivered to the mudflat
or marsh from their upland sources. Other terrestrial sources include material eroded from the shoreline which
could include gravels and cobbles. Larger material size (i.e. course sands and gravels) transported from
contributing streams are generally too heavy to be carried onto the marsh surface and remain stored in deeper
channels whereas the small, finer-grained materials are stored on the mudflats and can be transported to the
marshes during high tidal and wind events.

. Inorganic Marine Sediments: Inorganic marine sediments are from terrestrial sources that are transported into the
Bay from the Eureka Littoral Cell watersheds such as the Eel and Mad Rivers. Dredging within Humboldt Bay that
increases the amount of sediment suspended in tidal waters can also increase the availability of marine
sediments.

e  Organic Matter: The organic matter of a tidal marsh consists of roots, rhizomes, and other organic materials
produced by growth and decomposition of marsh vegetation. The primary source of these materials are produced
within the marsh and contribute to vertical accretion. Relative to inorganic sources described above previously
and which dominate Humboldt Bay marshes, organic matter generally contributes less to vertical accretion.
However, Cahoon et al. (2021) argues that organic material is a greater contributor than mineral sediment and
acknowledges this point of disagreement with other research. Relative to East Coast marshes, Humboldt Bay
marshes are younger as they have formed from rapid elevation changes following Cascadia events and higher
fluvial sediment supplied from rapid erosion of uplifted weak soils and organic content is likely a lower contributor
compared to inorganic.

5.3 Conceptual Sediment Flux Model

A conceptual model for movement and storage of sediment along the eastern shoreline of Arcata Bay is depicted in
Figure 24. The conceptual model builds upon information presented in the Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan for the
Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021) and follows a similar framework developed for the
Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta (Schoellhamer 2012). The conceptual model served as a starting point for
implementing field investigations, hydrodynamic modeling and analyses of shoreline processes in the project area.
The objective of these investigations was to develop a better understanding of the magnitude and importance of
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physical drivers in shaping the existing shoreline configuration and to guide the selection of adaptive measures for
restoring a natural shoreline. These physical drivers and their linkages to landscape evolutions are summarized and
further defined in the following sections.
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Figure 24 Conceptual Model of Physical Drivers, Processes and Sediment Dynamics for the Eastern Shoreline of Arcata Bay. Each yellow
box is a driver and each arrow describe the importance, qualitative understanding, and predictability to influence physical process. The
linkages between the drivers and physical processes are described for two seasonal scenarios.

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay
for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 49



5.4 Physical Drivers and Interventions

Physical drivers affect the rate of which physical processes occur and the rate of landscape change. The physical
drivers of Arcata Bay include the following, and each are further described below:

Al I

Interventions

Tidal Currents and Relative Sea Level Rise
Wind and Wind Waves

Marine Sediment Supply

Fluvial Sediment Supply

5.4.1 Driver: Interventions

Anthropogenic interventions have altered the Arcata Bay shoreline. In turn, these interventions altered how the
landscape response to the physical drivers of tides, waves, and sediment supply. Anthropogenic interventions
considered important to this project include:

Diking and drainage of salt marshes: Starting in the 1890’s, dikes were constructed along the outer edges of
Arcata Bay salt marshes, separating the transfer of water, sediment, and organics between the bay and marshes.
Borrow ditches were constructed on the interior of the dikes to supply material for the dikes. Numerous large and
small tidal creeks were blocked or diverted, altering the delivery of sediment from upland areas to the bay.

Construction of railway and roadway (US-101) embankments: Construction of railroad and highway
embankments_along the bayfront created additional impacts. Borrow ditches for the embankments were much
wider and removed large swaths of exterior tidal marshes. The embankments were sometimes integrated into
tidal flood protection by local landowners.

Shore armoring: Shore armor was installed in locations where the embankments or dikes were placed on the
shoreline and directly exposed to erosion by waves and currents. Armoring can result in the loss of habitat over
time as the shore or channel bank is degraded as migration impinges on the armoring (often called “passive”
erosion). Armoring can also actively induce erosion due to increased wave reflection, turbulence, and reduced
hydraulic friction.

Dredging: Dredging practices in Humboldt Bay removed sediment from stored sinks such as tidal channels and
exported it off-shore and out of the local littoral system where it no longer available for redistribution to other
sediment sinks.

5.4.2 Driver; Tidal Currents and Relative Sea Level Rise

The description for this driver is divided into three sub-sections below, tidal still water levels, tidal currents and relative
sea level rise.

5.4.2.1 Tidal Still Water Levels

As previously described, tides in Humboldt Bay are mixed, semi-diurnal that amplify and lag with distance from the
Humboldt Bay entrance (Costa and Glatzel 2002). Although the tides are driven by ocean tides, the high tide
elevations at the project area are approximately 0.5 feet higher than at the entrance, and the low tides are slightly
lower (NHE 2016). Table 4 presents values of the extreme still water levels and a selection of tidal datums for the
project area as computed by NHE and extracted from their Humboldt Bay hydrodynamic model (NHE 2015). Note that
the highest astronomical tide, which represents the highest pure astronomical tide (i.e., no storm surge or atmospheric
effects) to occur over the tidal epoch, was computed by adding 0.49 feet to the value published at the North Spit tide
gauge.
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Table 4 Summary of Tidal Levels and Annual Extreme Still Water Levels " for Project Area

Elevation (NAVD88)
Water Level/Datum Description
(m) (ft)
100-year SWL 3.251 10.67 100-year still water level
50-year SWL 3.196 10.48 50-year still water level
10-year SWL 3.050 10.01 10-year still water level
5-year SWL 2.977 9.77 5-year still water level
2-year SWL 2.858 9.38 2-year still water level
HAT 2.746 9.01 Highest Astronomical Tide?
MAMW 2.874 9.43 Mean Annual Maximum Water
MMMW 2.562 8.40 Mean Monthly Maximum Water
MHHW 2.155 7.07 Mean Higher High Water

' Extreme water levels presented are based on probability analyses that used a 100-year historic tidal data record ending in 2012
(NHE 2015). To account for relative sea level rise between 2012 and current (2020), an additional 5 mm/year (35 mm or 1.4 inches
total) could be added to the tabulated water levels above to reflect current (2020) conditions.

2 Highest astronomical tide estimated for project area by adding 0.49 feet to value published for North Spit Tide Gauge, NOS NOAA
Station 9148767. The HAT is the highest astronomical tide to occur over the tidal epoch and represents the largest expected spring
tide.

5.4.2.2 Tidal Currents

Tides are the significant driving force in Humboldt Bay, with winds being the primary secondary forcing in the shallow
portions of the north and south bays (Costa and Glatzel 2002). The mixed semidiurnal tides have a mean range of 4.9
ft and a diurnal range of 6.9 ft which generate the twice daily ebb and flood tidal currents bay wide. The basic
circulation patterns in Humboldt Bay, summarized in Barnhart (1992), follow the main channels, are strongest with the
main channels and decrease with increased distance from the Bay entrance.

Hydrodynamic Model Description

To better understand tidal and wind-wave generated currents, bed shear stresses, and circulation patterns within the
project area an existing Humboldt Bay hydrodynamic model (NHE 2015; Anderson & Costello-Anderson 2019) was
leveraged and modified within the project area. The focus of the hydrodynamic modeling effort was to assess the
dominant physical processes (i.e. tidal, wind, and wind-wave drivers) and interactions on the large mudflat areas
adjacent to the project area. The grid resolution of the modified hydrodynamic model in the project area (~ 65 m x 45
m grid cells) is adequate to assess general circulation patterns within the project area. However, the grid resolution is
too coarse to capture all the complex topographic and/or bedform features along the immediate shoreline of the
project area. Although the hydrodynamic model lacks the grid resolution to resolve all the local hydrodynamics
affecting the immediate shoreline, the resolution is adequate for the adjacent mudflat areas and to provide a general
understanding of circulation patterns along the shoreline of the project area.

The existing Humboldt Bay hydrodynamic model was developed using the Environmental Fluids Dynamics Code
(EFDC) modeling platform (Hamrick 1992), which is a public domain model supported by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. Dynamic Solutions-International, LLC (DSI) has made several enhancements to the EFDC code
and has its own version (EFDCPlus), which includes sediment transport and wind wave sub-models, and a windows-
based GUI (EEMS10.3) for pre- and post-processing (DSI 2020a; DSI 2020b). The existing Humboldt Bay
hydrodynamic model grid was refined bay wide and within North Arcata Bay to better support the Natural Shoreline
Infrastructure (NSI) project area (Figure 25). Since the focus of the analysis was on North Arcata Bay, a smaller ocean
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and near shore grid was incorporated into the modeling domain. The refined hydrodynamic model will be referred to
as the NSI model henceforth. In general, the model grid resolution is approximately 90 m x 50 m in North Arcata Bay,
and 65 m x 45 m within the project area (Figure 26). The refined NSI model grid contains 23,950 horizontal grid cells
and 5 vertical layers. Elevations were mapped to the refined model grid using a 2-m raster of the existing Humboldt
Bay bathymetry (PWA 2014).

The DSI wind wave sub-model (DSI 2020a) is dynamically linked to EFDCPlus, and estimates wind-wave parameters
at each model grid using the Sverdrup, Munk and Bretschneider empirical equations (SMP model) for shallow waters.
The SMP model determines wave height, direction and period using wind speed, average water depth over the entire
model domain, and wind fetch length from the model boundary to each grid cell over 16 directions. A key assumption
of the SMP model is that the wave direction is the same as the wind direction; and the wind-wave sub-model does not
account for the effects of wave shoaling, refraction, diffraction, and reflection, but does account for depth limited wave
height. Although EEMS10.3 and EFDCPlus directly supports the SWAN wave model, the SWAN model is not
dynamically linked to EFDC and requires an iterative procedure to temporally integrate circulation and wind-waves
which is beyond the scope of this project. Given the maximum wind-wave heights (~ 2.5 ft) generated in North Bay,
and the parallel shore and near-shore contours/bathymetry generally normal to the dominant wind (NW to SE) and
incident wind-wave directions assessed, the SMP model is adequate for this general circulation analysis and supports
the temporal analysis of tidal and wind-wave current interactions dynamically. Furthermore, the SMP model and
assumptions are consistent with the sheltered waters coastal flood hazards analysis recently conducted by FEMA
(2014), which also neglected wave shoaling, refraction, diffraction, and reflection in their analysis of locally generated
wind-wave hazards in North Humboldt Bay.

The described NSI model was used to assess a number of physical processes and interactions (e.g. tidal, wind, and
wind-wave currents and drivers) described in later sections of this report.

Model Parameters

The same general parameters used in previous Humboldt Bay hydrodynamic models (NHE 2015; Anderson &
Costello-Anderson 2019) were used in the NSI model: (1) total effective roughness height (Zo) set to 0.005 m for bay
locations and 0.01 m for tidal wetlands, (2) background horizontal Eddy viscosity set to 5E-5 m? s™', and (3) horizontal
momentum diffusivity coefficient (Smagorinsky coefficient) set to 0.1. Vegetation drag was also included in the model
to account for the additional drag from wetland vegetation on the water column. The following parameters were used
to represent tidal wetland vegetation measured near the Elk River (Caltrout et al. 2019): plant height of 1.219 m, plant
diameter of 0.007 m, number of stems at 365 stems/m?, and a drag coefficient of 0.5. Since wave data were not
available to calibrate the wind wave sub-model, default wave parameters were used for all simulations with the
Nikuradse sand roughness height (Ks) set to 2.5E-5 m to account for the fine-grained bed materials near the project
area. Simulations used to assess shear stresses and sediment mobility did not account for the radiation stresses
between waves and currents. However, simulations used to demonstrate the potential effect of waves on the bay and
near-shore currents (e.g. longshore current) did include radiation stresses using default radiation stress parameters.

Boundary Conditions

Boundary conditions for the circulation and wind-wave analysis consisted of open ocean water levels, wind speed and
direction. The purpose of the analysis was to better understand how tidal currents with no wind and combined tidal
and wind-wave currents affect circulation and shear stresses within the project area over a range of coastal stillwater
levels.

The tidal open boundary condition (Figure 27) for the analysis consisted of a 10-day period from the 100-yr hourly sea
level height series derived for the Crescent City tide station (NOAA Station ID: 9419750) as part of the Humboldt Bay
sea-level rise vulnerability analysis (NHE 2015). The 10-day period spanned 22 to 31 January 1983, which was during
the 1982-83 EIl Nifio. During this 10-day period a large El Nifio driven storm coincided with higher-than-normal
astronomical high tides producing the highest water levels of record at the Crescent City tide gauge. This 10-day tidal
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series contains a large tidal height range spanning mean higher high water (MHHW) to above the 1% annual chance
extreme high-water level event.

For the wind-wave analysis the NSI model was run over a range of constant wind speeds and two dominant wind
directions for the 10-day simulation period to understand how wind and wave conditions affect currents and shear
stresses over a range of tidal heights. The constant wind speeds were 5 mps (~ 11 mph), 10 mps (~22 mph), 15 mps
(~34 mph), and 20 mps (~45 mph), and the two wind directions were from the northwest (NW) and southeast (SE)
which represent the dominant wind direction from March to November and the winter period (December to February),
respectively (see the extreme wind speed analysis in Appendix D).

Time: 14.000000
42977 0 W 7558 Bottom Elevation (m)

NSI
Project
Area

Figure 25 Humboldt Bay hydrodynamic model domain developed for the Project Area (NSI model). Bathymetry/topography based on grid
cell elevations.
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Figure 26 Humboldt Bay hydrodynamic model (NSI model) grid cell resolution and bathymetry at the project area.
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Figure 27 Tidal open boundary condition (blue line) used for the NSI Model simulations. Tidal series based on Crescent City tide station
(NOAA Station ID: 9419750). Observed North Spit tide station (NOAA Station ID: 9418767) observations (red dotted line) corrected for ~2.3
mm sea-level change from 1982 to 2012. MHHW is mean higher high water; #% EWL (e.g. 1% EWL) represents the #% annual chance
extreme high-water level (e.g. 1% chance extreme high-water level).

5.4.2.3 Relative Sea Level Rise and Projections

Relative or local sea level rise combines vertical land motion (tectonic subsidence) with eustatic (global) sea level
changes. Tectonic plate motion in the Pacific Ocean off Cape Mendocino causes local sinking, or subsidence, of
landforms around Humboldt Bay and the Eel River Delta. The rate of subsidence varies by location. Near Humboldt
Bay’s North Spit, subsidence is approximately 2.33 mm/year, or almost 10 inches per century (Patton and others
2014). Relative sea level rise rates for Humboldt Bay between 1977 and 2016 have been approximately 5 mm/year
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(19 inches per century) which are higher compared to the rest of California (NHE 2018). These rates are expected to
increase as the Earth warms creating thermal expansion for warming ocean water and melting ice sheets (OPC 2018).

Sea level rise projections developed for the North Spit of Humboldt Bay were presented in the Sea Level Rise
Adaptation Plan for the Eureka Slough Hydrographic Area (Humboldt County 2021) and are shown below in Figure 28.
The solid lines represent the projections of OPC (2018) and the dashed lines are the projections of NHE (2015 and
2019). The solid red curve is referred to as the “H++” scenario and is considered a “stand alone” worst-case scenario
of unknown probability of occurrence. The probability cannot be estimated with confidence because the process
driving the rapid sea level rise (i.e., catastrophic collapse of land-based ice sheets into the ocean), is not well
understood. OPC (2018) recommends use of this curve for analyzing critical infrastructure and projects with high
consequences to underestimating sea level rise. The solid blue line represents the sea level rise projection with a low
likelihood of occurrence within the associated timeframe and provides a precautionary projection that should be used
for less adaptive, highly vulnerable projects that will experience medium to high consequences as a result of
underestimating sea level rise, such as a coastal housing development (OPC 2018). The probability of sea level rise
exceeding the blue curve is 0.5%, or about 1 in 200 (OPC 2018). The solid green line represents the sea level rise
projection that represents a “likely” range of sea level rise to occur within the associated timeframe with a probability of
66%, or about 1 in 1.5. The dashed blue, green and purple lines represent the projections by NHE (2015) and have
subsequently been updated and presented in the City of Arcata Sea Level Rise Risk Assessment (April 2018) and
these curves are referred hereinafter as NHE (2019) as shown on Figure 28. Overall, the NHE (2019) projections track
closely to the projections for North Spit provided by OPC (2018). The relative sea level rise trend observed at the
North Spit of Humboldt Bay between 1977 to 2016 (5 mm/year or 19 inches per century) is equivalent to the low end
of the OPC 66% probability range.
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Figure 28 Sea level Rise Projections for North Spit, Humboldt Bay: OPC (2018) State Guidance (solid lines) and Regional Projections by
NHE (2015) and NHE (2019)

5.4.3 Driver: Wind and Wind Waves

5.4.3.1 Wind

The project area is exposed to waves generated from both boat wakes and wind. Given infrequent boat use on Arcata
Bay, this section focuses on wind-generated waves. Monthly wind rose plots from NOAA Station 9418768 (North Jetty
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Landing, California) over the period of 2016-2018 were developed and shown in Figure 29. The North Jetty Landing is
located at the end of the North Jetty in the ocean and external to Humboldt Bay. The wind regime is characterized
primarily by northwesterly winds from May to September and both southerly and northerly winds at other times of year.

Speed [mis)
- o
[T 16-17
\IFs-r .
. SOUTH
14-15
Jun
. e
Ao
.}?% ‘:’ e
I o i
i 11-12
D o
SOUTH
| | 9-10
D e
D e
diger
D o
SOUTH e soutH - 5.8
Oct Nov
4.5
MORTH - MORTH
L 40% o S o A0%
o 30% : e 08 3-4
e S { .
WEST EAST WEST EAST WEST . 2-3
- N
SOUTH T BouTH o SOUTH

‘Wind roses from 01/01/2016 to (1012019 at 4098807 , =124, 36392

Figure 29 Monthly wind rose plots from NOAA Station 9418768 (North Jetty Landing, California) over the period of 2016-2018.

5.4.3.2 Wind Waves

The project area is exposed to a wind fetch length of approximately four miles (7 km) from northwest winds which can
create relatively high incident waves at the project shoreline during high tides (Figure 30).
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Figure 30 Representative photo of project area during an approximate Mean High Tide and approximate 25-mph northwesterly wind.

Wind-wave and overtopping analyses were previously conducted as part of the HBTS project (ESA and GHD 2018).
The analyses were conducted to characterize existing conditions and are summarized below. The analyses were
expanded to inform the basis of design for this project. The expanded wind-wave analyses and runup analyses are
presented in Appendix D and E and revisited in the basis of design section of this report.

FEMA (2014) estimated a wind wave height of approximately 2.4 feet with a period of 3 seconds during a wind speed
of 45-mph corresponding with an approximate 50-year recurrence interval. A total water level (TWL) analysis was
conducted that included incident wave height, wind and wave setup, and wave runup associated with various wind
speeds and still water levels along the project shoreline in support of the HBTS project (ESA 2018). The runup
analysis utilized the TAW method (van der Meer 2002; FEMA 2005) and results generally agreed with FEMA’s (2014)
wind wave generation model results used in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS). The primary purpose of the HBTS wave
run up assessment was to determine average rates of overtopping of the rail prism and trail during higher and less
frequent water level and wind events. The application of the TAW method assumed wind waves reach the existing rail
prism. Several factors influence the location at which a wave will break, including wave height, wave period,
topography, roughness, and depth. Given the variety of conditions analyzed and variations in the presence or absence
of salt marsh, the ESA study assumed that the depth of water over the topography leading up to the rail prism was too
great for the wave to break which yields a conservative estimate as variations in shoreline topography that reduce the
depth or increase the roughness exist.

Wave Attenuation over Salt Marsh

As waves approach the shoreline and depth decreases, the steepness increases until a limiting value is reached and
the wave breaks, dissipating energy (USACE, 2003). In general, for short period wind waves, a wave will break when
the depth of water is equal to the wave height. Under these conditions, waves are considered to be depth-limited when
the depth of water is less than or equal to the wave height. The dominant topographic features along the shoreline of
Arcata Bay are the mudflats, salt marsh and rail prism. Abrupt elevation changes occur at the interfaces of each of
these features. The mudflat elevation is typically around 4 to 5 feet (NAVD), salt marsh 7.5 feet, and the top of the rail
prism 10 feet. Therefore, a wave that is 1 foot in height will break and dissipate energy on the mudflats when water
levels are below elevation 6 feet (NAVD), on the salt marsh between elevations 6 to 8.5 feet, and on the rail prism
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above elevation 8.5 feet. If there is no salt marsh present, waves will break directly on the rail prism at water levels
greater than elevation 6 feet.

During high wind events, as the tide rises and water depth increases, incident wave heights increase. Waves
eventually begin to shoal and dissipate over tidal marshes and the toes of the rail prism and Brainard levee. The
shallow depths over the marshes cause the waves to attenuate and decrease as they propagate toward the shore. As
the tide continues to rise, the water depth over the tidal marsh increases. When waves are no longer depth limited,
waves are expected to rush up on the rail prism, inducing wave runup, elevating peak water levels. Peak water levels
are momentary but repetitive over multiple hours, as the waves break and splash vertically and landward. Overtopping
of the rail prism begins with wave runup, contributing intermittent discharges of tidal waters above and over the rail
prism.

To develop an understanding of the wind wave dampening effects between the salt marsh plain at the Eureka Slough
marsh compared to the project shoreline, a WHAFIS model was developed and simulated under various water level
and wave height conditions. This WHAFIS analyses was completed to understand wave effects along the existing
shoreline, and does not contradict the wind-wave analysis conducted for design conditions in subsequent sections of
this report.

WHAFIS is a software program developed for FEMA as a tool to assist with flood insurance studies (FIS’s). It is a part
of the Coastal Hazard Analysis Modeling Program (CHAMP), which allows users to enter data, perform coastal
engineering analyses, view and tabulate results, and collect summary information for representative transect locations
along a coastline. To use the model, the modeler needs an understanding of the input and output data in addition to
coastal engineering and mapping principles. The model requires starting wave conditions (significant wave height and
wave period), still water elevation (SWEL) data, terrain (topography and bathymetry) data, and the obstructions to
waves (FEMA 2014). The model has been previously used by ESA in 2012 to assess wave attenuation along a marsh
in the Corte Madera Baylands in the San Francisco Bay. The results of that study are discussed below and compared
to the model results prepared for this report.

Bathymetry data at three different transect locations (Jacobs Avenue and Indianola Avenue) was sampled. The
Jacobs Avenue transect was considered representative of the Eureka Slough salt marsh plain extending
approximately 500 feet into the bay from the toe of the railroad prism and was used as a reference transect. Two
transects were sampled within the project area near Indianola Cutoff: (1) a transect with limited or remnant salt marsh,
extending 40 feet into the bay from the toe of the rail prism and (2) a transect with no marsh, with uniform transition
from mudflat to rail prism. Much of the project area does not have any salt marsh, but where present, a 40-foot section
is representative. All transects extend inland to the roadway (11 feet NAVD88) and into the mudflats of the bay (0-2
feet NAVD88).

Two initial wave height scenarios were run for each of the transects, a 1-foot wave generated by an 11 mph wind and
a 2.4-foot wave generated by a 45 mph wind. WHAFIS allows a wave height input and transforms the wave across the
transect using representative wind data to generate the corresponding wave periods. 1- and 2.4-foot wave heights
were chosen to represent a range of wind-generated wave events and includes values previously calculated by FEMA
in the 2014 FIS for Humboldt Bay using a 45-mph wind event. An analysis of wind and water level data by FEMA
showed that elevated water level events are decoupled from wind events. Thus, the 1% water level event was paired
with a more statistically representative wind speed. The Eureka KEKA wind station was chosen given its continuous
record and location in the bay. With this data and a 3-hour averaged 50-year return period wind speed of 43.4 mph
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 2013), a wind value of 45 mph was selected for starting wave conditions.

The still water elevations (SWEL'’s) used in the model were an 8-foot water level and a 10.6 ft water level. An 8-foot
water level is representative of the high spring tides and the 10.6 ft water level is the 100-year SWEL.

Wave setup, the increase in mean water level due to the presence of a breaking wave, was assumed to be 20% of the
wave height for each scenario. Wave setup parameters of 0.2 ft and 0.5 ft were assigned for wave heights of 1-foot
and of 2.4-feet, respectively. For the WHAFIS analysis the wave setup was applied across the entire transect water
level, although the actual wave setup would only apply within the wave breaking zone closer to the shoreline.
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The model includes parameters to represent the variation and presence of vegetation along each transect. The model
provides default parameters for specific plant species and allows for multiple species of plants to be modeled at each
point along the transect. The two species of plants used in the model were salt grass and medium salt meadow
cordgrass. These species are found primarily in marshes on the east coast as WHAFIS was developed for use on the
east coast, but they are similar in roughness characteristics (height and texture) to pickleweed and cordgrass,
respectively, the two primary vegetation types found along the bay shoreline. ESA completed a sensitivity analysis
with respect to the amount and type of vegetation included in the model for the Corte Madera Baylands. ESA reported
that the model was relatively insensitive to vegetation species, but very sensitive to the presence or absence of
vegetation, consistent with previous studies. ESA also completed a sensitively analysis of marsh width within the
WHAFIS model. They found that a wider marsh exposed the waves to more of the frictional forces due to marsh
vegetation, which led to a decrease in wave height across the marsh. This remained true for a range of water levels
and wave heights analyzed, as shown in Figure 31. The increased attenuation of wave height with decreased water
depth is consistent with the expected relationship of depth limited waves and exposure to marsh vegetation. ESA
noted that plunging waves, created by sudden depth changes, breaking in shallower water have more erosive power.
This effect can potentially erode the marsh toe or other surfaces faster than sediment can accrete in the vegetation.
An optimal marsh height would need to be found to be the most resilient to the greatest number of water level and
wave scenarios.
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Figure 31 WHAFIS results for wave attenuation as a function of marsh width, where incident wave heights are A) 2 feet and B) 3 feet
NAVD88 (ESA, 2012).

The results for each of the four model scenarios are shown below in (Figure 32, Figure 33, Figure 34, Figure 35). The
still water elevation level (SWEL) and wave setup, along with wave crest and wave trough elevation are shown along
each transect. In shallow water, approximately 30% of the wave height is located below the reference water level
(SWEL + wave setup) and 70% above. Wave height is affected by wind speed, depth of water and the presence of
vegetation. Wave height is limited to 78% of the local mean water depth.

In the scenarios involving the 8-ft SWEL and initial 1-foot wave height and 11 mph wind (Figure 32), the wave height is
maintained along the mudflat and is first reduced when encountering a transect elevation of 7 feet and with the
presence of vegetation. Along the reference reach transect, the wave height is reduced to 0.5 feet over 400 feet, then
travels an additional 70 feet before breaking onto the rail prism. The wave height along the project area remnant
marsh transect is initially reduced to 0.8 feet over 50 feet, before breaking onto the rail prism. Where no marsh is
present, the wave breaks directly onto the rail prism.
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When the initial wave height is increased to 2.4 feet, and wind to 45 mph, the wave height increases along the mudflat
and is first reduced when encountering a transect elevation between 5 and 6 feet (Figure 33). Along the reference
reach transect, the wave height is rapidly reduced to less than 1 foot over 200 feet of marsh, continues to reduce a
small amount over the next 300 feet of marsh, then begins to build an equal amount across the marsh plain before
breaking on the rail prism. The wave height along the project area remnant marsh transect is initially reduced to 1 foot
over 40 feet of marsh and 10 feet of rail prism, before breaking onto the higher elevations of the rail prism. Where no
marsh is present, the wave breaks directly onto the rail prism.
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Project Area No Marsh Initial Conditions
Still Water Elevation (SWEL): 8.0 ft | Wind: 11 mph
Wave Height (Wc) 1.0 ft | Wave Setup: 0.2 ft
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Figure 32 Initial conditions with water elevation 8.0 feet and wave height of 1.0 feet.

Reference Transect Initial Conditions
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Still Water Elevation (SWEL): 8.0 ft | Wind: 45 mph
Wave Height (Wc)2.4 ft | Wave Setup: 0.5 ft
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Figure 33 Initial conditions with water elevation 8.5 feet and wave height of 2.4 feet.

Increasing the water level to the 100-year SWEL of 10.6 feet represents a lower frequency event, where the SWEL is
approximately 3.5 feet above the marsh plain and overtops the rail prism. The 1 foot wave height is maintained across
the mudflat and marsh plain and is not reduced until encountering a transect elevation between 9.5 and 10 feet near
the top of the rail road prism (Figure 34). The wave height is reduced to 0.5 to 0.6 feet and propagates over the rail
prism and to the roadway.

When the initial wave height is increased to 2.4 feet, and wind to 45 mph, the wave height increases along the mudflat
and is first reduced when encountering a transect elevation of 7 feet (Figure 35). Initial height reduction is limited to
less than 0.5 feet. More significant wave height reduction occurs when the transect elevation is between 9.5 and

10 feet.

The comparison of the Eureka Slough marsh and project area transects demonstrates that the wave height and wave
crest elevation is most significantly reduced by topography or water depth. The most significant reduction occurs at
abrupt changes in elevation, provided the depth is shallow enough and vegetation rough enough to affect the wave.
As stated in the ESA Corte Madera study, abrupt changes in elevation and depth contribute to plunging wave
conditions that exhibit higher erosive forces that may result in migration of the marsh edge. The marsh edge
configuration created by 1890s leveeing would likely have contributed to this erosive condition. Wave crest height
continues to decrease along the marsh plain in lighter winds but higher wind speed increases the height of the wave,
both across the mudflat and following the initial reduction at the marsh edge or other topographic feature.

The geometry of the shoreline affects where the wave breaks and with how much erosive force. An abrupt change in
elevation creating a plunging wave is more erosive than a gradual change creating a spilling wave. The wave break
location is dependent on water level and shoreline elevation. Wave height may continue to be reduced with the
presence of vegetation creating roughness, or increase due to wind speed. Further investigations into changes to
geometry and vegetation may demonstrate increased resiliency options.
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Figure 34 Initial conditions with water elevation 10.6 feet and wave height of 1.0 feet.
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Figure 35 Initial conditions with water elevation 11.1 feet and wave height of 2.4 feet.
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Wind Wave Effects on Tidal Currents

Wind blowing over the water surface and wind-generated waves can alter water levels and tidal currents. Wind-
generated waves are further described in the subsequent section of this report. To develop an understanding of the
effects of wind and waves on tidal currents within the project area, the NSI Model simulated four different wind
conditions including no wind, and a 10 mps (22 mph) wind coming from the northwest, north, and southwest
directions, respectively (Figure 36 and Figure 37). Both figures show water conditions near the peak (slack tide) of an
approximate 2-yr extreme water level, which also represents the approximate mean annual maximum water level
(Table 4).

Figure 36 shows that a 10 mps (22 mph) wind can have a significant effect on water levels, currents, and circulation
patterns in Arcata Bay over the no wind condition. Wind from the northwest creates a wind setup across Arcata Bay
with lower water levels on the west boundary, and higher water levels on the east boundary (project shoreline). A
north wind pushes water out of Arcata Bay towards Entrance Bay and lowers water levels, while a south wind pushes
water into Arcata Bay raising water levels, compared to the no wind condition. Bay wide currents and circulation
patterns are significantly affected by the wind and wind-wave direction compared to the no wind condition. Near slack
tide under the no wind condition currents are generally flowing into Arcata Bay, although a small amount of flow is
beginning to reverse and flow south near Eureka Slough. The northwest wind creates two apparent circulation zones
(eddy or gyre) with reversed flows along the westerly and easterly bay edges, with the strongest flow along the
westerly shoreline. Wind from the north creates three apparent circulation zones in the bay, with stronger reversed
currents along the easterly edge (project shoreline) than a northwest wind. The southwest wind creates two circulation
zones, with single reversed current in the center of the bay and increased northward flow along both easterly and
westerly shorelines.

Figure 37 shows the velocity magnitude and vectors at the project shoreline approximately 45 minutes before the
conditions shown in Figure 36, to better emphasize the velocity field. The north and southwest winds create strong
alongshore currents (longshore currents) compared to the velocity field from the no wind and northwest wind
conditions. It is interesting to note that the northwest wind does not create a significant along-shore current at the
project shoreline compared to the north and southwest wind conditions. This is largely due to the wind direction and
wind generated incident waves approaching normal (perpendicular) to the project shoreline which creates minimal
alongshore currents from the transfer of wave momentum flux through radiation stresses. Higher alongshore currents
are generated from radiation stress forcing by the obliquely incident wind-waves from north and southwest wind
directions. Thus, the wind conditions that produce the highest wind-wave heights at the project shoreline (northwest
winds), also produce the lowest alongshore currents. Although simulation results are presented for only one high
water level and wind-speed, current and circulation patterns are similar for different water levels and wind speeds from
the same general wind directions.

This simple assessment demonstrates the important role wind waves have on the tidal circulation within Arcata Bay
and along the project shoreline. The gravel patterns observed between the rail prism and fringe marshes corroborate
the model results indicating an along-shore velocity sufficient to remove finer grained sediments and leave a
gravel/sand layer along the shoreline during a high tide and high wind event. However, the gravel/sand gradation
patterns, with coarser material at higher elevations grading to finer material at lower elevations, may be better
explained by wave action than along-shore velocities.
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Arcata Bay with no wind (top left), a 10 mps (22-mph) northwest wind (top right), a 10 mps (22-mph) north wind (bottom left), and a 10 mps
GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay

Figure 36 Water surface elevations and velocity vectors of tidal currents predicted during an approximate 2-year extreme water level in
(22-mph) southwest wind (bottom right).
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Figure 37 Velocity vectors (magnitude and direction) of tidal currents predicted during an approximate 2-year flood tide along the project
shoreline, with no wind (top left), a 10 mps (22-mph) northwest wind (top right), a 10 mps (22-mph) north wind (bottom left), and a 10 mps
(22-mph) southwest wind (bottom right).

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay
for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 67



5.4.4 Driver: Sediment Supply (Marine and Fluvial)

The sediments in Humboldt Bay are derived from three main sources: fluvial runoff, oceanic (marine) input, and
biological activity which is the least important of three (Barnhart, 1992). Thompson (1971) estimated a yearly
marine sediment input of 540,000 to 670,000 m® and only 90,000 m? of sediment per year from the fluvial rivers and
creeks tributary to the Bay. Most of this oceanic sediment would be derived indirectly from river sources within the
Eureka Littoral cell including the Eel and Mad Rivers. During periods of high river discharge, the nearshore currents
trend northerly carrying the Eel River plume into the bay during flood tides as observed from satellite imagery
(Barnhart, 1992 and Carlson, 1973) and some of these sediments settle in the Bay during slack tides. The Mad
River probably also contributes sediments in the same fashion during periods of southward-flowing nearshore
currents however sediment load of the Mad is only about 10% of that of the Eel, and because the periods of
southward flow do not tend to coincide with periods of high river discharge, Mad River source sediments to the Bay
are understood to be relatively low (Barnhart, 1992).

Tidal dynamics and wind-driven waves within Humboldt Bay distribute fine sediments such as clays and silts and
are generally carried to higher elevations on tidal mudflats and salt marshes. Fine sediments such as colloidal
clays, contributed from fluvial and marine sources, can remain in suspension for extended periods of time

(Figure 38). Sediment deposited on mudflats can be resuspended when current velocities exceed approximately 10
cm/sec. Mudflats are thus often reshaped by tides (Bird, 2000).

Figure 38 Suspended sediment distribution in Eureka Slough and mouth of Jacoby Creek following rainfall runoff event, photos
courtesy of Brad Finney.

As described in the Humboldt Bay Spartina Eradication Programmatic EIR, discrete suspended sediment
concentration (SCC) sampling was conducted by the Wiyot Tribe at three locations in Humboldt Bay (Indian Island,
Mad River Slough and the Bay Entrance) between 2005 and 2011 and resulted in an SSC range from 5.6 to 83
mg/L (H.T. Harvey & Associates and GHD, 2013). These ranges are similar to SCC observed at the USGS Mad
River Slough gage (Curtis 2019). Coarser sediments such as fine sands are generally moved to lower intertidal and
shallow subtidal zones near small channels. Coarser sands, gravels and larger shell debris are generally deposited
in larger channels where fine sediments can be carried out by more competent flows (HBHRCD 2006). A study
conducted by Borgeld and Stevens (2004) suggests that the sand-dominated marine sediments, characteristic of
the channels in the lower reaches of Humboldt Bay, have propagated both northward and southward in the main
tidal channels and away from the Entrance Bay.

Construction and ongoing maintenance of the navigation channels from the Humboldt Bay entrance and toward
Arcata Bay affect the distribution of sediments and likely the tidal hydraulics (Thompson 1971; Costa and Glatzel
2002). The Humboldt Bay inlet evolution over the last 150 years including modifications and associated physical
changes are addressed by Costa and Glatzel (2002). Dredging of interior Bay channels for navigation started
around 1881 and entrance modifications were initiated around 1889, and the existing entrance was constructed in
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the 1970s. Arcata Bay is connected to the entrance via the dredged North Bay, Eureka and Samoa Channels. The
report implies that the navigation works have affected the Bay. For example, the sediment delivered by Freshwater
Creek reportedly deposits in the Eureka and North Bay navigation channels, and therefore is removed from the
system via maintenance dredging.

Between 1975 and 2016, maintenance dredging of the federal navigation channels by the USACE remove
approximately a total of 690,000 m3/year and consistent with the approximate total volume of sediment input
described above. Of the total dredged volume removed, 90% is of sand size and larger and less than 10% being
fine-sediment. Starting in 1990, all of that dredged material was placed outside of the Littoral Cell at the Humboldt
Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS), the center of which is approximately 3.5 mi from the channel entrance
(USACE, 2017). Repeated testing has shown that sediment from the Bar and Entrance Channel and the North Bay
Channel is greater than 95% sand and gravel. Sediment from the Samoa Channel and its Turning Basin is greater
than 85% sand and gravel. Sediment from the Eureka Channel and the Fields Landing Channel and its Turning
Basin is between 25 and 80% sand and gravel (USACE 2017).

While a sediment budget has not been completed for Humboldt Bay, climate change models have predicted an
increase in suspended-sediment delivering to the Eureka Littoral Cell and Humboldt Bay. This increase in fine
sediment supply and deposition throughout the Bay has the potential to partially offset impacts from sea level rise
and subsidence (Curtis 2021).

5.5 Physical Processes and Response

The second component of the conceptual model includes the physical processes such as erosion or deposition
throughout the project area and is specifically assessed with respect to the following landscape features:

1. Mudflat Deposition and Resuspension
2. Salt Marsh Edge Lateral Progradation and Recession
3. Salt Marsh Vertical Accretion and Degradation

5.5.1 Process: Mudflat Deposition and Resuspension

The mudflats fronting the project area extend over 3,000 feet bayward and are exposed during low tides and are
inundated during high tides. The mudflats have evolved from sediment deposition and hydraulic shaping. Hydraulic
shaping is typically accomplished by waves which initialize sediment entrainment, and tidal currents which then
transport the sediment. In Arcata Bay, the waves are wind-generated waves, rather than ocean swell waves and
boat wake waves exposure in the Entrance Bay. Currents generated by tides, winds, and waves “sweep” the
mudflats, affecting the geometry (slope and extents) of the flats, which in turn affects the residual wave exposure at
the landward edge of the mudflats.

The sediment type and size in the mudflats are largely affected by the sediment source and its proximity, with
coarser sediments near creek mouths and recent nearshore deposits, and finer sediments typically in other
locations where the greater range of suspended sediment transport dominates. The type of sediment, combined
with the energy level of waves and currents, control the slope of the mudflats and shores. For a given sediment
size, a higher wave exposure results in a relatively flatter slope. The lateral extent of the mudflats is primarily
affected by the slope and the tide range extended by the depth of wave-induced water motion and the wave runup
on the shore. The mudflats in Arcata Bay steepen above low tide (Barnhart and others 1992).

Mudflats may also transgress similar to sand flats and beaches. However, it is more likely that the finer sediments
will migrate away from the profile due to the greater range of suspended sediment transport. Also, it is more likely
that the eroded, suspended sediments will migrate into sediment sinks such as marshes. Therefore, the response
of these finer sediment flats is often more dependent on suspended sediment supply to sustain the lower elevations
of the profile.
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Eelgrass and macro algae are prevalent on the mudflats of Arcata Bay (Barnhart and others 1992; Schlosser, S.,
and A. Eicher. 2012; Merkel & Associates 2017). They can reduce sediment resuspension from currents by
processes that aggregates fine particles into clumps, which increases the critical shear stress required for
resuspension. Over time, sediment deposited on mudflats becomes more cohesive as pore water escapes, and
organic and electrolytic binding occurs.

Long-term sediment erosion and deposition trends in Arcata Bay mudflats have not been studied nor correlated
with rate of sediment supply. Former deforestation from former logging and quarrying in Arcata Bay watersheds in
late 1800’s and early 1900’s would have greatly increased the quantity of sediment delivered to Arcata Bay which
likely contributed to mudflat deposition. During this same period, large scale leveeing and draining of the tidal
marshes occurred which would have reduced this sediment sink, thereby making more sediment available to the
mudflats. In sediment limited systems, mudflats fronting marshes can create a sediment sink that reduces sediment
flux potential shoreward towards the marsh, whereas mudflats with sufficient sediment supply can increase flux
potential to the marsh during wind-induced erosion (Mariotti and Carr 2014). The timescale of the mudflat-marsh
system response to change in sediment loading is unknown in Arcata Bay.

To better understand mudflat erosion and deposition characteristics at the project area, SEDFlume analyses were
conducted on three (3) cores fronting the project shoreline. SEDFlume analyses evaluate the erodibility of mud flat
sediment to determine what tidal and wave forces (depth and speed) are necessary to break up and transport
mudflat sediment. Cores were obtained in the upper 30cm of the mudflat and eroded using SEDFlume to determine
erosion rates as a function of depth and shear stress (Integral 2021). This information provides insight on mudflat
erodibility that can be correlated with depth and energy resulting from tidal currents and wind waves. The three
SEDFlume core locations are shown in Figure 39 and a description of the SEDFlume analyses and results are
presented in Appendix F. Given the sensitivity of erosion rates to sample density, some error may have been
introduced in the results due in part to consolidation during the handling and transporting of the core samples.
Sampling, handling and transporting procedures provided by Integral Consulting were followed and included
transporting the samples in an upright, padded container via a freightliner truck to the SEDFlume laboratory in
Santa Cruz, California. The coring, handling, transporting and standard laboratory procedures could have resulted
in erosion rate error on the order of 10 to 30% of which typically less than 10% is attributed to transporting effects
(Integral 2021 and per comm 2022).
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Figure 39 Sediment sampling locations in and adjacent to project area.

The erosion rates, particle size and bulk density by depth for each core are shown below in Figure 40. In core A,
the sediment grain size was predominantly silt and ranged from clay to coarse silt. The sediment size decreased
slightly with depth and both bulk density and critical shear stresses increased with depth. In core B, sediment grain
size was predominantly silt and ranged from clay to very fine sand. The sediment size increased slightly with depth
as did the bulk density and critical shear stresses. In core C, sediment grain size was predominantly silt and ranged
from clay to coarse silt. The sediment size and bulk density slightly decreased with depth however the critical shear
stresses increased. The increase in shear stress with depth observed in all cores, indicates that the surface
sediment has higher erosion rates (are more erodible) relative to the deeper sediments. Relative to one another,
the critical shear stresses were similar between cores A and B, however core C critical shear stresses were higher,
indicating lower erosion potential compared to cores A and B. In core B, a layer of organic debris and shell
fragments was detected at 18cm below ground surface. This could have been a historic mudflat surface with 18cm
of deposition. However, this sample was collected at the location of remnant dike? which may have directly or
indirectly disturbed the mudflat in this vicinity altering the erosion and depositional patterns.

2 The dike was constructed in 1960 as part of an attempt to expand the shoreline fill at Bracut. The project was
abandoned before it was completed. Traces of the dike remain above water and can be seen in Figure 39 at the
location of marsh sediment sampling location 2.
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To better understand the potential for erosion and/or deposition at the project area, the NSI model was used to
simulate hydrodynamics for eight (8) cases which included tidal currents with no wind and combined tidal and wind-
wave currents for a range of tidal elevations, and wind speeds from the two dominant wind directions. As previously
discussed, the tidal boundary condition was for a 10-day period that included a range of tidal elevations from MHHW
to above the 1% annual chance extreme high-water level event. The wind speeds were 5 mps (~ 11 mph), 10 mps
(~22 mph), 15 mps (~34 mph), and 20 mps (~45 mph), and the two wind directions were from the NW and SE.

The erosion/deposition potential analysis consisted of comparing the range of critical shear stress for erosion (critical
shear stress) values from the top ~5 cm of bed material for the 3 SEDflume samples (Samples A, B and C), to the
predicted total bed shear stress (total stress) from the NSI model. The critical shear stress of the top ~5 cm ranged
from 0.27 (Sample A) to 1.3 N/m? (Sample C). This range indicates that the top ~5 cm layer for Sample A is more
prone to erosion than Sample C.

Following are general assumptions for the erosion/deposition analysis:

e Predicted total bed shear stress (total stress) consisted of the combined current-induced and wave-induced shear
stresses from wind waves. If wind waves were not simulated (no wind), then the total stress consisted of current-
induced shear stresses from tidal flows only.

e The potential for erosion occurs when total stress exceeds the critical shear stress range from the SEDflume
samples. The critical shear stress range indicates the potential range of shear stresses when erosion from the bed
is likely to begin. For this analysis, some of the bed top layer will begin to erode when total stress exceeds the
lowest critical shear stress of 0.27 N/m?, and most of the bed will begin to erode when the highest critical shear
stress of 1.3 N/m? is exceeded.

e The potential for deposition occurs when shear stresses are below the lowest critical shear stress of 0.27 N/m?.
However, this deposition condition only applies to this erosion/deposition potential analysis. Actual fine-grained
sediment deposition is probabilistic in nature, and can occur at shear stresses above the critical shear stress
depending on different factors (e.g. floc size, soil mineralogy, salinity, etc.). In fact, it is possible to have sediment
eroding and depositing at the same time and same general location.

e The erosion/deposition potential analysis only applies to the mudflat areas. The sand/cobble shoreline consists of
non-cohesive grain sizes and will have different critical shear stresses (lower and/or higher) based on particle size.
The tidal wetland areas will have higher critical shear stresses due to the vegetation roots increasing the shear
strength of the soil.

For this analysis, the general project and offshore areas were delineated into four (4) zones (Figure 41) representing a
gradient of combined upper elevation mudflat and tidal marsh areas (Zone 1), to zones that are lower elevation
mudflat areas that are typically exposed at low tides (Zones 2, 3 and 4). In general, submergent mudflat areas were
not included in the individual zones. Zone 1 represents the general area of the proposed NSI project, has an average
bed elevation of 1.3 m (4.3 ft), and consists of a combination of mudflat, sand/cobble shorelines, and tidal wetlands.
Zone 2 is immediately offshore of Zone 1, has an average depth of 1.0 m (3.3 ft), and contains SEDflume samples A
and C. Zone 3 is west and slightly larger than Zone 2, contains SEDflume sample B, and has an average bed
elevation of 0.77 m (2.5 ft). Zone 4 is the largest and most offshore zone with an average bed elevation of 0.33 m (1.1
ft).
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Figure 41 Model grid within the Project Area showing delineated Zones and average bed elevations for each Zone in meters (m) or feet (ft)
(NAVD88). Red circles indicate location of SEDflume samples.

For each simulated case predicted depth and total stress were extracted from each grid cell over the 10-day
simulation period and analyzed within the 4 zones. The average and minimum/maximum range of depth and total
stress were determined for all grid cells within each zone at each model time step (15-min).

It should be noted that the erosion/deposition potential analysis is not a sediment transport analysis. It only provides
an indication when erosion and deposition from the bed (or incipient motion), based on the assumptions above, may
occur. It does not account for the fate and transport of sediments, and deposition and/or erosion patterns, rates, or
depth, which can be assessed with a sediment transport modeling analysis.

Summary results of the erosion/deposition analysis for each of the 8 simulated cases are provided in Figure 42 to
Figure 50. The top graph in each figure is the average and range of depths within Zone 1, which represents the ebb
and flood of tides in this zone. The four lower graphs in each figure are the total stress average and range within each
of the 4 zones for the simulated case. Also provided on each of the total stress figures are the minimum and maximum
critical shear stress values from the SEDflume samples.

For the no wind case (Figure 42), total stress in Zone 1 is below the lowest critical shear stress threshold over all
simulated tides indicating that the erosion potential is low, and deposition is possible in this zone. Moving offshore
from Zone 1, the total stress and the potential for erosion incrementally increases in each zone as the zone bed
elevations decrease (depth increases). Zones 3 and 4 have the highest potential for erosion from tidal currents only.
This gradation of total stress from Zone 4 to Zone 1 demonstrates that the potential exists for sediment to be eroded
from offshore and if transported towards the shoreline deposition is possible due to the lower total stresses. Results
also indicate that total stresses tend to be highest during rising and falling tides and decrease during slack tide. This
process further promotes the potential for sediment to be eroded from deeper water and transported to the shoreline
where deposition is possible.
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Winds blowing from the northwest (NW) generate the largest wind waves and create the most energetic wave
conditions and highest total stresses near the project area, indicating a high potential for erosion (Figure 43 to

Figure 46). As the wind speed increases, the total stress and potential for erosion increases in all zones. In general,
Zones 2, 3 and 4 show similar total stress responses and a narrow stress range for each wind speed indicating that
the erosion potential is similar in the offshore zones for wind-waves generated from NW winds. Zone 4 has a larger
range in total stress compared to Zones 2 and 3, which is likely due to greater a variation in Zone 4 bed elevations that
creates greater depth and wave-induced stress variation. For all NW wind speeds, Zone 1 shows the widest range in
total stress indicating that the potential for both erosion and deposition are possible in the nearshore zone. Similar to
the tide only case, the potential exists for sediment to be eroded from offshore zones and if transported towards shore,
deposition may occur due to lower shear stresses.

Winds blowing from the southeast (SE) also create energetic wave conditions at the project area, but the resulting
total stresses are lower than winds from the NW for all simulated wind speeds (Figure 47 to Figure 50). The project
area is more sheltered from SE winds with shorter fetch lengths that result in smaller wind waves than winds from the
NW. Wind waves generated from SE winds also produce a wider range of total stresses for all wind speeds compared
to NW winds. The zone responses for SE winds are similar to NW winds, with Zones 2, 3 and 4 having the highest
total stress and potential for erosion. Zone 1 has the widest total stress range indicating that the potential for erosion
and deposition in the nearshore zone.

The erosion/deposition potential analysis demonstrates that tidal-induced currents alone can erode sediment from
deeper water areas (Zones 3 and 4), but in general the total stresses and the potential for erosion is low. However,
wave-induced stresses from winds from the NW and SE and wind speeds greater than 5 mps (~11 mph) generate
total stresses high enough to erode sediment from all zones, demonstrating that wind-waves are the likely dominate
driver for mudflat erosion and deposition in the project area. Model results also indicate that the nearshore zone (Zone
1) has the largest range of total stresses indicating the potential for both erosion and deposition within this zone from
wind waves. During wind-wave events the potential exists for sediment to be eroded from offshore mudflat areas and
transported to the project area where deposition could occur due to a wider range and lower total stresses.
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Figure 42 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with No Wind for the simulation period. Depth is provided for
Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress is from current-induced shear stress only. Solid black line

is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical
shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Figure 43 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at 5 mps (~11 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from NW 10 mps (~22 mph)
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Figure 44 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at 10 mps (~22 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from NW 15 mps (~34 mph)
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Figure 45 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at 15 mps (~34 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from NW 20 mps (~45 mph)
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Figure 46 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at 20 mps (~45 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from SE 5 mps (~11 mph)
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Figure 47 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at 5 mps (~11 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from SE 10 mps (~22 mph)
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Figure 48 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at 10 mps (~22 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from SE 15 mps (~34 mph)
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Figure 49 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at 15 mps (~34 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from SE 20 mps (~45 mph)
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Figure 50 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at 20 mps (~45 mph) for the
simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for
current-induced and wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and
dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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5.5.2 Process: Salt Marsh Edge Lateral Progradation and Recession

Marsh edge morphology and the change in lateral position over time can provide insight on the processes contributing
to the expansion and retreat along the shoreline. The marsh edge along the eastern shoreline of Arcata Bay has
variable geometry, ranging from steep vertical and undercut scarp banks to gradual ramping slopes. Vertical scarps,
with as much as 4-foot difference between the top and toe of the marsh bank, indicates erosion that has created a
scarp along the marsh plain, whereas gradual slopes indicate ongoing deposition (prograding) in the transition zone
between the mudflat and marsh plain. Wave attack causing undercutting and notching of the scarp face occurs during
tidal stages between Mean Sea Level (approximate mudflat elevation) and Mean High Water, which is below the crest
of the scarp; over-marsh tides dissipate over the marsh surface vegetation and occur infrequently (above Mean
Higher-High Water). The irregularity of scarps is due to variability in soil shear strength, vegetation, and orientation to
incident wind-wave attack which are further described in subsequent sections of this report.

San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI 2015) categorized marsh edges in San Francisco Bay into four different marsh
edge types to explain the cycle of shoreline position change. The four marsh edges types are described below in
Figure 51. SFEI found scarps on prograding marshes and determined that the marsh edge profile (scarp or slope) is
not necessarily a strong indicator of shoreline change (retreat/progradation). Figure 51 also suggests the classification
was developed for marshes that are not restricted by anthropogenic interventions (i.e. the marsh extends back from
the shore farther than the reach of significant wave action). The processes depicted in Figure 51 may differ some for
narrower marshes with backshore barriers such as fill/rail prisms in close proximity to the marsh edge.

Following methods described by SFEI 2015, marsh edge types were mapped along the marsh edges within the project
area, Eureka Slough marsh and Jacoby Creek marsh using UAV photography and verified by ground observations
(Appendix A, Exhibits 2-7, 2-8, 2-9 and 2-10). The purpose of the mapping was to document the current marsh edge
morphology and examine relationships between marsh position, marsh edge type and geomorphic setting. The
different marsh edge morphologies reflect differing responses to a variety of drivers, including sediment supply, wave
energy dissipation, mudflat shape and size, plant colonization patterns and orientation to the Bay (SFEI 2015). There
is feedback between the hydrodynamic conditions, shoreline orientation and marsh edge type. The configuration of
marsh edges on Arcata Bay are also reflect responses to shoreline development which are different than the
responses for undeveloped shorelines with the same set of physical drivers. The variation in shoreline types may
represent different points along a cycle of marsh edge evolution. The timing of this cycle is undetermined and may be
on a yearly, or more likely, decadal scales. While the mapping can provide insight on the hypothetical linkages
between the marsh edge types, additional monitoring would be necessary to validate these linkages over time and
with respect to other drivers. An interpretation of the marsh edge morphology and position mapping are provided
below for the project area, Eureka Slough marsh and Jacoby Creek marsh.
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5.5.2.1 Project Area Marsh Edge

The marshes within the project area are predominantly comprised of scarp edges with and without bayward vegetative
blocks. The scarp edges are indicative of an erosive wave energy environment. The project area marsh edge is
directly exposed to prevailing northwest wind generated waves and has a long fetch length. Further, because of shore
armoring and very narrow marsh width, wave energy is not dissipated but reflected to scour along the shoreline. The
exception to this dominant marsh edge morphology is the low pickleweed marsh on the lee (south) side of the remnant
levee which exhibits a ramping marsh edge. This morphology is consistent with low wind wave exposure given the
sheltering from the remnant levee.

5.5.2.2 Eureka Slough Marsh Edge

The Eureka Slough marsh edge is characterized predominantly by scarps; however, short segments of ramps are also
prevalent. The ramps do correlate in some areas of marsh edge progradation; however, orientation also appears to be
a factor. The marsh edge has a sinuous planform relative to the rail prism with variable marsh width extending out as
much as 500 feet. Unlike the project area marsh, railroad and highway construction were set back from the edge of
the marsh in order to maintain a smoothly curving alignment and long over-water crossings. This left a remnant marsh
seaward of the railroad that varied between 200 and 600 feet in width. Railroad and highway construction blocked
several distributary channels from Eureka Slough that fed sediment to the marsh. Review of mapping and aerial
photos indicate that both progradation and recession occurred. Most recession of the marsh edge appeared to have
occurred prior to 1958. During the same period, borrow ditches and abandoned channels infilled with sediment and
were colonized by salt marsh. Since 1958, the marsh edge position has remained fairly stable relative to current
position, with recession and progradation differences less than 1 foot per year during this period. Similar to the project
area, this area is also exposed to long fetch lengths from prevailing northwest winds. The leveeing and rail prism
construction in 1900 likely altered the sediment routing from Eureka Slough distributary channels into the marsh. This
could have explained the predominant recession trend along the marsh edge between 1870 and 1958 and the trend
slowing following 1958 as a new equilibrium was established.

5.5.2.3 Jacoby Creek Marsh Edge

The marsh edge fronting the Jacoby Creek mouth is characterized as prograding ramps indicative of a deltaic marsh
from deposited fluvial derived sediments. This area is also less exposed to long fetch lengths from prevailing
northwest and south winds with resulting lower incident wave heights. The Jacoby Creek marsh has expanded
approximately 1,000 feet from the position of the creek mouth indicated on the 1870 bay map. The amount of
sediment supplied by Jacoby Creek is thought to have been elevated significantly by development through
construction of stream-side levees to prevent flooding and logging of the headwaters (Murray and Wunner, 1988).
South of the Jacoby Creek mouth the marsh plain edge transitions from a ramp typology to scarps with and without
bayward vegetation. The marsh width reduces in a southward direction towards Brainard Slough likely attributed to the
increasing fetch length and resulting wave energy and further distance from the Jacoby Creek sediment source. The
shoreline is absent of salt marsh at Brainard Slough mouth and comprised of rocky intertidal shoreline with an
armored rail prism.

5.5.3 Process: Salt Marsh Vertical Accretion and Degradation

Salt marsh vertical accretion is driven by mineral suspended sediment delivered to the marsh surface during high
tides, accumulation of organic matter supplied from marsh vegetation, subsurface expansion driven by root growth,
and local rates of land movement driven by tectonic processes (Cahoon et al. 2021). The rate of vertical accretion
must keep pace with, or exceed, the rate of relative sea level rise to avoid marsh degradation and drowning. Direct
measurements of marsh accretion rates have not been conducted within the project area marshes; however, historic
and current accretion rates have been assessed in other Arcata Bay marshes, including Jacoby Creek marsh. Historic
accretions rates were estimated using chronological and carbon dating techniques conducted by UCLA from sediment
cores obtained from five Humboldt Bay marshes including Mad River Slough and Jacoby Creek marshes in Arcata
Bay. The results show historic accretion rates ranging from approximately 2.9 mm/year to 8.4 mm/year, which exceeds
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the eustatic sea level rise rates of 1-2 mm/year (Gerwein, 2019 and Brown, 2019). More recent accretion rates were
measured by USGS (Curtis 2019) between 2015 and 2017 at five marsh sites on Humboldt Bay, two in South Bay and
three in Arcata Bay including Mad River Slough, Manilla and Jacoby Creek marshes. Accretion rates were measured
using surface elevation tables (SETs) and feldspar marker horizon (MH) and correlated with suspended sediment
concentrations (SSC) from continue water quality sampling. Elevation change measured by the SETs averaged 2.28
mm/year for the two South Bay marshes, and 0.89 mm/year for the three North Bay marshes. Sediment accretion as
measured by the MHs measured 4.41 mm/year for the South Bay marshes and 0.71 mm/year for the North Bay (Curtis
2019). SET measurements reflect the combined elevation changes created by plant growth, sediment deposition, and
tectonic land movement. The MH measurement reflect only the accretion due to deposition of sediment and organics
on the surface. These accretion rates are lower relative to net sea level rise rates (combination of sea level rise and
local tectonic subsidence) of 5 mm/year and would suggest Arcata Bay marshes are not keeping pace with relative
sea level rise. However, the rate is based on a limited three-year data set and additional data is needed to confirm this
hypothesis. Based on climate change modeling, an increase in fine-sediment delivery to Humboldt Bay from future
increased precipitation intensity is predicted. The increase in sediment delivery is anticipated to partially or wholly
meet the future sediment demand of mudflats and marshes caused by subsidence, sea level rise, and tidal prism
expansion within Humboldt Bay (Curtis 2021). The study applied a Bay-wide mass-balance approach to compare
future sediment supply and demand, however sediment distribution patterns within Humboldt Bay are complex given
the spatial and temporal varying erosional and depositional characteristics.

There are also feedback mechanisms between salt marshes and sea level rise which promote marsh accretion to an
equilibrium elevation relative to sea level that maintains the marshes. Marshes that are flooded by increasing sea level
can recover equilibrium marsh elevation through increased organic production and increased accretion (Cahoon et al.
2021). Rates of sediment deposition increase because the extended duration of flooding allows more sediment to
settle out of the water column. These feedbacks support marsh accretion and return to an equilibrium elevation, but
only if the rate of sea level rise is not rapid enough to suppress primary plant production. If primary production is
suppressed, then the marsh vegetation will die off and the marsh will drown.

5.5.3.1 Salt Marsh Sediment Characterization

Sediment properties within the project area marshes were characterized by SHN (2021) at five (5) hand augured
borings to target depth of 6 feet (Figure 39). Soil texture, organic content and salinity concentrations were documented
for each boring with the results presented in Appendix G and summarized below. The soil texture in all borings were
predominantly silts, consistent with the mudflats. Borings 1 and 3 reached the full 6-foot depth and encountered
distinct horizons characterized by concentrations of buried roots and organics. SHN inferred that these horizons
represent formerly exposed marsh surfaces that have been subsequently buried. Borings 2, 4 and 5 were absent of
buried root/organic horizons which appeared to have contributed to the “soupy” texture, deeper samples were not
retrievable, and the hand auger could be pushed to the full 6-foot depth under body weight. For all samples, the upper
one foot of the marsh soils was collected for laboratory testing of organic content and salinity. Salinity concentrations
generally increased from boring 1 to 5 (north to south), which corresponds with longer fetch lengths and potentially
higher incident wave heights and greater splash frequency onto the marsh surface. Organic content appears to be
higher in areas where wrack and accumulation of organic debris from wave overtopping was observed.

Extensive sediment probing was conducted to depths of 0 to 4 feet through the marsh plain and mudflat surfaces
fronting the marsh edge. Differing materials such as shell fragments were not detected or layers of noticeable varying
density. Uniform resistance was encountered throughout the marsh surface for the exception of interior marsh
channels and depositional areas with unconsolidated sediments in the locations of former borrow ditches between the
former rail prisms that are now filled with sediment. In these areas, the probing resistance was relatively low and
observable surface depositional patterns of fine-grained sediments were noticeable. These characteristics indicate
recent deposition and a net onshore sediment flux direction and were most noticeable in the marsh fronting Indianola
Cut-off.
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5.6 Summary of Marsh Disturbance and Recovery

The fragmented marsh patches in the project area are remnants of the pre-disturbance marsh depicted in the 1870
Bay Map. Anthropogenic interventions directly along the shoreline inhibited the physical processes, sediment flux, and
flow that maintain marshes. A conceptual cross-section of marsh geomorphic dynamics under pre-disturbance and
present conditions is depicted in Figure 52. This cross-section was developed through field investigations and the
analysis of wave dynamics described above.

5.6.1 Pre-disturbance Conditions

The 1870 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey map indicates that the marsh extended for approximately 2,000 feet from
the shoreline to the high ground on the eastern edge of the marsh. The marsh appears well developed in the map.
During the period from 1854-2006, NOAA estimates sea level at San Francisco rose at a rate of 2.0 mm/year (NOAA,
2009). It's also assumed that during this period tectonic subsidence created additional rise in relative sea level.

We hypothesize that prior to disturbance by diking, physical and organic processes supported vertical accretion of the
marsh surface to maintain a stable elevation relative to sea level (Figure 52a). The marsh received sediment inputs
from:

e direct upland erosion processes;
e transport of sediment from upland areas by streams, especially via Fay Slough;

e transport of suspended sediment into the marsh through the network of tidal channels and overbank tidal flooding;
and

e wave-transported suspended sediment.

Organic processes in the marsh captured and trapped the sediment. Physical roughness of marsh vegetation slowed
flows velocities and allowed sediment to settle. Biological activity helped to bind the captured sediment into larger
particles. Vegetation feedback allowed a variable response (Cahoon et al. 2021). If water levels rose too quickly or
insufficient sediment was available, vegetation productivity would increase expanding the soil column and raising the
marsh surface. Conversely, if too much sediment was captured and the marsh plain rose above optimal levels,
vegetation productivity would slow until sea level rise caught up.

It is unclear if the marsh edge was eroding, stable or expanding under pre-disturbance conditions. The mudflats and
marshes act as a system and exhibit collective behavior with dynamic recruitment and exchange of sediment.
Dynamic exchange allows the marsh edge to expand and recede in time as a function of sediment flux, inundation
period and hydraulic conditions (Mariotti and Carr, 2014). There is not sufficient direct evidence to draw a conclusion.
Wave processes would have caused toe erosion, but it's possible for marshes to expand the edge by colonizing block
failures. It is thought that prior to wide-spread logging and agricultural clearing, the sediment supplies were lower than
present day. Lower sediment supplies may have inhibited marsh growth, but the tidal and freshwater drainage network
that delivered soil to the marsh and to the mudflats was much more robust and efficient. The marsh may also have still
been in a state of adjustment following the 1700 Cascadia earthquake (Valentine et al, 2012) in which the marsh edge
was expanding.

5.6.2 Present Day Conditions

The major anthropogenic interventions of railroad and highway construction on the marsh edge greatly interfered with
the processes that maintained a stable marsh (Figure 52b). The developments separated the marsh into two zones:
an interior marsh and an exterior marsh. Embankment construction fragmented the exterior marsh into strips
separated by borrow ditches and dredge channels (Figure 18). The embankments also blocked tidal channels that fed
the interior marsh and diverted dendritic channels that delivered sediment to the exterior marsh and mudflats. Fay
Slough was re-directed so that it no longer discharged into Humboldt Bay near the project area, but instead became a
tributary to Eureka Slough, and thence to Entrance Bay.
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The interior marsh within the project area was converted primarily to agricultural use and cut off from most sediment
sources. This land has subsided and is now at risk from sea level rise. Sediment from tidal flooding and wave
overwash, and from tidal flooding of Fay Slough no longer reaches the former marsh. Stream-side levees prevent
sediment from fluvial sources reaching the former marsh. Agricultural practices converted the marsh vegetation to
shallow rooted grasses. Organics stored in the soil column decayed and the marsh root zone collapsed. Total ground
subsidence has been approximately three feet since pre-disturbance conditions.

The historical construction of the rail prism during the early development of the Humboldt Bay shoreline was a
significant disruption of the high marsh-to-upland ecotone. The upper high marsh-to-upland transitional zone, which
would have occurred along a gradual elevational gradient prior to development, now occurs in a patchy narrow
elevational band along the steep rail prism and artificial berms. With widespread erosion undercutting the salt marsh
and the rail prism itself in some areas, native high marsh habitat in the project area and the rare plant species it
supports are particularly at risk of disappearing as they are pinched between rising seas and the rocked rail prism.
Restored salt marshes to the north around the mouth of Jacoby Creek and south at the mouth of Eureka Slough have
a steady influx of sediment from upstream and may be able to accrete sediment at a rate that allows them to keep
pace with sea level rise, with relevant studies ongoing (i.e. Curtis et al. 2019). In contrast, the fringe marsh between
Bracut and Brainard has no direct sediment sources, and no potential to translate inland with the current rail prism
position.

Under pre-disturbance conditions, the marsh edge extended approximately 200-300 feet beyond the present position.
Much of this lost marsh was removed during the construction of the railroad and highway embankments. Additional
marsh may have been removed by passage of a dredge. Initially following construction, there was a narrow strip of
marsh left at the original marsh edge. The strip was unable to survive the wave climate and the marsh vegetation died-
off.

The viability of the remaining exterior marsh is challenged by the current physical setup. The position and orientation
of the project area shoreline exposes it to a harsh wave environment that creates relatively high amounts of erosive
energy. Where present, the marsh patches are very narrow, which limits the ability of the marsh to dissipate wave
energy and thus trap wave-transported suspended sediment. The marsh has minimal tidal drainage network that has
been simplified and thus has altered tidal-flooding sediment supply. There is no supply of upland sediment as dendritic
channels were diverted away from the marsh to highway drainage ditches.

Despite the harsh environment, the marsh appears to have prograded slightly in some locations and to have
developed some resistance to wave erosion. Portions of the borrow ditches left between the armored railroad
embankment and the exterior marsh have filled with fine sediment. The fine sediment has been colonized by marsh
vegetation. The fill areas are still unconsolidated and have low erosion resistance. They are protected by the remnants
of the original marsh. The marsh edge has developed gravel shingle beaches?® in some locations. The gravel is
suspected to consist of railroad ballast. The shingle beach consists of a thin layer of gravel approximately 2 D1oo 4
thickness which overlays fine sand and silts. Edge erosion is limited in areas possessing the gravel shingle beach.

The anthropogenic interventions have created conditions on the exterior marsh that allow the marsh to persist, but not
to thrive. The remnant marshes may be able to keep pace with sea level rise through organic and mineral sediment
accretion. The ability to persist is challenged by deprivation of pre-disturbance sediment supplies and the poor ability
to trap wave transported sediment. Wave energy is not dissipated at the shoreline and runup and runoff strips the
sediment that is delivered creating lateral rills and gullies that bifurcate the marsh plain.

3 A shingle beach is characterized as a shoreline beach comprised of stones, pebbles and other small rocks
4 D100 is the maximum intermediate diameter of the gravel.
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Figure 52 Conceptual project area cross-section showing (a) pre-development conditions and (b) current conditions.
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5.7 Summary of Geomorphic Assessment

Anthropogenic interventions have influenced the physical and biological characteristics of the eastern shoreline of
Arcata Bay by modifying the landscape response to physical drivers including tidal currents, relative sea level rise,
wind-generated waves, and sediment supply. All drivers (tides, relative sea level rise, wind, and sediment supply) play
an important role in intertidal habitat form and function. The temporal variation in these drivers and anthropogenic
interventions can alter the rate of physical processes which are complex to quantify and predict. The temporal and
spatial landscape changes observed in this assessment indicate the important role of each driver and the
interconnectedness. Below is a summary of findings from the geomorphic assessment including an explanation of
observed differences between project area and the Eureka Slough and Jacoby Creek marshes.

1.

Previous studies have identified the project shoreline as having higher vulnerability to coastal flooding and
erosion relative to the balance of shoreline protecting critical resources within Cell A. These critical resources
include Highway 101, Murray Field Airport, Fay Slough Wildlife Area and multiple Jacobs Avenue businesses and
residents (Humboldt County 2021). Where salt marsh is absent, the shoreline within the project area will remain
vulnerable to wind-wave attack, overtopping and inundation of Cell A critical resources. Planned projects
including the Humboldt Bay Trail South project will reduce coastal flood risk for areas east of the trail by elevating
the existing rail prism to elevation11.5 feet (NAVD) and repairing rock armoring within the project area (see
section 1).

A total of 90% of the pre-disturbance salt marsh has been lost within the project area. While most of the
remaining salt marsh is dominated by invasive Spartina densiflora, rare salt marsh plants have been observed
and can serve as an analog and seed source for future marsh restoration efforts. The remnant marsh that
remained after development of the railroad and highway embankments is in an impaired state. The marsh is cut
off from upland sediment supplies, exposed to wave attack, fronts an expansive mudflat and is too narrow in
width to effectively trap sediment. The impairment created by anthropogenic interventions restricts the ability of
the marsh to regenerate through natural processes (see section 2 and 3).

The landforms that comprise the project area including intertidal mudflats and salt marshes that provide habitat
for rare plants, aquatic species and avian species that are unique to Humboldt Bay and regionally significant.
Mudflat habitat dominates the project area disproportional to salt marsh, limiting shorebird use throughout much
of the project area when water levels are above mean tide level (50% of time) (see section 4).

Initial leveeing of the marsh edge and rail prism construction in the project area altered shoreline hydraulic
conditions and marsh drainage, causing marsh degradation in an area exposed to high-wind wave energy. The
railroad and highway development left only a narrow strip of marsh seaward of the railroad prism. Much broader
remnant marshes were left in the adjacent Eureka Slough and Jacoby Creek marshes. Sufficient marsh widths
were left in the Eureka Slough and Jacoby Creek marshes that the marshes were able to maintain themselves
and recover from the railroad and highway development impacts. The project area marsh was significantly
damaged and the outer marsh edge left behind after dredging subsequently eroded away (see section 3).

There has been a limited amount of salt marsh recovery in the project area, primarily by vegetation colonization of
sediment trapped in borrow ditches. In isolated areas of the project area, marsh expansion and accretion through
natural processes has occurred following the 1950s suggesting availability of suspended sediment delivered to
depositional areas. Sediment deposition on existing marsh surfaces is evident and emphasizes important role of
wind waves for transporting sediment onto the marsh surface. The ability of the existing marsh to trap sediment is
hindered by its narrow width and exposure to a harsh wave environment (see section 3).

The marsh edge morphology in the project area primarily consists of scarps indicating a marsh edge subjected to
wave driven erosion. Scarps form where there is sufficient vegetation rooting depth to slow erosion and
strengthen the soil column (Mariotti and Fagherazzi 2010). Scarping was also observed at Eureka Slough and
Jacoby Creek marshes, but also with ramping. The marsh edge positions on the adjacent marshes are fairly static
indicating an ongoing process of scarp block failure followed with sediment trapping behind the block and
accretion for recolonization of vegetation. The general marsh edge morphology appears to be primarily a function
of shoreline orientation. Ramping morphology is strongly correlated to edges that are prograding, observed at
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10.

both Eureka Slough and Jacoby Creek marshes. Ramping edge morphology is most prevalent at the Jacoby
Creek deltaic fan, however short segments of ramping and progradation are also present throughout the Eureka
Slough marsh in areas exposed to long north-northwest wind fetch. Ramping in these areas suggest ample
sediment supply from adjacent mudflats (see section 5).

Wind-generated waves can alter circulation patterns, tidal currents, and increase velocity along the project
shoreline. Depositional patterns of gravels and the gravel shoreline sourced from the rail prism erosion
corroborate the model results showing an increase in velocity and shear stresses from the dominate north-
northwest wind direction resulting in a north-south circulation pattern. The erosion/deposition potential analysis
demonstrates that tidal-induced currents alone can erode sediment from deeper water areas (Zones 3 and 4), but
in general the total stresses and the potential for erosion is low. However, wave-induced stresses from winds
from the NNW and S and wind speeds greater than 5 mps (~11 mph) generate total stresses high enough to
erode sediment from all zones, demonstrating that wind-waves are the likely dominate driver for mudflat erosion
and deposition in the NSI project area. Model results also indicate that the nearshore zone (Zone 1) has the
largest range of total stresses indicating the potential for both erosion and deposition within this zone from wind
waves. During wind-wave events the potential exists for sediment to be eroded from offshore mudflat areas and
transported to the NSI project area where deposition could occur due to a wider range and lower total stresses
(see section 5).

The WHAFIS wind-wave model quantified wind-wave propagation and dampening from salt marsh and adjacent
mudflat in the project area and at Eureka Slough marsh given the similar wind-fetch exposure. The Eureka
Slough marsh plain (approximately 500 feet) reduced the wave height more significantly than the project area
marsh plain (approximately 0 and 40 feet). The wider, vegetated marsh plain provided the increased wave height
reduction. However, in higher wind conditions the wider, flat marsh plain allows waves height to increase. The
model can be utilized for design to assess minimum marsh width and geometry needed to dampen various wave
heights occurring at different tidal elevations and assess the benefits from a transition zone. Wind wave heights
and fetch length are not anticipated to increase with sea level rise, however extreme storm events may increase
with climate change thereby increasing wind speeds and frequency of episodic events (see section 5).

Accretion rates and chronological dating have not been measured in the project area marshes but have in other
Arcata Bay marshes including Jacoby Creek marsh (Curtis el al., 2019 and Brown 2019). Recent measured
accretion rates appear to be lower than relative sea level rise (Curtis et al., 2019) while historic measured
accretion rates appear to have kept pace or slightly greater than relative sea level rise (Brown, 2019). Visual
observations and sediment probing have identified areas of deposited sediment located between the former rail
prisms near Indianola Cut-off. These depositional characteristics in sheltered areas indicate a sediment
supply/availability that could support a net onshore sediment flux if the sediment can be trapped and retained
(see section 5).

Sediment delivery to Humboldt Bay is estimated to increase over time with climate change (Curtis, 2021), and
while sediment distribution patterns in Arcata Bay are not well studied, depositional areas may accrete in
conjunction with sea level rise (see section 5).
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PART lIl - BASIS OF DESIGN

6. Alternative Development, Evaluation and
Selection

The alternative development, evaluation, and selection process is guided by the project goals and objectives and
existing sea level rise adaptation planning and natural infrastructure design guidelines. The goals and objectives, as
detailed in Section 1.5, focus on the creation, diversity and resiliency of native intertidal coastal marsh habitat; using
the natural flood-risk reduction properties of salt marsh to protect transportation infrastructure; and creating
opportunities for innovation and learning to enhance our understanding of nature-based sea level rise adaptation while
providing beneficial reuse of local sediment sources. These goals and objectives highlight the need and application of
natural ecological systems and processes to develop natural shoreline infrastructure design alternatives. As an initial
step in developing alternatives, a review of Natural Shoreline Infrastructure design guidelines was completed and are
summarized below.

6.1 Overview of Natural Shoreline Infrastructure

For protection against flooding and erosion caused by rising sea levels and extreme storms, California is emphasizing
natural infrastructure. The state of California has defined natural infrastructure as:

...the preservation and/or restoration of ecological systems, or utilization of engineered systems that use ecological
processes, to increase resiliency to climate change and/or manage other environmental problems. This may include,
but is not limited to, floodplain and wetland restoration or preservation, combining levees with restored ecological
systems to reduce flood risk, and urban trees to mitigate high heat days. (CGC §65302(g)(4)(C)(v)(SB379))

This approach is prioritized in the California Coastal Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance (2018). Similarly,
the Federal Highway Administration (2018) encourages “nature-based solutions” to prevent coastal highway flood
damage and/or disruption by implementing approaches that mimic characteristics of natural features and protect or
improve the built environment while maximizing the habitat value associated with the natural system.

In 2018 the California Natural Resources Agency published a refined working definition for Natural Shoreline
Infrastructure to clarify the setting and intention of the term:

‘natural shoreline infrastructure for adaptation’ means using natural ecological systems or processes to reduce
vulnerability to climate change related hazards while increasing the long-term adaptive capacity of coastal areas by
perpetuating or restoring ecosystem services (Newkirk et al, 2018).

Natural Shoreline Infrastructure also possesses the following qualities (Newkirk et al. 2018):
e Provides ecosystem services and benefits

o |s/features a “healthy ecosystem”

e Provides economic benefits and/or is cost-effective

¢ Includes specific types of projects/features, including forests, saltmarsh, eelgrass beds, oyster reefs, beach and
dunes, fish and wildlife habitat, etc.

e Projects include preservation of biodiversity as a specific outcome
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6.2 Guidance Documents for Sea Level Rise Adaptation
Planning and Natural Shoreline Infrastructure Design

Sea level rise adaptation planning requires both qualitative and quantitative analyses to identify long-term benefits that
balance multiple objectives. Much of the time, these objectives are competing. One of the first steps in adaptation
planning is to develop an understanding of the vulnerability of an asset or system (i.e., collection of assets) to existing
and future environmental conditions. The OPC (2018) Guidance defines vulnerability as “the propensity or
predisposition to be adversely affected; vulnerability encompasses a variety of concepts and elements including
sensitivity or susceptibility to harm and lack of capacity to cope and adapt.” Evaluating vulnerability is often a
combination of high-level planning and more detailed risk-based approaches:

e High-level planning approach: used to determine what might be impacted and when, often without attention to
potential damages and consequences

o Detailed risk-based approach: engineering assessment to determine the likelihood of a damaging event and the
consequences of damages

Both of these approaches rely on developing an understanding of how the hazards will change over time, which often
requires using detailed hydrodynamic and geomorphic modeling.

After characterizing the vulnerability of a system to sea level rise hazards, the adaptation planning process is used to
determine measures and strategies that will reduce the vulnerabilities and risk. Adaptation planning requires
developing both asset-specific and system solutions to address known vulnerabilities. System solutions can be
addressed using different combinations of adaptation approaches. Therefore, the adaptation plans often take on a
scenario or thematic approach that lean toward a specific strategy (e.g., protect, retreat), although the ultimate solution
is likely a hybrid of multiple strategies over time. Adaptation alternatives can be evaluated using economic analysis of
the systems over time and compared to a defined baseline condition to inform solution selection.

Several guidance documents have been prepared by state and federal agencies, and other interested parties, to
establish standardized approaches to conducting vulnerability assessments and planning for sea level rise adaptation.
The following sections provide brief summaries of selected reference documents.

6.2.1 California Ocean Protection Council 2018

Since 2010, the State of California has issued a series of guidance documents related to addressing sea level rise in
projects and planning. Although the first sea level rise guidance documents were intended primarily for state agencies,
recent policy and legislative directives and mandates have been focused on both the state and local levels. Therefore,
the 2018 Sea level Rise Guidance issued by the Ocean Protection Council (OPC) “aims to respond to the needs for
guidance that can help cities, counties and the State prepare for, and adapt to sea level rise” (OPC 2018). The
California Coastal Commission (CCC) adopted updated guidance in 2018 that uses the projections of Griggs et al.
(2017) and OPC (2018). The CCC (2018) Guidance focuses solely on the high emission scenarios but recommends
using the range in sea level rise projections by risk level for a particular time horizon.

6.2.2 California Coastal Commission Guidance

A Public Review Draft of the CCC'’s Critical Infrastructure at Risk: Sea Level Rise Planning Guidance for California’s
Coastal Zone was issued in August 2021. The draft guidance promotes resilient coastal infrastructure and protection
of coastal resources by providing local governments, asset managers, and other stakeholders with policy and planning
information to help inform sea level rise adaptation decisions that are consistent with the Coastal Act (CCC 2021).
Draft guidance focuses on water and transportation infrastructure and builds on previously adopted guidance
documents.

Adopted technical methods and guidance for using the OPC (2018) projections as part of an adaptation planning
process are included in the California Coastal Commission (CCC) Sea level Rise Policy Guidance, with Original
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Guidance adopted in 2015 and Science Update adopted in 2018 (CCC 2018). The CCC (2018) Guidance provides a
basis for selecting the time horizon and the risk level of the project, which are used to define the appropriate sea level
rise amounts, and recommends technical topics to be assessed, such as projected coastal flooding, wave runup, and
coastal erosion associated with sea level rise. Many of the analysis methods used to address the technical questions
are described in the FEMA Coastal Flood Hazard Analysis and Mapping for the Pacific Coast of the United States
(FEMA 2005).

The CCC (2018) Guidance includes a stepwise process for addressing sea level rise and adaptation planning for
Coastal Development Permits and for new and updated Local Coastal Programs (LCPs). Our interpretation of the
Guidance is that preparation of this Study most closely resembles the CCC (2018) process for LCPs, with some
changes.’ These steps are as follows:

1. Determine a range of sea level rise projection relevant to the planning area/segment using best available science

2. ldentify potential physical sea level rise impacts in the planning area/segment, including inundation, storm
flooding, wave impacts, erosion, and/or saltwater intrusion into freshwater resources

3. Assess potential risks from sea level rise to coastal resources and development in the planning area/segment,
including those resources addressed in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act

4. Identify adaptation measures and policy options to include in the plan

The CCC (2018) Guidance includes detailed chapters on addressing sea level rise in LCPs (Chapter 5) and for
developing adaptation strategies (Chapter 7). Appendix B of the CCC (2018) Guidance describes additional resources
and methods to develop local hazard conditions based on regional or local sea level rise using best available science.
The Coastal Commission’s sea level rise guiding principles include:

e Use a precautionary approach by planning and providing adaptive capacity for the higher end of the range of
possible sea level rise.

o Design adaptation strategies according to local conditions and existing development patterns, in accordance with
the Coastal Act.

¢ Avoid significant coastal hazard risks to new development where feasible.
¢ Minimize hazard risks to new development over the life of the authorized development.
e Minimize coastal hazard risks and resource impacts when making redevelopment decisions.

e Account for the social and economic needs of the people of the state, including environmental justice; assure
priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other development.

e Provide for maximum protection of coastal resources in all coastal planning and regulatory decisions.

¢ Maximize natural shoreline values and processes; avoid expansion and minimize the perpetuation of shoreline
armoring.

¢ Recognize that sea level rise will cause the public trust boundary to move inland. Protect public trust lands and
resources, including as sea level rises. New shoreline protective devises should not result in the loss of public
trust lands.

e Address potential secondary coastal resource impacts (to wetlands, habitat, agriculture, scenic and visual
resources etc) from hazard management decisions, consistent with the Coastal Act

e Address the cumulative impacts and regional contexts of planning and permitting decisions.

5 The steps presented in this section were modified to remove the relevance to the application to LCPs, and focuses
on the process for sea level rise planning for an area that includes multiple types and classes of assets. Steps related
to LCP certification and implementation have been excluded.
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The CCC (2018) Guidance recognizes that adaptation planning likely requires a hybrid approach to the Protect,
Accommodate, and Retreat strategies commonly used to characterize sea level rise planning. Adaptation strategy
policies carry specific design implications that could influence adaptation project alternatives and selection. They
articulate a framework the conservation of natural resource areas and leveraging of natural processes to mitigate
hazards; interim maintenance of existing shoreline protection within existing footprints; anticipation of future shoreline,
natural resource areas and public access based on sea level rise and encroachment; and processes for eventual
retreat from hazard areas.

The CCC (2018) Guidance is a key document for developing vulnerability and adaptation planning consistent with
other areas within the State of California, although significant judgment and decisions are required by project team
and owner.

6.2.3 Caltrans Guidance on Incorporating Sea level Rise

Caltrans provides information for incorporating sea level rise considerations during all phases of project delivery at a
website titled “Sea Level Rise and the Transportation System in the Coastal Zone” (Caltrans, 2022a). Chapter 880 of
the Caltrans Highway Design Manual addresses procedures, methods, devices, and materials commonly used to
mitigate the damaging effects of wave action on transportation facilities and adjacent properties (Caltrans, 2020).
Caltrans recently published a complementary resource to Chapter 880 of the Highway Design Manual that provides
design guidance focused on nature-based adaptation strategies (2022b).

6.2.4  Natural Infrastructure Design Guidance

Guidance for use of natural infrastructure to manage shore response to sea level rise in California is provided to
support consideration of alternatives to traditional coastal armoring (Newkirk et al. 2018; ESA 2018a). The Natural
Infrastructure Guidance consists of several reports developed as part of California’s Fourth Climate Assessment.
Guidance is provided for five natural infrastructure shore elements:

e Vegetated dunes — range from sand embankments to natural dune fields,

e Course sediment berms — range from cobble / gravel berms to cobble — boulder lag deposits; beach nourishment
was not included because adequate guidance already exists;

¢ Tidal benches - relatively flat slopes that provide transition from intertidal to supra-tidal elevations to provide
habitat, wave dissipation, erosion protection and accommodation space; tidal benches are similar to horizontal
levees® and living levees’;

e Marsh sills — rock revetments that are placed on sediment flats in front of tidal marsh scarps to dissipate waves
and maintain the marsh; and,

o Oyster reefs and eel grass beds — restoration of low-intertidal and submerged structures to help stabilize estuarine
shores.

Methods to assess suitability for a particular location are provided, based on setting, exposure and space
requirements. The concept level guidance is intended to identify natural infrastructure typologies that are worthy of
further evaluation.

8 https://www.sfestuary.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/EstApr2013FINAL-web.pdf
7 http://www.wp.sustainablesv.org/the-living-levee-a-win-win-scenario-for-the-bay-area-community/
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6.3 Alternative Development and Evaluation
6.3.1 Resilient Salt Marsh Design Criteria

The substantial anthropogenic interventions along the eastern shore of Arcata Bay make restoration of salt marsh to
pre-disturbance conditions challenging. The disturbance to tidal channel and fluvial drainage networks, interior marsh
subsidence, and existing infrastructure preclude restoring the pre-disturbance salt marsh footprint. The enhancement
project proposes to restore physical and vegetation processes that support and maintain stable marshes in the project
area. Based on the project goals and objectives, the following design criteria were established and used to
preliminarily screen alternatives.

e Salt Marsh Geometry and Mudflat

o Sufficient salt marsh width and elevation to dissipate wave energy, enhance sediment trapping, promote
deposition and colonization of native salt marsh species.

o Mudflat fronting the salt marsh edge to provide sediment storage and break wind waves between mean tide
and mean high tide levels.

e Stability

o Provide initial stabilization of salt marsh edge to accommodate marsh vegetation establishment and
consolidation of placed sediment.

o Reduce susceptibility of long-term marsh edge erosion to wave energy.

o Minimize lateral marsh edge erosion tidal and wind generated currents at the interface with existing Bracut
(north) and Brainard (south) levee rock slope protection.

e Tidal Channel Network

o Restore tidal exchange, sediment delivery and improve marsh drainage.

6.3.2 Alternative Evaluation

Six design alternatives, listed below, were developed and described below in the context of the design criteria and
project goals and objectives. Many of these concepts were developed based on the existing conditions assessment,
inter-tidal habitat restoration design and construction experience within the Humboldt Bay region, review of
publications cited above in addition to multiple San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) publications.

1. Horizontal Levee: Low, Mid, and High Salt Marsh Creation

Horizontal Levee: High Salt Marsh Creation with and without Armored Toe

Breakwater Reef with Passive and Active Salt Marsh Creation

Barrier Island Breakwater with Passive and Active Salt Marsh Creation

AR

Groins with Passive and Active Salt Marsh Creation
Coarse Sediment Shore (sand/gravel/oyster hash)

Alternative 1 - Horizontal Levee: Low, Mid, and High Salt Marsh

The horizontal levee alternative would be comprised of imported fill to establish geometry and elevation to
accommodate low, mid and high marsh and a transition zone to the existing rail prism (Figure 53 and Figure 54).
Geometry provides wave energy dissipation across the length of the imported fill, promoting deposition of sediment on
the marsh plain and erosion protection for the rail prism. The variable marsh plain elevations would restore tidal
flooding and promote sediment delivery. Stabilization is achieved through natural recruitment of native vegetation on
the low- and mid-marsh is anticipated whereas active planting on the high-marsh and transitional zones would be
necessary to reduce infestation of non-natives and invasive species. Tidal channel networks would be integrated into
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the marsh planform design to provide marsh plain drainage and sediment exchange. The horizontal levee, with low-,
mid- and high- marsh achieves many of the project goals and objectives with the creation of extensive salt marsh,
wave energy dissipation, and potential beneficial reuse of dredged sediment. However, based on observations in the
project area and around Humboldt Bay, the persistence of low and mid marsh is extremely limited. Given the potential
lack of the horizontal levee being in dynamic equilibrium, erosion of much of the landform and diminished ability to
meet the goals and objectives is expected. Additionally, placement of unconsolidated sediment along the low-marsh

transition would likely be highly unstable resulting in long-term scarping and limited natural recruitment of marsh
vegetation.

Railroad
Elevation 11.5 ft
High Marsh and Transition

Existing Mudfiat
Elev. ~4it

Figure 53 Plan and Elevation of Horizontal Levee: Low-, Mid- and High-Salt Marsh
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Figure 54 Example photograph of shore profile at Manilla Community Park (former mill site) on Humboldt Bay constructed in circa 1900.
The lateral shoreline has remained fairly static since construction and exhibits a ramping morphology with transition from mudfiat to
low-, mid- and high-salt marsh. This shoreline is sheltered from the dominant NNW winds which has likely allowed for the ramping
morphology to persist.

Alternative 2 - Horizontal Levee: High Salt Marsh with or without Armored Toe

Based on observations of the presence of high marsh in the study area and other marshes of Humboldt Bay that lack
low- and mid-marsh, a modification to the previous horizontal levee alternative (1) was developed to represent
persistent habitats in reference areas. This alternative is the most comparable to natural marshes located in high
energy wave environments where sediment supply is limited in Humboldt Bay. This horizontal levee alternative is
similarly constructed of imported fill to establish geometry and elevation and is focused on the construction of high
marsh and a transition zone (Figure 55). An optional cobble/stone toe at the transition between mudflat and marsh
would provide initial and long-term stabilization benefiting vegetation colonization. The more abrupt change in
elevation provides wave energy dissipation at the seaward edge of the marsh promoting deposition of sediment on the
marsh plain and erosion protection for the rail prism. The high marsh is more limited in tidal flooding and erosion of the
marsh scarp may promote sediment delivery. Optional stabilization of the marsh edge is provided with cobble/stone
toe. Geometry and tidal channel networks would be integrated into the planform design to provide marsh plain
drainage and sediment transport. The horizontal levee, with high marsh also achieves many of the project goals and
objectives with the creation of extensive salt marsh, wave energy dissipation, and potential beneficial reuse of dredged
sediment.
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Armored Toe Unarmored Toe

Rallroad
Blavaton 11.5ft

TRANSITION

HIGH MARSH

ARMORED TOE

EXISTING MUDFLAT

Visual Simulation

Figure 55 Plan, Elevation and Visual Simulation of Horizontal Levee: High Salt Marsh Creation with Armored Toe

Alternative 3 - Breakwater Reef with Passive and Active Salt Marsh

The breakwater reef alternative utilizes a rock breakwater and imported fill to promote conditions for the passive
creation of salt marsh (Figure 56). A rock breakwater is constructed on the mudflat fronting the marsh intended to
dissipate wave energy and promote deposition of sediment on the mudflat to passively create marsh habitat. Imported
fill provides a transition marsh, from low to high adjacent to the rail prism to enhance erosion protection. Variations in
tidal flooding occur along the length of the transition marsh. Geometry and tidal channel networks provide marsh plain
drainage and sediment transport. Localized scour around the perimeter of breakwater reef would be expected and
overtime the reef may settle vertically and loose effectiveness or require maintenance. During extreme high tides
coincident with high wind waves, the reef would be inundated and loose some effectiveness of wind-wave attenuation.
Reef configurations, orientation, openings and sediment accretion rates along the back shore are unknown and
require further analyses. Concrete reef balls have been placed and monitored for effectiveness within sub-tidal areas
of San Francisco Bay to create native oyster habitat, promote eel grass colonization and attenuate wind wave energy.
This concept positions the reef at a higher elevation on inter-tidal mudflat relative to the Sub-tidal San Francisco Bay
application and therefore offers limited commonalities.
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Elevation 11.5 ft
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Depositional Mudflat

Existing Mudflat
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CREATED SALT MARSH

EXISTING MUDFLAT

BREAKWATER REEF

Visual Simulation

Figure 56 Plan, Elevation and Visual Simulation of Breakwater Reef with Passive and Active Salt Marsh Creation

Alternative 4 - Barrier Island Breakwater with Passive and Active Salt Marsh

Similar to the breakwater reef alternative, the barrier island breakwater alternative constructs an elevation barrier to
promote conditions for the passive creation of salt marsh (Figure 57). This alternative utilizes imported fill as opposed
to rock for the barrier. An earthen breakwater is constructed on the mudflat to dissipate wave energy and promote
deposition of sediment on the mudflat to passively create marsh habitat. Imported fill provides a transition marsh, from
low to high adjacent to the rail prism to enhance erosion protection. Stability of the barrier island breakwater is
dependent on installed or natural recruitment of vegetation, fill properties, and erosion from wind waves. Variations in
tidal flooding occur along the length of the transition marsh. Geometry and tidal channel networks provide marsh plain
drainage and sediment transport. An example photo of a barrier island breakwater is provided in (Figure 58).

The barrier island reef concept originates from remnant earthen dikes constructed around the bay shoreline, and if
remain intact could be breached to provide tidal exchange to the backshore. Dikes comprised of dredged spoils were
constructed at the site as previously described and have eroded and therefore this concept would likely have limited
resiliency at the project site.
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Figure 57 Plan, Elevation and Visual Simulation of Barrier Island Breakwater with Passive and Active Salt Marsh Creation
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Figure 58 Example Photo of Barrier Island Breakwater at White Slough, HBNWR (Laird)

Alternative 5 - Groins with Passive and Active Salt Marsh

The groins alternative utilizes rock jetties and imported fill to mimic the form and function of the remanent dike that
currently provides wave dissipation, traps long-shored transported sediment and creates salt marsh (Figure 59). Rock
jetties would be constructed on the mudflat to dissipate tidal and wind currents, and wave energy and imported fill is
placed on the leeward side and along the rail prism. Imported fill provides a transition marsh, from low- to high-marsh
adjacent to the rail prism to enhance erosion protection. Variations in tidal flooding occur along the length of the
transition marsh. Tidal channel networks would passively form to provide marsh drainage and sediment transport.
While the existing remnant dike has created a groin-like feature, the passively accreted low marsh on the lee-side is
restively small, vertically limited and remains vulnerable to south wind wave erosion. Groin configuration, orientation,
and sediment accretion rates along the back shore are unknown and require further analyses. While long-shore
sediment trapping would likely be enhanced, the marsh plain would remain vulnerable to wind-wave erosion from
south winds, and erosion from long-shore currents at the down drift locations between groins.
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Figure 59 Groins with Passive and Active Salt Marsh Creation

Alternative 6 - Coarse Sediment Shore (sand/gravel/oyster hash)

The coarse sediment shore alternative utilizes imported sand, gravel, or oyster hash and imported large wood habitat
groins or drift sills to dissipate wave energy adjacent to the rail prism and retain coarse sediment from long-shore drift
(Figure 60). The coarse material is placed on the mudflat and wood structures embedded to dissipate wave energy
and reduce the migration of placed gravels. Deposition of fine sediment within the coarse material promotes marsh
vegetation. Examples of existing coarse sediment shorelines, also referred to as a gravel shingle are shown in Figure
60 and Figure 61. The coarse sediment shore proposed in this alternative is very similar to the portions of the existing
shoreline within the project area that have been formed from the eroded railroad ballast. Where the fringing marsh
does not exist and railroad ballast as eroded, the shoreline profile has equilibrated to a variable yet gradual slope (10-
15%) based on the course gravel size. As described in the existing condition assessment the course sediment in most
locations is several inches thick overlaying native fine sediment. This course sediment shore could be adapted to the
existing project shoreline to preserve salt marsh where it currently exists or create new salt marsh where it does not
already exist.

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay
for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 105



Railroad
Elevation 11.5t

Coarse Sediment
Large Wood Structure !

Existing Mudflat
Elev. ~4ft

EXISTING OR NEW ROCK/COBBLE HIGH MARSH & TRANSITION

SAND/GRAVELIOYSTER HASH SANDIGRAVEL/OYSTER HASH

EXISTING MUDFLAT EXISTING MUDFLAT

Figure 60 Visual Simulation of Coarse Sediment Shore with wood groins or drift sills (sand/gravel/oyster hash)
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Figure 61 Example Photo of Coarse Sediment (Gravel Shingle) Beach at Brainard (left) and within project area (right)

Figure 62 Example photos of gravel beach with groins or drift sills of embedded, pinned logs along the Aramburu Island project shoreline
in North San Francisco Bay used to trap updrift coarse sediment (A-C). Downdrift side of groins either remain stable or exhibit erosion
where the drift beach sediment is obstructed locally (B-D). When gravel beach profiles retreat landward overtime, beach accretion on the

updrift side reorient to face dominant wave approach (blue arrow), in contrast with the strongly oblique orientation of the main beach axis
relative to the wave approach (SFEI 2020).
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6.3.3 Alternative Selection

The alternatives presented above provide a range of concepts all with varying levels of uncertainty and ability to
achieve the project goals. A relatively high degree of uncertainty is expected when applying nature-based design in a
highly dynamic setting. Utilizing reference sites, whether natural or constructed, that remain in dynamic equilibrium
with hydraulic and geomorphic processes can reduce uncertainty. The White Slough Wetland Enhancement Project at
the Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Refuge has demonstrated that salt marsh vegetation will quickly colonize fill placed
at appropriate marsh plain elevations (Pickart, 2020). Other recently completed salt marsh restoration projects
throughout Humboldt Bay and adjacent Eel River estuary have also demonstrated similar success. These project sites
do not, however, share similar wind-wave exposure and sediment dynamics as the project site. As previously
described, wind-waves play an important role in suspension of sediments from the mudflat for deposition to the marsh
plain, an important process for resilient marshes. However, wind-waves can also contribute to marsh erosion,
particularly in early marsh development and vegetation colonization. Balancing these physical processes was
considered in selection of the apparent best alternative.

Several factors contributed and influenced the selection of the apparent best alternative:

e Goal of restoring/enhancing intertidal marsh habitat resilient to sea level rise and in equilibrium with hydraulic and
geomorphic processes.

e Goal of protecting infrastructure (Humboldt Bay Trail and Highway 101) from wind-wave runup and overtopping.

e Input from Technical Working Group (TWG) about minimizing the use of shoreline hardening, particularly from
rock slope protection.

e Results and findings from the Geomorphic Assessment and Conceptual Model (Chapter 5).

Based on the above factors, a hybrid alternative was selected utilizing components of Alternatives 2 and 6 and
employs components of the physical features found at reference locations. The apparent best alternative is comprised
of a gravel shingle beach, salt marsh and transition zone. The gravel shingle beach is composed of a layer of coarse
gravel placed below approximately MHHW at a gradual slope to the mud flat. The gravel shingle beach promotes
breaking wave energy that can be dissipated by the flexible shoreline. Shoreline restoration projects such as the
Aramburu Island project in Richardson Bay (North San Francisco Bay) have similar wind-wave heights and exposure
relative to the project area. The Aramburu Island project incorporated salt marsh creation in combination with a gravel
shingle beach and log groins (Figure 61 previously shown above). The project was constructed in 2011 and has
served as a successful demonstration project (SFEI 2020).

The combination of these components restores the natural processes that maintain a stable or prograding marsh while
providing toe stability for early vegetation colonization and fill stabilization. The natural recruitment of vegetation on the
salt marsh is important for stabilization, sediment trapping, and vertical accretion. Thus, it is anticipated that placed fill
at the project area would quickly vegetate and promote organic and mineral sediment accretion, maintaining pace with
sea level rise into the future. A reference shoreline between Brainard Slough and Jacoby Creek Marsh exhibits similar
characteristics comprised of a course sediment shore transitioning between mudflat and salt marsh as proposed in the
apparent best alternative (Figure 63). Figure 64 and Figure 65 depict a visual simulation and conceptual design profile
of the apparent best alternative. The design basis for this apparent best alternative including marsh plain geometry,
width and channel network is presented in Section 7.
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Figure 63 Shoreline north of Brainard Slough with example coarse sediment transition from mudflat to salt marsh. Salt marsh vegetation
is dominated with invasive Spartina densiflora, sparse pickleweed and salt grass.
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Figure 64 Conceptual visual simulation of apparent best alternative comprised of shingle beach, salt marsh and transition zone.
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Figure 65 Conceptual project area cross-section showing apparent best alternative of gravel shingle beach and salt marsh
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7. Concept Design Development

The apparent best alternative introduced in the previous section of this report is based on the fundamental concept to
integrate natural flood-risk reduction properties of a salt marsh which historically existed within the project area.
Creation of a salt marsh to achieve the project goals and objectives introduces constructability and logistical
challenges that were considered early in the design development specifically related to construction phasing and
material sourcing. The project will require import of locally sourced materials to construct the various features and
while all materials are readily available, the source of fine-grained sediment to construct the salt marsh is currently
undefined. The design has therefore been developed to accommodate implementation of the project in a single
construction phase should all import material, including fine-grained sediment be available, or through multiple
phases/years to accommodate incremental placement that could, for example, align with beneficial reuse of future
sediment dredge cycles. The concept design is comprised of three primary components:

1. Salt marsh plain with tidal channel network,

2. Coarse sediment shingle beach with large wood debris (LWD) groins, that provides a transition from the
constructed salt marsh to the existing mudflat, and

3. Transition (High Marsh Ecotone) zone that provides a transition from the salt marsh plain to the existing rail
prism.

The basis of design for each of these three primary components is described below, shown in Figure 66 and
presented on the 50% design plans (Appendix H). The 50% design plans assume the Humboldt Bay Trail South
Project, scheduled to be constructed in 2023, is in-place when this project is constructed.

HIGHWAY 101
MUDFLAT
ERODED RAIL PRISM

SALT MARSH

EXISTING CONDITIONS

HUMBOLDT BAY TRAIL
AND RAIL PRISM

TRANSITION ZONE

TIDAL CHANNEL

LARGE WOODY DEBRIS GROIN
SALT MARSH

COARSE SEDIMENT/
GRAVEL SHINGLE BEACH

FUTURE CONDITIONS

Figure 66 Visual Simulation of Proposed Project Components
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7.1 Salt Marsh Plain and Tidal Channel Design
7.1.1 Design Objectives

The historic salt marsh within the project area depicted in the 1870 maps show a variable width extending beyond the
current rail prism and is depicted on the 50% design plans and Figure 17. In the northern portion of the project area,
the 1870 salt marsh edge aligned with the current rail prism alignment with an increasing width in a southward
direction extending as much as 600 feet beyond the rail prism at the southern end of the project area. Restoring the
salt marsh to the 1870 footprint would not necessarily satisfy the project goals given the variable width. The proposed
salt marsh is intended to have sufficient width and elevation to achieve multiple objectives, such as to wave
dissipation, sediment trapping, colonization of native salt marsh species, and a dendritic tidal channel network that
would improve sediment delivery and marsh drainage. An additional design objective is to minimize the change in tidal
and sediment circulation patterns fronting the project area. Restoring the salt marsh to a 600-foot width could affect
tidal circulation, reduce mudflat as a sediment source/sink, pose additional construction challenges and be cost
prohibitive. The following sections below describe the basis for developing the optimal salt marsh plain width and
elevation.

7.1.2 Overview of Relevant Design Guidelines and Criteria

Design guidelines for salt marsh restoration are regionally specific and do not exist for Humboldt Bay however they do
exist for San Francisco Bay and emphasize the use of analog systems (PWA 2004). Salt marsh restoration projects in
Humboldt Bay have largely relied on analog sites to establish desired marsh plain elevations and tidal channel
geometries. The design criteria and approach for the proposed salt marsh features are shown in Table 5 and rely on a
combination of supporting analytical modeling tools and analog sites.

Table 5 Design Feature, Criteria and Approach for Salt Marsh and Tidal Channel

Design Feature Design Criteria Design Approach (described below)

Width sufficient to attenuate wind-waves Wind-Wave Model Analyses
Salt Marsh Width
Width sufficient to support tidal channel network Analog: Jacoby Creek Marsh

Support naturally recruited native salt marsh

. Analog: Project and Jacoby Creek Marshes
vegetation

Salt Marsh Elevation

Support naturally recruited native salt marsh

Salt Marsh Fill X
vegetation

Analog: Project area salt marsh

Tidal Channels Maximize tidal and sediment circulation Analog: Jacoby Creek Marsh

7.1.3 Project and Analog Sites (Geomorphic Template)

7.1.3.1 Salt Marsh Width and Elevation

To identify target width and elevation of the proposed salt marsh, analog cross sections were established and
surveyed within the nearby Jacoby Creek Marsh (Jacoby Marsh) located between Bracut and Jacoby Creek. The
Jacoby Marsh serves as a geomorphic template and was selected as an analog marsh as it has shown edge position
stability since 1870, has an established tidal channel network, is in close proximity to the project area, and has
naturally recruited native salt marsh vegetation following Spartina treatment which last occurred in January 2019
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(RCAA 2019). For comparative purposes, cross-sections were also surveyed in the project area salt marshes. The
location of the project area and analog survey locations are shown in Figure 67.

Humboldt Bay

Figure 67 Project Area and Jacoby Marsh cross-section and channel geometry measurement locations.

Cross-sections were surveyed using a centimeter-grade Real Time Kinematics (RTK) GPS (Eos Arrow) for
comparison to the available 2019 coastal LiIDAR. The cross-sections show general agreement between the LiDAR and
surveyed data with differences attributed to vegetation return from the LiDAR and GPS accuracy. Figure 68 and
Figure 69 show marsh plain elevations ranging between 6 and 7 feet (NAVD88) within the project area.
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Figure 69 Salt Marsh cross-sections in project area (near Indianola Cutoff).

Additional salt marsh plain cross-sections (8 and 9) were surveyed at the Jacoby Marsh (Figure 70) and show a
consistent near 7-feet elevation (NAVD88) consistent with Mean Higher-High Water (MHHW) and typical of an Arcata
Bay mature salt marsh elevation. The Jacoby Marsh width fronting the former rail prism ranges between 150-250 feet
and includes a dendritic tidal channel network. Construction of the rail prism in 1900 would have disconnected tidal
exchange to the back marsh thereby reducing the tidal prism exchanged through the channels. Over the past 120+
years, the channels present today have likely equilibrated in size to the current marsh drainage area.
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Figure 70 Analog cross-sections 8-9 north of project area at Jacoby Creek Marsh.

7.1.3.2 Tidal Channel Size

Tidal sloughs are formed by exchange of tidal prism with cross-section geometry related to hydraulic shear stress,
resulting in larger channel cross-sections for larger tributary tidal areas (Williams and Orr 2002; Williams and others
2002). Empirical relationships developed for San Francisco Bay relate tidal prism which is calculated as the total
diurnal tidal volume exchanged between MLLW and MHHW, to cross-sectional area of the tidal channel. For salt
marshes with elevations at MHHW, tidal channel sizes can also be sized through use of tidal marsh drainage area.
This approach was applied to sizing the tidal channels for this project given the design marsh elevation is established
at MHHW, as discussed in following sections.

To correlate the channel size verse marsh drainage area, a network of existing tidal channels within the Jacoby Marsh
were surveyed. Channel depth and width were measured at approximately 15 locations within the tidal channels at the
locations (blue and orange dots) shown in Figure 72. A combination of aerial imagery and a digital elevation model
were used to delineate the contributing salt marsh area upstream of the channel points of measurement. Figure 71

and Figure 72 show the regression equations and r-squared values associated with three different contributing marsh
area to channel geometry relationships.
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Figure 71 Regression plot showing the relationship between contributing marsh area and tidal channel cross-sectional area within the
analog Jacoby Marsh.
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Figure 72 Regression plot showing the relationship between contributing marsh area and channel width within the analog Jacoby Marsh.
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Figure 73 Regression plot showing the relationship between contributing marsh area and channel depth within the analog Jacoby Marsh.

The above information was used to establish the preliminary salt marsh elevation, width and channel size design
which is further described in the Preliminary Basis of Design section below. In addition to the use of analog sites to

determine potential marsh width and elevation, a wind-wave analyses was conducted to assess effectiveness of wave
attenuation with respect to marsh plain width.

7.1.4 Wind-Wave Analyses

To provide an additional design basis for salt marsh width, a wind-wave analyses was conducted to determine the
minimum marsh width necessary to attenuate a combination of water levels and wind speeds. An extreme wind speed
analysis and Simulation Waves Nearshore (SWAN) model analyses were conducted and are provided in Appendix D
and Appendix E, respectively. The water levels assessed ranged from 7.1 feet (MHHW) to 10.7 feet (1% exceedance
probability or 100-year recurrence interval), and wind speeds ranged from 38 mph (95% exceedance probability or
1.053-year recurrence interval) to 48 mph (1% exceedance probability or 100-year recurrence interval). Water levels
and wind speeds used in the analysis are shown in Table 6 and Table 7.

Table 6 Water levels analyzed Table 7 Wind speeds analyzed
1% EP (100-yr RI) 10.7 ft 1% EP (100-yr): 48 mph
10% EP (10-yr RI) 10.0 ft 10% EP (10-yr): 44 mph
50% EP (2-yr RI) 9.4 ft 50% EP (2-yr): 40 mph
MMMW 8.4 1t 95% EP (1.053-yr): 38 mph
MHHW 7.1 ft

The SWAN model was implemented as a one-dimensional (1D) model and used to estimate wave generation,
dissipation, and set-up under pre- and post-project shoreline geometry. Pre-project conditions assume the Humboldt
Bay Trail South Project has been constructed, and post-project conditions include the proposed concept natural
shoreline design. Using the SWAN model, each combination of water levels and wind speeds were analyzed. Under

pre-project conditions, wind waves travel across the bay unimpeded, allowing the waves to interact and runup the
shoreline (Figure 74).

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt
Bay for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 117



Elevation (ft, NAVD88)

[N
w

Trail/Rail Crest
149 Wave Runup and
13 4 .
Overtopping
12 4
1 N N ~ Y L. = PN 7~ = =
\ VN A ” \ VIR // \ ," \\ 7N 4N // AT A
109 \s/, N No hd N N -~ Vo = vt RSP
9 -
8
7
6 -
5 -
4 -
— A~ - ~—" T
3 \ Toe of RSP
2 4 Barrier
1 4
0 T T T T T T T T
22,640 22,680 22,720 22,760 22,800 22,840 22,880 22,920 22,960 23,000
Station (ft)
——Bed Elev for RSP Barrier ——Wave Crest for RSP Barrier

Figure 74 Pre-project wind-wave crest calculated in SWAN for an 8.4 feet water level and 40 mph wind speed overtopping the rail prism
(11.5f¢).

Under post-project conditions the proposed salt marsh reduces the wave height as the wave interacts with the marsh,
preventing wave runup and overtopping of the rail prism for the same water level and wind speed scenario (Figure 75).
The model results demonstrate that much of the wave attenuation occurs at the beach barrier and within the initial 100
feet of the proposed salt marsh which is a critical finding of this analyses.
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Figure

75 Post-project wind-wave crest calculated in SWAN for an 8.4 feet water level and 40 mph wind speed that does not overtop the rail
prism (11.5ft).
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7.1.5 Preliminary Basis of Design

7.1.5.1 Salt Marsh Width and Elevation

Based on the Jacoby Marsh analog site, wind-wave analysis and tidal current analyses, a total marsh width of
approximately 150 feet was established, of which approximately 115 feet is proposed salt marsh plain at an elevation
of approximately 7.1 feet (NAVD88). The remaining approximately 35 feet would include the high marsh ecotone as a
transition zone from the salt marsh plain to the rail prism which is described in subsequent sections of this report. The
existing fringing marshes in the project area that are lower than the desired 7.1 feet elevation would likely remain and
be integrated into the final marsh plain with shallow fill following invasive Spartina removal discussed in subsequent
sections of this report.

To assess changes in adjacent water levels and tidal circulation relative to existing conditions, the NSI model
described in Section 5.4.2.2 was modified to include the proposed marsh geometry. To accommodate the proposed
elements, the existing condition hydraulic model was modified as follows: (1) the grid cells within the Project footprint
were raised to an approximate MHHW elevation of 2.2m (7.1 ft); (2) the roughness height (Zo) in the Project grid cells
were set to 0.01 m; and (3) the Project grid cells were changed to account for wetland vegetation drag as described in
Section 5.4.2.2. The modified NSI model was simulated for the same general tidal and wind conditions used for
existing conditions. Only a subset of the design simulation results is presented here but consistent with the results
presented for existing conditions so that direct comparisons can be made.

Figure 76 shows the velocity magnitude and vectors along the project shoreline with the Project elements incorporated
into the model domain near slack tide for a 2-yr extreme water level, including no wind and a 10 mps (22 mph) wind
coming from the northwest, north, and southwest directions, respectively. These results can directly be compared to
Figure 37. The Project tidal wetland grid cells remained dry for this period of the simulation which provides
conservative results. Based on a visual (qualitative) comparison the project does not appear to significantly affect the
flow field adjacent to the project shoreline, except for the obvious changes within the Project footprint.
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Figure 76 Proposed NSI Project design velocity vectors (magnitude and direction) of tidal currents predicted during an approximate 2-
year flood tide along the project shoreline, with no wind (top left), a 10 mps (22-mph) northwest wind (top right), a 10 mps (22-mph) north
wind (bottom left), and a 10 mps (22-mph) southwest wind (bottom right).

To provide a more quantitative assessment of the Project design effects on existing conditions, the difference between
design and existing conditions for water surface elevation, velocity magnitude, and total shear stress are provided in
Figure 77, Figure 78 and Figure 79, respectively for the same flow conditions. It appears that the proposed Project
design has minimal effects on the adjacent flow field. Water levels adjacent to the project area differ by less than 0.01
m (1 cm or 0.4 inches). Velocity magnitude changes by less than 0.1 mps (10 cm/s or 0.3 ft/s), with the highest
velocity differences directly adjacent to the project shoreline. A north wind produces lower design velocities adjacent to
the project shoreline, while a southwest wind increases velocities. Maximum total shear stress differences are
approximately 0.1 N/m?, with design condition total shear stresses lower along the project shoreline than existing
conditions for all three wind conditions.

One last assessment of Project design conditions was conducted comparing sediment mobility between existing and
design conditions. Appendix | provides side-by-side comparisons between the existing condition sediment mobility
plots from Figure 42 to Figure 50 for a 5 mps (~ 11 mph), 10 mps (~22 mph), 15 mps (~34 mph), and 20 mps (~45
mph) wind from the northwest and southeast directions to the equivalent sediment mobility plots for design conditions.
Based on a qualitative review of the comparison plots, it does not appear that the Project design affects sediment
mobility in Zones 2, 3 or 4 compared to existing conditions. However, as anticipated sediment mobility is lower in Zone
1 for Project design conditions compared to existing conditions due to a portion of this zone being filled to design tidal
wetland elevations. This also demonstrates a higher potential for sediment deposition, and lower sediment mobility, in
Zone 1 for the proposed Project design elements.
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In general, it does not appear that the proposed Project design will significantly affect the water levels, circulation
patterns, or sediment mobility adjacent to the project shoreline or in North Bay. The proposed design elements, such
as the sand/gravel beach, will provide adequate protection for any potential increase in alongshore currents from the
proposed design.
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Figure 77 Difference in water surface elevation between the proposed NSI Project design and existing conditions during an approximate
2-year flood tide along the project shoreline, with no wind (top left), a 10 mps (22-mph) northwest wind (top right), a 10 mps (22-mph)
north wind (bottom left), and a 10 mps (22-mph) southwest wind (bottom right). The difference is defined as design minus existing
conditions, and the range of the water surface elevation differences is plus or minus 0.07 m (1 cm or 0.4 inches). Higher design
conditions provide positive differences represented as warmer colors, and lower design conditions provide negative differences shown
as cooler colors.
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Figure 78 Difference in velocity magnitude between the proposed NSI Project design and existing conditions during an approximate 2-
year flood tide along the project shoreline, with no wind (top left), a 10 mps (22-mph) northwest wind (top right), a 10 mps (22-mph) north
wind (bottom left), and a 10 mps (22-mph) southwest wind (bottom right). The difference is defined as design minus existing conditions,
and the range of the water surface elevation differences is plus or minus 0.1 mps (10 cm/s or 0.3 ft/s). Higher design conditions provide
positive differences represented as warmer colors, and lower design conditions provide negative differences shown as cooler colors.
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Figure 79 Difference in total bed shear between the proposed NSI Project design and existing conditions during an approximate 2-year
flood tide along the project shoreline, with no wind (top left), a 10 mps (22-mph) northwest wind (top right), a 10 mps (22-mph) north wind
(bottom left), and a 10 mps (22-mph) southwest wind (bottom right). The difference is defined as design minus existing conditions, and
the range of the water surface elevation differences is plus or minus 0.1 N/m?. Higher design conditions provide positive differences
represented as warmer colors, and lower design conditions provide negative differences shown as cooler colors.

7.1.5.2 Tidal Channels

The tidal channel network provides important pathways for water, sediment, nutrients and species between the marsh
and Bay. The density and complexity of the channel network is intended to maximize supply of fine sediment and
allow for vertical accretion rates on the marsh plain to maintain pace with sea level rise. The tidal channel complexity
and density shown on the 50% plans are similar to the Jacoby Marsh. The channel widths and depths were based on
the contributing marsh plain drainage area obtained from the Jacoby Marsh analog. The channel sizes shown were
slightly oversized to accommodate standard excavation widths using conventional equipment, as the tidal channels
would be excavated into the salt marsh plain following fill placement. As the channels equilibrate following
construction, some adjustment and/or infilling may occur. Alternative to excavating the channels to the full dimensions,
small starter or pilot channels could be excavated to promote long-term channel formation of a dendritic network,
reducing the excavation volume. Tidal drainage is likely to be adequate in the long-term with this approach but may be
restricted within the first few years following construction. These options can be further assessed as the design
advances.
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7.1.5.3 Salt Marsh Fill

The salt marsh fill (texture and soil chemistry) should be similar to that of the existing salt marsh sediment (Appendix
G). The fill would need to be lightly compacted during placement to accommodate excavation of the tidal channels and
resist initial erosion during vegetation establishment. The imported fill would need to comply with the Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s Incremental Sampling Method (ISM) per Section 7.7.

7.1.5.4 Summary

Table 8 includes a summary of the preliminary design parameters for the salt marsh.

Table 8 Preliminary Design Parameters for Salt Marsh and Tidal Channels

Parameter Preliminary Design

Total Marsh Width 150 feet total of which approximately 115 feet is salt marsh plain
Salt Marsh Elevation ~ 7 feet (MHHW)

Tidal Channels Size varies based on the marsh drainage area, see design plans

Excavated following placement of salt marsh fill

Salt Marsh Fill Lightly compacted silts, clays and fine sands (similar to existing salt marsh sediment, see
Appendix G) and complies with Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Incremental
Sampling Method (ISM) per Section 7.7

Salt Marsh Fill Volume Approximately 85,000 cy

Revegetation See revegetation section below

7.2 Coarse Sediment Beach Design

7.2.1 Design Objectives

The coarse beach fronting the restored salt marsh plain is intended to provide a buffer against wind-wave energy that
would otherwise undercut the salt marsh habitat resulting in scarping, wave reflection and continued erosion.

The coarse beach is not intended to permanently stabilize the shoreline in a fixed position but rather provide a sloping
beach face to dissipate wave energy and a local sediment source to facilitate natural evolution of the beach profile in
response to future water levels and wave events. The beach will be sufficient to provide initial stabilization of the
marsh edge to allow vegetation to establish across the marsh plain.

The coarse beach also provides a natural mechanism for increasing the berm crest elevation in response to storm
events and sea level rise. During storm events (e.g. high tide plus wind waves) wave energy will mobilize this
sediment in the onshore direction forming overwash berms along the edge of the salt marsh plain, which will provide
an opportunity for high salt marsh vegetation to establish along with added wave attenuation.

7.2.2 Overview of Relevant Design Guidelines

The preliminary design of this feature is based on regional and national guidelines for nature-based coastal adaptation
strategies, recent pilot projects and research in the San Francisco Bay estuary, and local reference sites. The
following guidelines have been compiled from a variety of references and were used to establish the basis of design
relevant to this project feature.

International Guidelines on Natural and Nature-based Features for Flood Risk Management (Bridges et al.,2021)
—  Plan to let nature do most of the work when managing or implementing a beach system.

—  The design should mimic or re-create the natural conditions of the location in question.
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Design of beaches should allow a degree of profile dynamism by focusing on beach slope, volume, and width as
primary design parameters, rather than attempting to create a static system.

The geology and native sedimentology of coastlines, especially the sediment grain sizes, exert considerable
influence on the morphology of beaches and should inform design and sourcing for beach nourishments.

SF Estuary - New Life for Eroding Shorelines (SFEI and Baye, 2020)

Lessons learned from Pier 94 (2006) and Aramburu Island (2011) pilot projects which included beach creation
along existing and restored salt marshes.

Multiple gradation ranges were used in the Aramburu Island project:

o Gravels from 10 to 25mm (0.5-1 inch) sourced from in bay sand mining,
o Oyster shell from SF Bay site,

o % to 6-inch rounded gravels and cobbles, and

o Medium sand dredged from terminal shoal within bay.

Volume of beach sediment placed was estimated from the range of modern reference beaches from the Central
Bay and South Bay to match the scale of natural beaches in a similar coastal setting.

Beach sand and shell hash were easily mobilized during storm events offering least resistance for the eroding
shorelines at each pilot location. These materials are best suited to sheltered low-wave energy environments,
swash-aligned beaches, or groin-partitioned shorelines.

Gravels were also mobilized during storm events but mostly in the onshore direction, as storm waves created
washovers across marsh flats and spread gravel berms into relatively wide and thin veneers over the rubble
shore platform.

Cobbles were mostly immobile and armored the beach platform, although Sandpipers often concentrated in these
areas during high tides and foraged amongst cobbles and fine sediment during lower tides.

Micro-groins or Drift-Sills comprised of large woody debris (LWD) were successful in retaining the coarse beach
along shorelines prone to significant alongshore sediment transport.

Gravel beach berms increased in elevation after storm events up to elevations of 7-8 feet NAVD88, relatively
close to the extreme high-water elevation of 8.5 feet NAVD88.

Sand and shell hash were redistributed into lower berm crest elevations in the 5-5.8 ft NAVD88 range.
Coarse-medium sand beaches in San Francisco Bay typically range from 3-15 feet wide.

Material sourcing was a major challenge and lesson learned on the pilot projects. Sourcing proper material types
is recommended during the design phase and well in advance of bid advertisement.

7.2.3 Analog Sites

The nature-based design guidelines place a high emphasis on the use of reference (analog) sites as a basis for
determining the type, scale, and composition of a nature-based design feature. Several analog sites within and
adjacent to the Project provide evidence of the type of coarse beaches that exist along the eastern shoreline of Arcata
Bay. Cross-sections 3-5 in the analog marsh survey were established to understand the beach profile slope and
sediment composition of the coarse beach shoreline south of Jacoby Marsh. Figure 80 below shows the location of
cross sections 4 and 5 and the approximate beach slope is near 20% (5:1, H:V) at this location. Cross-section 3
(XC3), located within the Project reach, was shown earlier in Figure 61 has a slightly flatter beach slope of
approximately 15% (~7:1, H:V).
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Figure 80 Location of analog cross-sections 4-5 between Brainard Slough and Jacoby Creek Marsh.

Previously shown Figure 67 provides a comparison of the slope and composition of the analog shorelines where a
coarse beach persists within or near the project site. These sites each exhibit slightly different characteristics with
cobble dominant beaches having steeper slopes than gravel dominant beaches. Given the long trend of erosion along
the project reach there is little or no sand remaining, except for a small pocket beach at the south end of the project
reach, sheltered by the armored shoreline at Brainard (Figure 81-C).

The different characteristics provide an indication for the sediment transport capacity of the project shoreline. These
reference sites illustrate that sand will be easily mobilized within the project reach with the potential for bi-directional
transport, although it appears the net transport direction is from north to south. The cobble dominant beach at Bracut
(Figure 81-A) has been relatively stable despite the limited supply of coarse-grained sediment to this shoreline,
demonstrating a gradation of cobble & gravel that is more resistant to wave-driven sediment transport. The gravel
dominant beaches (Figure 81-B/D) have been shaped by waves and tides and demonstrate a gradation of gravel and
sand that can be mobilized by waves and currents but is more likely to remain within the project reach over longer
durations. A significant source of gravel along these beaches appears to be eroded railroad ballast with typical
diameter in the 0.5” to 2” size range.
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Figure 81 Coarse Beach Analog/Reference Sites

7.2.4 Preliminary Basis of Design

The preliminary design of the coarse beach consists of a coarse sand and gravel beach fronting the salt marsh. The
design intent includes an optional cobble berm along the marsh edge to provide containment for hydraulically (pumped
dredged spoils) or terrestrially (land-based equipment) placed fill and equipment access to the marsh edge (if
needed). The cobble berm will be fronted by a gravel/sand beach designed to respond to wind-driven storm waves,
resulting in a dynamic buffer against erosion and wave runup along the marsh edge. Preliminary design information is
provided in Table 9 although the design specifics will depend upon a material sourcing investigation to be performed
as part of the detailed design process.
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Table 9 Preliminary Coarse Beach Design Parameters

Parameter Preliminary Design

Avg particle size (dso) for coarse | Sand, 0.1 — 0.3 mm
beach material Gravel, 10 - 25 mm (0.5 — 1 inch)
Cobble, 2 — 6 inches (for barrier berm)

Crest elevation Coarse beach, same as marsh plain elevation (~7 ft NAVD88)
Cobble berm, 12-18 inches below marsh plain elevation

Beach slope Estimated equilibrium slope, 10-15:1 (H:V)
Constructed slope could be steeper than equilibrium slope, 3:1 to 5:1 (H:V)

Unit Volume (cubic yards/foot of | Coarse Beach, 5 — 7 cy/ft
shoreline) Cobble berm, 3 — 5 cyl/ft

The design of the coarse beach is intended to provide a self-maintaining erosion buffer for the restored marsh edge.
Based on performance of similar coarse-grained beaches in the San Francisco Bay, transport of coarse beach
sediment over the marsh edge during storm events can be expected, increasing the elevation of the marsh edge and
providing an opportunity for recruitment of high marsh vegetation to further enhance wave attenuation. However, the
longevity of this feature depends on the rate of coarse sediment transport to and from the project area which is subject
to a variety of parameters and considerable uncertainty around future conditions. Movement of coarse sediment
alongshore, as observed under current conditions, will be somewhat hindered by proposed micro-groins discussed
below, but these are not intended to be complete barriers to alongshore coarse sediment transport. Re-nourishment of
the coarse beach may be desirable at future intervals depending on the outcome of the monitoring program which will
reduce the uncertainties associated with sediment transport within and outside the project area.

7.3 Large Woody Debris (LWD) Groins or Drift-Sills
7.3.1  Design Objectives

These features are designed to limit excessive erosion and loss of the coarse sediment downdrift to provide a reliable
buffer against erosion of the marsh edge. The LWD groins also referred to “drift-sills” can also help stabilize the
shoreline and limit accretion and shoaling of the tidal inlet channels which are important for the salt marsh restoration
and long-term resiliency. LWD groins are not intended to be complete barriers to sediment transport. The spacing of
LWD groins will be sufficient to permit significant movement of sediment within each of the compartments, control
exchange of sediment between compartments, and help to minimize sediment accumulation in the tidal channel inlets.

7.3.2 Overview of Relevant Design Guidelines

The nature-based guidance documents summarized in Section 7.2.2 are most applicable to this project feature. New
Life for Eroding Shorelines (SFEI and Baye, 2020) provides lessons learned from several restoration projects in the
San Francisco Bay estuary. The Aramburu Island project included several “micro-groins” or drift-sills comprised of
large woody debris (LWD) which were successful in stabilizing the coarse beach shoreline and maintaining an erosion
buffer for the marsh edge.

7.3.3 Project and Analog Sites

Based on the wind and wind-wave assessment, the coarse beach will be exposed to wind-waves and wind-driven
currents from both north and south directions. An evaluation of sediment movement along the existing project
shoreline and analogs indicate that the net sediment transport direction may be from north to south. However, periodic
reversals are expected when strong southerly wind events coincide with high tides. The coarse beach will be designed
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with a variety of sediment sizes. Sand size particles will be more easily mobilized by waves and currents than gravels
and will likely be transported in both alongshore and cross-shore directions.

LWD groins, also referred to as drift-sills, are proposed to compartmentalize the lengthy Project reach and stabilize the
shoreline at each of the salt marsh tidal channels. LWD groins were implemented successfully on the Aramburu Island
project (Figure 62 previously shown), particularly in segments prone to significant alongshore sediment transport.

7.3.4 Preliminary Basis of Design

The preliminary design of the LWD groins was based upon the successful application of LWD groins to stabilize the
Aramburu Island shoreline with adjustments in the dimensions and spacing to account for project specific conditions.
Preliminary design information is provided in Table 10 although the design specifics will be subject to refinement as
part of the detailed design process.

Table 10 Preliminary Design Parameters for LWD Groins

Parameter Preliminary Design

Length 30 — 50 feet in length, oriented approximately normal to the shoreline
Approximately 3/4 of the groin length will be embedded/buried in the
coarse beach/cobble barrier berm

Height 3-5 feet above existing mudflat. Top of log groin at or slightly below
marsh elevation at back beach
Materials Each LWD groin consists of 3-5 logs, 20-40 feet in length
Pinning logs (4) used to anchor LWD
Douglas Fir, Redwood or cured/seasoned Eucalyptus logs
Cobble berm (~1/2 groin length) used to backfill & stabilize base of groin

Spacing Varies from 600 to 1,000 feet and subject to refinement in detailed
design and tidal channel network

7.4  Transition Zone (High Marsh Ecotone) Design

7.4.1 Design Objectives

The primary objective of the transition zone, also referred to as a high marsh ecotone, is to provide a gradual transition
from the salt marsh plain (~ 7 foot elevation) to the rail prism top (11.5 foot elevation). The transition zone will
accommodate vegetation transgression (migration) overtime with sea level rise. During extreme storm events (e.g.
high tide plus wind waves) wave energy will be attenuated on the transition slope.

7.4.2 Overview of Relevant Design Guidelines

The preliminary design of this feature is based on regional guidelines from the San Francisco Bay estuary, and
application on local restoration projects. The following guidelines have been compiled from a variety of references and
were used to establish the basis of design relevant to this project feature.

Design Guidelines for Tidal Wetland Restoration in San Francisco Bay (PWA et al, 2004).

—  Maximum slope of 10H:1V

— Recommended minimum width of 100 feet to provide sufficient refugia for wildlife during extreme tides

—  Seeding and planting can prevent colonization of non-native vegetation and diversify species composition
—  Soil texture should be suitable to support desired vegetation
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Restoring Healthy Transition Zones to Benefit Tidal Marsh Wildlife in San Francisco Bay (Point Blue Conservation

Science, 2017).

— Recommended minimum width of 75 feet

— Maintaining minimum of 15% in dense vegetation is beneficial to tidal marsh birds
— Vegetation communities including grasses are important to tidal marsh birds

7.4.3 Project and Analog Sites

Gradual slope transitions from salt marsh to uplands are uncommon around Humboldt Bay as much of the shoreline
has been altered and consist of modified, abrupt transitions. However, two analog sites, one within the project area
and one nearby (Figure 82) provide evidence of the potential native vegetation composition within the elevation range
of the proposed transition zone. These sites each exhibit slightly different characteristics and vegetation species, but
demonstrate that native vegetation can establish and persist within the transition zone.

Figure 82 Analog High Marsh Ecotone Transition Zone at Arcata Marsh | Street Parking Lot (left) and northern portion of project area
(right).

7.4.4 Preliminary Basis of Design

The preliminary design of the transition zone consists of fill placement to create a transition zone from the salt marsh
plain to the rail prism. Preliminary design information is provided in Table 11, although the design specifics will depend
upon a material sourcing investigation to be performed as part of the detailed design process. In some locations, the
fill will be placed directly over the existing rail prism rock slope protection (RSP). To prevent long-term migration of the
fill into the rock voids, care will be required during the placement to adequately backfill rock voids. To provide the
maximum tidal wetland bench width within the overall project footprint, the width of the proposed transition zone is less
than recommended in the referenced design guidelines.

Table 11 Preliminary Design Parameters for Transition Zone

Parameter Preliminary Design
Width 35-40 feet
Slope 10-15H:1V, extending from rail prism (11.5ft elevation) to salt marsh

plain (~7 ft elevation)

Transition Fill Same or similar to salt marsh fill however would need to be non-saline to
support the desired vegetation

Transition Fill Volume Approximately 40,000 cy

Revegetation Place seed, biodegradable rolled erosion control netting, and then
container plantings, see revegetation section below.
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Given most of the transition slope is supra-tidal, establishment of vegetation will require active revegetation through
recommended native seed application, placement of biodegradable rolled erosion control netting, and container
plantings which will help inhibit non-native vegetation colonization. The transition zone is inherently a weedy area and
is anticipated to require initial maintenance to established native vegetation communities. The design and revegetation
of the transition zone is intended to provide a self-maintaining buffer between the salt marsh plain and rail prism top.
Based on performance of similar transition zones on local restoration projects, routine non-native vegetation removal
will be required initially to support long-term native dominance.

7.5 Revegetation

The project will rely on both passive (natural recruitment) and active (plant installation) revegetation to establish the
desired native plant species. The 50% Design Plans show the revegetation approach which is described below. To
increase success of native revegetation and reduce spread of non-native and invasive plant species into the restored
areas, removal of invasive species within the project area is recommended prior to construction.

7.5.1 Invasives and Non-Native Plant Removal

Invasive and non-native species including dense-flowered cordgrass (Spartina densiflora), Himalayan blackberry
(Rubus armeniacus), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), hemlock (Conium maculatum), and pampas grass (Cortaderia
jubata) have been observed throughout the project area. Approximately 1.1 acres of existing salt marsh within the
project area is infested with moderate- to high-density Spartina. Given the relatively small area, removal of Spartina is
recommended prior to construction by use of hand-held brush cutters, a technique that has proven to be effective at
grinding the rhizomes below ground level (HT Harvey & GHD, 2013, Mateos-Naranho et al. 2012, Eicher and Pickart
2011, Pickart 2012). Following initial removal of Spartina, a second removal will likely be necessary to remove
resprouts and seedlings. The other above-mentioned non-native species could also be removed prior to construction
by hand equipment or during construction with mechanical equipment. To reduce spreading, removal shall be
completed prior to or following the seed-set period when seeds are viable which is typically between late July through
October.

7.5.2 Rare Plant Salvage

Three rare salt marsh plants have been observed in the project area as shown the 50% Design Plans and include
Humboldt Bay owl’s clover, Point Reyes bird’s beak and Western sand spurrey, which are all annuals. Both Humboldt
Bay owl’s clover and Point Reyes bird’'s beak are hemiparasitic, in that they photosynthesize as well as parasitize
other salt marsh plants by tapping into the xylem of the host plant via haustoria (Grewell 2008, Eicher and Schlosser
2012). Intact marsh habitat with these rare plants will be avoided during construction to the greatest extent possible. If
an area with rare plants cannot be avoided, the rare plants along with their host plants will be salvaged using hand
tools and small mechanical equipment to harvest and transplant the intact plant materials within the restored areas. A
similar approach is planned for the Elk River Estuary Restoration Project in Fall 2022 which could help inform methods
applied to this project.

7.5.3 Salt Marsh Plain Revegetation

Passive (natural recruitment) of native salt marsh species is the primary revegetation approach for the salt marsh
plain. This approach has been widely applied throughout salt marsh restoration projects in Humboldt Bay and the Eel
River Estuary and shown to be effective at appropriate marsh plain elevations. Native species including pickleweed
(Salicornia pacifica) and salt grass (Distichlis spicata) are expected to naturally recruit and revegetate in the marsh
plain and will not be actively salvaged or planted. Given the abundant seed source and dispersal in Humboldt Bay,
recolonization of Spartina on the marsh plain can be anticipated and will require follow-on removal of resprouts.
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7.5.4 Transition Zone (High Marsh Ecotone) Revegetation

Given the infrequent inundation and seed dispersal potential of the higher elevation zone, the transition zone
(approximately 6.1 acres) will be actively planted with coastal prairie grassland species using two approaches.
Immediately following construction, a native seed mix will be hand-broadcast or hydroseeded on the transition slope
and covered with biodegradable coir netting to retain seed-soil contact and prevent seed dispersal and desiccation.
The proposed seed mix is shown in Table 12 and consists of native species observed in the transition zones of the
analog sites.

Table 12 Proposed Transition Zone Seed Mix

Common name Scientific name Lifeform Pure Live Seed

(PLS) Lbs/Acre
Cows clover Trifolium wormskioldii Perennial herb 1.0
Salt rush Juncus lescurii Perennial rush 1.5
Marsh gumplant Grindelia stricta Sub-shrub 20
Meadow barley Hordeum brachyantherum Perennial grass 15.0
Pacific aster Sympotrichium chilense Perennial herb 0.1
Seacoast angelica Angelica lucida Perennial herb 2.0
Tufted hairgrass Deschampsia caespitosa Perennial grass 12.0
Total 33.6

During the winter and early spring following construction, the transition slope will be planted with native container
plants (plugs and/or live cuttings). The proposed species with approximate spacing is shown in Table 13. While the
proposed species support a coastal prairie/grassland habitat type, additional native coastal scrub-shrub species such
as California Wax Myrtle (Morella californica), Coyote Bush (Baccharis pilularis), Shore Pine (Pinus contorta),
California Blackberry (Rubus ursinus) amongst others could be considered. The species and spacing will be selected
during the final design. Adequate lead time, commonly one year for a project of this scale, is necessary for planning
and procuring native plant seed and cuttings to source and nursery propagate the vegetation plugs for outplanting.

Table 13 Proposed Transition Zone Container Plug Planting Species and Spacing

Common name Scientific name Average Spacing (feet) Percent of Total
Coastal gumplant Grindelia stricta var. stricta 3 10
Pacific aster Symphyotrichum chilense 3-4 10
Pacific silverweed Potentilla anserina ssp. pacifica 2-3 25
Salt rush Juncus lescurii 3 20
Seacoast angelica Angelica lucida 4 10
Tufted hair grass Deschampsia caespitosa ssp. beringensis 3 25

7.6 Interpretative Viewing Areas

Potential interpretive viewing areas have been shown on the project plans and support Project Goal 3: Create
opportunities for innovation and learning. The viewing areas would be located on the upper portion of the transition
zone and could include benches and interpretive signs. Access to the viewing areas from the trail would require
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crossing the filled rail prism. Considerations for this future use, size and location of the viewing areas would need to be
assessed as part of the subsequent design.

7.7  Construction Phasing and Sediment Sourcing

7.7.1 Construction Phasing

The project has been designed to accommodate implementation within either a single construction phase should all
material, including fine-grained sediment be available, or through multiple phases/years to accommodate incremental
placement that could, for example, align with beneficial reuse of future dredge cycles. The project is envisioned to be
constructed from north (Bracut) to south (Brainard) as shown on the 50% design plans. Given the unknown sources
and timing of available salt marsh fill, the plans show a southward sequence to implement multiple (nine) phases or
“cells” which accommodates incremental construction overtime. The “cells” are delineated at salt marsh divides by
barrier berms that would provide containment and stability of the placed marsh fills between phases. The barrier
berms are shown as optional, and placement will depend on the contractor's means and methods of material
placement and type. The barrier berms are intended to provide a barrier that maintains a dewatered work area during
salt marsh fill placement as well as elevated haul routes to transport imported materials to the final destinations. The
barrier berms are intended to remain in place and have been designed to be compatible with the long-term evolution
of the salt marsh edge and beach.

A potential variation to the construction approach described above would be to construct the barrier berms and allow
natural recruitment of fine-grained sediment to accumulate within each cell naturally forming the tidal wetland. Another
option would be to partially fill each cell to an intermediate elevation, that would allow natural tidal channel formation
as the wetland gained elevation over time through natural deposition. The time required for the tidal wetland to reach
equilibrium elevations for both of these options is not known.

Three approaches for project implementation are possible:

1. The project could be constructed over the entire project area during one mobilization and construction contract.
The CEQA document and permits would include the entire project. This approach would likely be the most cost-
effective and would allow the project benefits to be realized within the shortest timeframe.

2. The first phase of the project could be constructed as a pilot test (also known as “demonstration project”). This
approach may be desirable if funding for the full project is not readily available. This approach would provide an
opportunity to monitor the response of the natural system to the proposed improvements and identify
opportunities to refine or modify the construction process; these lessons could be incorporated into the
implementation of subsequent phases. The CEQA document and permits would include Phase 1 only. The lead
agency and project partners could base their decision on whether or not to proceed with subsequent phases
based on the results of the pilot test. A visual simulation of the Phase 1 portion of the project is provided in Figure
83.

3. The project could be planned using a hybrid approach in which the CEQA document and permits include the
entire project but the project is constructed in phases over time, perhaps over several years, as funding and
sediment become available.
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Figure 83 Visual simulation of Phase 1

7.7.2 Construction Access and Staging

The project area would be accessed from one of two established driveways off Highway 101, including Bracut
Industrial Park and Brainard. Temporary stockpile and staging areas could be established at both locations. These
areas are privately owned and would require authorization of use and appropriate agreements. The size and use of
the staging areas would depend on the construction phasing and potential need for stockpile and material storage.
Material could be transported from the staging area to the final placed locations using the existing rail prism and
barrier berms. As part of the Humboldt Bay Trail South Project, the rail prism will be elevated with aggregate base to
elevation 11.5 feet (NAVD88).

7.7.3 Sediment Sourcing and Testing

The sources of sand/gravel and cobble are readily available and can be procured from nearby sources. However, the
source of fine-grained sediment to construct the salt marsh is currently undefined. Sources could include dredge spoils
currently stockpiled at the Harbor District’s dredge disposal site near Highway 255 bridge, dredge spoils from future
dredge cycles, reuse from future local restoration projects, and other currently unidentified sources. As part of the
planning process to identify suitable sediment sources, the project should anticipate adherence to fill placement
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requirements as part of the Water Quality Certification (401) issued by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board. Prior to fill placement, the onsite sediment and imported materials will require testing for comparison. The
following sampling methods and tests are anticipated and were required prior to imported fill placement at the White
Slough Restoration Project (WDID No. 1B15030WNHU).

Preliminary Sampling, Testing, and Analysis of Onsite Sediment and Imported Fill

Sample material using the Incremental Sampling Method (ISM).
2. Analyze for total concentration levels of Cam 17 metals, PAHs, PCBs, Pesticides, Dioxins/Furans, TPH and
values for pH, TOC, and sediment texture.

3. Conduct modified Deionized Water Waste Extraction Test (Di-WET) test on soluble and mobile constituents that
are elevated above the receiving site and analyze for soluble concentrations.

If all levels of fill constituents are below those of the receiving site, the fill material will meet suitability requirements. If
imported fill constituent levels exceed receiving site levels for specific chemicals, exposure toxicology would need to
be further assessed as outline below to ensure imported fill material is suitable for these beneficial uses and is
compatible with species associated with the re-established aquatic habitats.

Supplemental Toxicological Testing and Analysis

1. Compare elevated import fill results with NOAA Screening Quick Reference Tables (SQuiRT) for preliminary
screening for potential risks levels.

2. If imported fill constituent levels exceed receiving site values, conduct sediment exposure toxicology assessment
with 10-day acute bioassay using appropriate sensitive organism representative of three life history stages (filter-
feeding, burrowing, and deposit feeding) of appropriate benthic aquatic species, using imported fill sediment. (US
Army Corps Inland Testing Manual protocol).

7.8 Opinion of Probable Construction Cost

Opinions of probable construction cost (OPCs) were developed for both the entire project and the Phase 1 portion only
based on the 50% design plans and quantities. These OPCs are very preliminary but can be used for planning and
budgeting purposes. The OPCs are available in Appendix J. Each OPC consists of a combination of estimated labor,
equipment, and materials necessary to implement the current design. An estimating contingency was included in the
OPC to account for material and construction cost volatility and uncertainties given the early planning phases of this
project. OPC unit costs are based on recent bid results of similar projects and the basis of professional experience.
Construction costs associated with tidal marsh restoration projects are difficult to estimate given the unique nature of
work and lack of applicable industry standard construction estimating resources, such as RSMeans data. Site
conditions such as a tidal exchange and the presence of threatened and endangered species increase construction
costs. The risks associated with working in these environments are much higher relative to typical construction
projects. Project construction costs are subject to variations in contractor bidding, labor rates, material costs and
availability, permitting conditions, site accessibility, general economic pressures, and other unforeseen costs
associated with a project in the current planning level. Given these potential variations, GHD or the Project Team
makes no warranty, express or implied, that actual project costs will not vary from the provided OPC.

The total construction cost is extremely sensitive to the unit cost to procure, transport and place sediment to create the
salt marsh. Two unit costs were used to provide a lower and upper range of total construction cost. The lower unit cost
assumes the sediment delivery cost is covered by the source project/entity and the upper unit cost reflects
procurement and transport costs. The upper range would reflect land-based (i.e. trucks) transporting within a 10-mile
radius or aquatic-based transport (i.e. pumped dredge spoils) from within the bay. The costs also assume a single
construction season. Multiple construction seasons to accommodate phased construction would require additional
mobilization/demobilization and construction administration costs. Costs associated with the remaining planning,
engineering, environmental compliance, and construction management were included as percentages of the total
construction cost. Additionally, a range of post-construction monitoring and management costs for 3-years following
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construction were also included and assumed limited management actions to maintain the project. As the design and
regulatory approval processes advances, these costs should be re-assessed to account for inflation.

8. Monitoring and Management Framework

Given the pilot nature of this project, the variety of habitats and hydrologic conditions, the high initial disturbance to the
ecosystem, interactions with tidal conditions, and typical level of uncertainty associated with the evolution of
ecosystem restoration projects, the project would benefit from a monitoring and management program. The project is
designed to be self-sustaining; however, there are inherent uncertainties associated with natural, dynamic processes.
As a result, some interventions may be needed for the project to remain on trajectory to meeting goals and objectives.

A monitoring and management program would be a systematic and iterative process that provides for feedback
between monitoring and management actions. The feedback mechanism would be engaged when monitoring data are
analyzed, and the results are utilized to adjust project operations in a manner that optimizes the achievement of
project goals.

A monitoring and management program would assume a level of uncertainty with respect to the range of potential
changes associated with restoration activities. This would essentially be an iterative process by which scientifically
driven, hypothesis-based decisions are brought forward in a management plan context, and information gained

through plan implementation is then used to refine and improve the original decisions, in a positive feedback loop.

A monitoring and management program would employ a structured approach, yet it is also a flexible tool that can
adjust to a dynamic environment and an evolving project. The program would thereby keep a project ‘on track’ toward
meeting its goals and objectives, despite the variability inherent in dynamic, natural systems over spatial and temporal
scales. The program would assist managers in responding to unanticipated changes in the various components of a
project such as hydrology, sedimentation, target habitat development, or changes in the species’ response along a
restoration trajectory.

A monitoring and management program would be driven by the project goals and objectives together with the
regulatory permit requirements. The process would include identification of initial monitoring activities proposed to
evaluate project progress towards meeting the goals and objectives, establishment of triggers or thresholds that would
initiate a management response and predicted ranges of potential adaptive management actions. If monitoring
determines that a trigger has been “activated,” three possible response pathways would result:

1. Determine that more data is required and continue (or modify) monitoring;
2. Identify and implement a remedial action; or

3. Modify project goals and objectives (this option would only be considered as a last resort and upon careful
consideration by and consensus of project participants).

Monitoring is a key component of long-term project success and replication the pilot project elsewhere through
Humboldt Bay and beyond. The development of baseline data would allow triggers, even if rudimentary, to be
developed which are integrated into the overall environmental monitoring program. If triggers are exceeded, potential
impacts can be reviewed and the flexible mitigation plan can be adapted to limit the observed impacts.

Under a monitoring and management program, there may be multiple management action options when a particular
trigger or threshold is activated, depending on a variety of factors such as how far the project is from achieving a
specific goal, whether the situation is an imminent threat to local infrastructure, ecosystem services/functions, or site
stability, etc. The monitoring and management process would apply to the project as a whole, but management
actions can be identified and implemented on individual reaches or sub-reaches, as needed. The process is flexible as
it allows for a wide range of management actions but just as importantly it imposes a structured approach as
management actions must derive from monitoring results. The process also accommodates different physical and
temporal scales for management actions.

At a minimum, the program would need to address mandatory compliance monitoring. The program would need to be
crafted flexibly as not to unintentionally hinder advancement of implementation planning and construction.
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Recommended components of a monitoring and management plan for the project would include:

— Monitoring and management goals, objectives, and thresholds for action;

— Roles and responsibilities, describing who is responsible for funding, implementing, and reporting adaptive
management monitoring and results;

— A detailed monitoring plan for each discipline (e.g., geomorphic response, revegetation success, fish use, etc.),
including field and analytical methods as well as thresholds and/or triggers for adaptive management;

—  Assite plan depicting the location(s) of proposed annual maintenance and/or management activities, including
applicable APNs and property owner names for all proposed work sites and associated construction areas;

— A description of the type(s) of proposed annual management activities;

—  Cross sections, maps, and associated calculations as necessary that accurately depict the proposed annual
maintenance/adaptive management work area(s);

— Any necessary biological and botanical surveys needed for approval of annual maintenance/management
activities;

—  Site specific revegetation objectives, specific to the timeframe of the adaptive management plan (e.g., 5to 10
years); and

— A schedule for proposed annual maintenance/adaptive management activities.

The overall project objective is to use natural shoreline infrastructure to promote habitat restoration and reduce coastal
flood risk for the Eureka-Arcata Highway 101 transportation corridor. The monitoring program described in this section
provides a unique opportunity for innovation and learning (Project Goal #3) that will benefit local and regional partners
looking for solutions to similar coastal challenges. The key questions the monitoring and management program will
attempt to answer include:

—  How has the salt marsh and supporting natural systems (coarse beach, LWD groins and transition slope)
adjusted to waves and water levels over the monitoring period?

—  Does the restored salt marsh and supporting natural systems provide habitat of similar value as nearby reference
sites?

—  Does the natural shoreline infrastructure provide effective coastal flood protection for the transportation corridor?

— Wil the natural shoreline infrastructure be resilient and able to respond to sea level rise and future storms without
the need for significant intervention?

—  What are some lessons learned that can be applied to similar projects?

Development and implementation of a monitoring and management plan would likely be requested by the regulatory
agencies. The final monitoring and management plan would be consistent with CEQA, NEPA, permitting, final design
requirements and level of long-term commitment or obligation by the project lead. Following are potential monitoring

and management measures that could be anticipated.

8.1 Physical Monitoring

The physical monitoring program will include surveys, field observations and data collection to document and measure
the changes observed within the natural shoreline infrastructure project area and at marsh control sites. Jacoby Marsh
and Eureka Slough could be monitored to compare Project performance against established marshes subject to
similar meteorological and oceanographic conditions. The overall post-construction monitoring period is assumed to
be 5 years. The following sections summarize the monitoring parameters, sampling methods, and analysis approach.

8.1.1  Topographic Surveys and Aerial Imagery

The restored salt marsh and supporting natural systems will be monitored on an annual basis using data collected
from unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) surveys. The UAV should be capable of collecting both high resolution ortho-
imagery, LIDAR data or elevation measurements sufficient to produce a digital elevation model (DEM) of the project
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area. A baseline survey would be conducted soon after project construction to establish the reference data for
comparison purposes to subsequent monitoring surveys. Additionally, Surface Elevation Tables (SETs) could be
placed on the marsh plain to monitor fine sediment accretion rates that may not be detectable with conventional
topographic surveys. The collected data will be used to measure the following parameters and analyses:

— Marsh accretion rates: used to evaluate sediment supply / adaptability of marsh to SLR

— Tidal channel morphology: used to inform the design & sizing of future projects

—  Shoreline change: used to analyze coarse beach dynamics / adaptability to storm events & SLR

—  Sediment transport potential: used to analyze the potential need for coarse sediment nourishments
—  Erosion of backshore/ecotone slope: used to analyze level of protection for transportation corridor

8.1.2 Field Observations

Field observations will be performed in conjunction with the survey monitoring to provide ground photographs to
supplement the aerial imagery and survey data. Additional field observations will be performed to document significant
coastal storm events which occur when high tides coincide with significant wind waves. These events will be
documented with photographs and data collection (described below) to characterize each event. We anticipate the
need to monitor 3-5 events in the first year after construction, with frequency in subsequent years adjusted based on
the observed changes.

8.1.3 Data Collection

The physical monitoring efforts described above will be supplemented with collection of water level, wind speed and
wave data. This data will be analyzed to document the metocean conditions during each monitoring period for
correlation to the observed physical and biological monitoring results. Water level data will be downloaded from the
North Spit gage (NOAA Station 9418767) and corrected for site specific location based on established hydrodynamic
relationships. Wind speed data will be downloaded from publicly available sources such as the monitoring station at
Eureka Airport or NOAA Station 9418768 (North Jetty Landing, California). The water level and wind data will be
analyzed to estimate the wind wave characteristics and total water levels (TWLs) experienced over the monitoring
period.

An optional feature of this data collection effort would be the installation of pressure sensors or other instruments near
the project site to provide site-specific measurements of waves and water levels. Depending upon the instrument
used, currents may also be measured. Although not essential, the measurement of site-specific wave, water level and
current data would provide thorough documentation of the hydrodynamic forces driving physical changes within the
project area.

8.1.4  Success Criteria and Management Decisions

The physical monitoring will be evaluated based on the project’s ability to naturally respond to waves, water levels and
currents while still providing valuable marsh habitat and protection for the transportation corridor. Based on the
outcome of the physical monitoring program, project proponents can better estimate the long-term viability of the
marsh in adapting to SLR and what adaptation measures (if any) would be required to improve the performance and
sustainability over longer time periods. Comparison of the Project performance to established marshes in Humboldt
Bay will also inform potential strategies to improve Project performance, or vice versa. There may be elements of the
Project that could be applied to established marshes to improve their longevity or ecosystem value. The final
management plan would include potential triggers that if observed through monitoring would provide a pathway to
implement management actions as needed such that project would maintain trajectory for meeting long-term goals
and objectives. For example, a management actions could include adjusting or adding additional LWD groins to slow
alongshore course sediment transport, adjust marsh elevations or tidal channels, nourish the coarse beach, etc.

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt
Bay for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 138



8.2 Vegetation Monitoring

Vegetation monitoring will likely be conducted annually post-construction and will include the results from annual
Spartina resprout surveys and increases in native plant cover. Monitoring will be conducted for an anticipated five
years to visually estimate Spartina resprout cover and native plant cover using Rapid Assessment methods and/or
transects.

Monitoring efforts will begin with a report documenting the success of Spartina removal after the second year of
treatment. Spartina cover will be compared to pre-removal conditions using a combination of photo-monitoring,
transects, and/or rapid assessments. Rapid assessments of native plant cover may be utilized if trampling in the
restoration area is detrimental to plant establishment and topsoil retention.

8.2.1 Transects with Quadrats

Transects will be located randomly within the created wetland and transition slope areas. The location of the first
quadrat will be randomized relative to the beginning of the baseline, with quadrats at set distances thereafter. Percent
absolute vegetative cover, non-wetland native cover, hydrophytic cover, and non-native or invasive cover will be
estimated within each quadrat. Plant species present within each quadrat will be identified and noted.

If the use of transects is determined to be detrimental to seedling establishment, rapid assessment estimations of
plant cover may be used instead. In the summer of years one (pre-construction), and two through five, target invasive
plant cover will be calculated from the data collected, as described above. For each year of data collection, the
percent cover of invasive species will be compared.

8.2.2 Photo Monitoring Stations

Permanent photo-documentation points will be established along the restoration area. Photographs will be taken
annually during the monitoring period and cardinal directions recorded for repeatability. Photos will be taken with a
digital camera with a moderate wide-angle lens. The make and model of camera and type and focal length of lens will
be noted in monitoring documentation. Photographs will be taken from about five feet in height, ideally from a tripod
with the height noted, consistent from year to year.

8.2.3 Success Criteria and Management Actions

The goal of Spartina and other invasive removals and revegetation is to maintain minimal (ideally 10%) invasive cover
by the end of year five post-construction. The success criteria for native revegetation will be determined by surveying
analog marshes and transition slopes and comparing the cover and diversity of native vegetation. Final cover and
success criteria would be established in consultation with the regulatory agencies. The goal of revegetation is to
achieve a density of native salt marsh species similar to natural recruitment within five years post-construction. If the
performance criteria have not be met within the first three years, management will be adapted to address shortfalls.
Potential management strategies include additional Spartina removal or additional plantings of native species.

8.3  Avian Species Monitoring

Avian surveys are not typically required as a permitting condition, especially when existing avian habitat is not
impacted as a result of project construction and/or operation. Within the project shoreline, avian species utilize both
existing mudflat and salt marsh habitat, although salt marsh habitat is less submerged and more available (see
Sections 4.6.2 and 4.6.5 regarding avian use of salt marsh and mudflats, respectively). Pre- and post-project avian
monitoring could be included in the monitoring and management program.

Avian species are expected to benefit from the project as a result of salt marsh creation and enhancement and overall
improvements to the marine food web as a result. Avian monitoring would focus on evaluating two key hypotheses:
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— By expanding the salt marsh, the project will result in increased avian habitat quantity and quality; and
— Avian use and species diversity will increase along the project shoreline.

Baseline, pre-construction avian habitat would be documented via remote sensing and existing studies to capture the
area of avian habitat by type (mudflat, salt marsh, or upland) at a reference tidal condition (e.g., mean high water).
Post-construction avian habitat monitoring would be completed three to five years following the close of construction to
allow for salt marsh establishment and revegetation. Post-construction habitat would also be documented via remote
sensing combined with related project studies to document the area of avian habitat by type. The post-construction
assessment would be supplemented with field-based documentation of habitat conditions, which could be paired with
post-construction salt marsh and vegetation monitoring. Supplemental field-based documentation would support an
assessment of habitat quality (e.g., low to high) and habitat use (e.g., foraging, breeding, roosting).

Baseline avian surveys would be completed prior to construction to document existing avian use by species. Several
species would be recommended across one year to capture seasonal migration variability. Avian surveys would be
repeated three to five years following construction, following salt marsh establishment and revegetation.

Comparative results from pre- and post-project avian assessments would be used to evaluate key hypotheses and
incorporated into monitoring reporting for the overall project. Where feasible, collaboration with scientists at CDFW,
USFWS, Cal Poly Humboldt, and other agencies/organizations could help further develop the avian species
monitoring approach, identify suitable funding, and complete monitoring and reporting activities.

8.4  Annual Reporting

Annual monitoring reports would include a summary of the physical and biological monitoring performed. Physical
monitoring data and observations will be summarized to describe the overall trends of changes measured and
observed across the beach, marsh and backshore areas. Vegetation monitoring will describe the results of the
Spartina resprout survey, percent native salt marsh cover, maintenance conducted on the resprouts, a discussion on
whether or not the success criteria are being met and potential remedial actions if success criteria are not being met,
and photos from each permanent photo point with a caption describing the photo.

Following completion of the final year of monitoring, a Final Monitoring Report will evaluate whether the restoration
has met the goals and success criteria along with lessons learned based on the monitoring data. If success criteria
have not been met then adaptation measures and continued monitoring efforts will be identified.

9. Ecosystem Services and Project Benefits

Generally, the increase in salt marsh is expected to provide significant ecosystem services and be accompanied by
many benefits. Ecosystem services and benefits resulting from the project are described below and would include 1)
increased habitat diversification benefiting wildlife and the marine food web, 2) improved carbon sequestration, 3)
enhanced water quality through nutrient removal and 4) wave attenuation reducing flood risk and damage (Zedler and
Kercher 2005). Ecosystem services associated with estuarine and coastal ecosystems have not been valued reliably
but are among the most heavily used and threatened natural systems (Barbier et al. 2011).

9.1 Habitat Diversification

The project proposes to convert various habitat types within the project area, mainly converting mudflat to salt marsh.
A habitat conversion analysis was conducted to evaluate potential changes based on proposed project conditions
(Figure 84). Table 14 shows the comparisons between historic (1870), existing, and proposed conditions.
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Table 14 Habitat Change in Project Area.

Habi o Habitat Area (acres)
abitat Description
Historic (1870) Existing ' Proposed Change

Coarse Gravel Beach 0.00 0.89 4.64 +3.75
Rock Slope Protection (RSP) 0.00 1.30 0.12 -1.18
Mudflat 8.27 22.67 0 -22.67
Salt Marsh 19.89 2.23 17.11 +14.88
Spartina Dominated Salt Marsh 0.00 1.07 0 -1.07
Tidal Channels 0.00 0.00 1.00 +1.00
High Marsh Transition 0.00 0.00 5.29 +5.29

Total 28.16 28.16 28.16
" Assumes Humboldt Bay Trail South (HBTS) Project is constructed
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Figure 84 Existing and Proposed Habitat Types

Historically, mudflats and intertidal channels made up 60-70% of Humboldt Bay and salt marsh and inter-tidal
wetlands covered 30-40% of the bay’s total area (Barnhart 1992, Laird 2007). Since that time, Humboldt Bay
decreased in size from approximately 25,800 acres (Laird 2007) to approximately 16,000 acres (Proctor et. al. 1980,
Barnhart 1992) due to development, agriculture, and the construction of transportation corridors around the bay. Salt
marsh habitat significantly decreased and various studies between the late 1990s and early 2000s found it covers only
4-6% of Humboldt Bay'’s total area (Barnhart 1992, Pickart 2001, Laird 2007, Schlosser and Eicher 2012). Mudflats
make up approximately 65-70% of Humboldt Bay habitat (Barnhart 1992, Schlosser and Eicher 2012).

Due to human disturbance and manipulation of Humboldt Bay and the surrounding watersheds, there are currently
significantly more mudflats than salt marshes, compared to historic conditions. Although both habitat types decreased
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since the 1850s, the proportion of mudflat habitat has remained much more consistent than salt marsh habitat. The
project proposes to convert approximately 22 acres of mudflat to salt marsh, which in the context of bay-wide habitat,
would reduce approximately 0.2-0.4% of total mudflat habitat and contribute to increasing the overall percentage of
salt marsh toward the pre-development habitat ratio. While mudflats play an important role for migratory shorebirds,
the proposed conversion to salt marsh would provide beneficial opportunities for increased biodiversity, resting,
roosting, and foraging habitat, which are currently limited in most of the project area. The conversion to salt marsh
would also increase foraging habitat and refugia for fish during higher tides. Project implementation resulting in
additional salt marsh would benefit native vegetation through the creation of more suitable habitat and removal of
Spartina densifliora. Figure 85 shows a visual simulation of the restored salt marsh habitat.

EXISTING CONDITIONS FUTURE CONDITIONS

Figure 85 Visual simulation of the restored salt marsh habitat with the constructed Humboldt Bay Trail South

9.2 Carbon Sequestration

By increasing salt marsh scale and quality, the project will result in increased carbon sequestration (storage) relative to
existing conditions. Creating and enhancing salt marsh at elevations that can persist despite rising sea levels is
necessary to retain and expand the carbon storage potential of Humboldt Bay salt marsh. In California, the largest
area of tidal wetlands can be found in San Francisco Bay; however, Humboldt Bay holds the second largest area and
is a primary contributor to carbon sequestration from tidal wetlands in the state.

Sequestration of carbon in salt marsh is a long-term process. Tidal wetlands are carbon dense ecosystems
sequestering large amounts of carbon from the atmosphere over thousands of years (Chmura et al. 2003; Bridgham et
al. 2006). Tidal wetlands store high concentrations of carbon due to their high primary productivity, continuous
sediment burial, and relatively slow decomposition rates (Connor et al. 2001; Hussein et al. 2004). Vegetation growing
in salt marsh captures carbon through photosynthesis that is then stored in the plants and sediments. Coastal salt
marsh are carbon sinks frequently referred to as “blue carbon” (Nellemann et al. 2009).

Salt marshes temporarily store carbon in above ground vegetation such as leaves and stems, below ground roots and
soil, and non-living (e.g. litter) biomass for years or decades (Mcleod et al. 2011). Unlike terrestrial systems, carbon
stored in salt marshes is trapped for much longer periods of time due to high soil saturation from daily tides that results
in anaerobic conditions (low to no oxygen). The low anaerobic condition of the salt marsh soil limits decomposition of
the soil carbon. Salt marshes naturally accrete sediment from daily tide, tributary inputs, and storm events. Higher
rates of carbon storage have been documented in tidal wetlands with lower salinity (e.g., Craft 2007). When low
decomposition is coupled with sediment recruitment, carbon storage increases over time (Chmura et al. 2003).
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The project area has experienced an overall net loss of salt marsh since initial disturbance in 1896. With
implementation of the project, expansion of the salt marsh will result in an overall increase in carbon sequestration.

9.3  Water Quality

By expanding and enhancing salt marsh along the project shoreline, water quality would also improve. Wetlands have
long been documented to improve water quality because they retain nutrients and thus reduce the impacts of
eutrophication on receiving waters (e.g., Singh et al. 2019, Van der Valk and Jolly 1992, Mitsch and Day 2006).
Wetlands reduce nitrogen levels via denitrification, burial, and plant uptake (Day et al. 2003) and reduce phosphorus
runoff from agricultural lands, along with other nutrients at local and regional scales (Singh et al. 2019). Wetlands also
reduce biochemical oxygen demand via physical and microbiological processes (Gearhart and Higley 1993).

Water quality in Humboldt Bay varies seasonally and geographically due to tributary inflows and other factors. Water
quality is generally good due to high rates of tidal exchange (HBHRCD 2007). Existing water quality concerns are
related to surface runoff from lands surrounding Humboldt Bay. Specific pollutants of concerns result from agricultural
runoff and individuals waste treatment systems in unincorporated areas of the watershed (HBHRCD 2007), both of
which are present near the project shoreline and elevate nutrient inputs to Humboldt Bay. Salt marsh creation and
enhancement along the project shoreline would beneficially reduce nutrient contributions to Humboldt Bay receiving
waters from the surrounding watershed. The salt marsh would also capture fine sediments and other particulates from
tributary inputs and runoff via depositional processes, slower velocities, and longer residence times, which would
occur at seasonally variable rates and extents.

Humboldt Bay is listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303 (d) list of impaired water bodies for polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs); dioxin is also a constituent of concern, related to legacy industrial uses surrounding Humboldt Bay
(HBHRCD 2007). Both PCBs and dioxin are persistent contaminants that accumulate in sediments and can be
redistributed as sediments are disturbed through anthropogenic and natural processes. Research related to the
remediation of PCBs via phytoremediation and rhizoremediation (plants and roots) is ongoing but indicates the
naturally occurring rhizosphere can reduce PCBs (Urbaniak 2013). While a longer-term process, vegetation
communities associated with the created and enhanced salt marsh could help to remediate legacy PCBs remaining in
Humboldt Bay present at or near the project shoreline.

Improvements in water quality resulting from the project would benefit natural aquatic communities and commercial
aquaculture in the North Bay. Water quality benefits would be proportional to the scale and quality of created and
enhanced wetlands.

9.4 Flood Risk Reduction and SLR Resiliency

As previously described (Section 1.3), the project area is exposed to wind-generated waves from Humboldt Bay and is
vulnerable to increasing risks of shoreline erosion and wave overtopping. Erosion damage to the rail prism (which
serves as a de facto levee) would result in reduced flood protection of inland areas and increased vulnerability to
future wind wave events until the shoreline is repaired. Overtopping of the shoreline would result in flooding of
adjacent property and infrastructure (including the Humboldt Bay Trail and Highway 101), compromised use of
overtopped facilities, and potential erosion damage. A primary objective of the project (Section 1.5) is to reduce the
risks of shoreline erosion and coastal flooding and improve the resilience of the shoreline. The proposed NSI project
(salt marsh creation with barrier berm and shingle beach) was analyzed to assess the flood risk reduction benefits for
wave overtopping and inland flooding under a variety of water level and wind speed scenarios. The calculated wave
heights, wave periods, and water levels from the SWAN analysis (Section 7.1.4) were used to calculate the average
wave overtopping discharge to assess the flood reduction benefit of the project.

Average wave overtopping discharge was calculated using the design and assessment approach for breaking and
non-breaking waves presented in EurOtop (2018). Overtopping of the rail prism would begin with minor flooding of the
trail and floodwaters would initially be stored and conveyed in the drainage channel between the trail and highway.
The calculated average wave overtopping discharge can be multiplied by the length of the overtopped rail prism and
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assumed duration of two hours to estimate the volume of flooding and compare the result to the available conveyance
and storage capacity. The drainage channel between the trail and highway has an approximate flow capacity of 20 cfs
(Humboldt County 2021). When that flow capacity is exceeded, the storage capacity of the drainage channel is
approximately 9.5 acre-feet before the roadway shoulder would begin to flood (Humboldt County 2021). Flooding of
the travel lanes would begin when the flood volume exceeds 15 acre-feet. The entire southbound roadway would be
flooded with 18.5 acre-feet of flood volume.

Avoided flooding and damages associated with the proposed project are summarized in Table 15. The proposed NSI
project would provide flood protection up to the current 100-year water level (10.7 feet) with a combined 100-year wind
speed (48 mph). With sea level rise, the frequency of higher water levels will increase. A summary of the avoided
flooding, up to 3 feet of sea level rise is shown in Table 16.

Table 15 Summary of avoided flooding and damages with implementation of the proposed Project natural shoreline.

Pre-Project Post-Project
Water Level Flooding/Damage
(RI) Wind Speed Flooding
48 mph (100-yr)
10.7 ft 44 mph (10-yr)
(100-yr) 40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr) Damage to Rail
48 mph (100-yr) Prism
_ Flooding of Highway
ot 44 mph (10-yr) 101 South Bound
(10-y7) 40 mph (2-yr) Lanes R No Overtopping,
38 moh (1 053 r) Trail Usablllty Flooding or
ph (1.005-y Compromised Damage with
48 mph (100-yr) Marsh
9.4 ft 44 mph (10-yr)
(2-yr) 40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr)
Flooding of Trail and No Damage
48 mph (100-yr) Highway Shoulder
8.4 ft i
(MMMW) 44 mph (10-yr) Flooding of Trail
40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr)
48 mph (100-yr)
71 ft 44 mph (10-yr) No Overtopping, Flooding, or Damage pre- or post-project
(MHHW) 40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr)
EP = Exceedance Probability, Rl = Return Interval
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Table 16 Avoided overtopping and flooding with implementation of the proposed Project natural shoreline.

. SLR
Water Level Wind Speed
0 ft
48 mph (100-yr)
10.7 ft 44 mph (10-yr)
(100-yr) 40 mph (2-yr) Overtopping and flooding with
38 mph (1.053-yr) or without marsh
48 mph (100-yr)
10.0 ft 44 mph (10-yr)
(10-yr) 40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr)
48 mph (100-yr)
9.4 ft 44 mph (10-yr)
(2-yr) 40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr)
_ Avoided overtopping and
48 mph (100
mph ( yn flooding with implementation
8.4 ft 44 mph (10-yr) of marsh
(MMMW) 40 mph (2-yr)
38 mph (1.053-yr)
48 mph (100-yr) _
s mpn (103r) | e reroin
(MHHW) 40 mph (2-yr) marsh
38 mph (1.053-yr)

The results in Table 15 indicate that for existing conditions (i.e., no sea level rise) the proposed project provides
significant wind-wave attenuation and flood risk reduction. Without the proposed project, overtopping would occur at
the 2-yr and greater water levels with wind speeds above 38 mph. The proposed natural shoreline would prevent
structure crest overtopping for all water levels and wind speeds analyzed, up to the 100-yr stillwater level.

For 1 foot of sea-level rise (Table 16), the proposed natural shoreline project would provide wave attenuation and
flood risk reduction for the more frequent high water level conditions and extreme wind events, but overtopping would
still occur for the less frequent high water level conditions (e.g. 10-yr and 100-yr) combined with extreme wind events.
Without the proposed project, overtopping would occur at the monthly water level (MMMW) when those conditions
coincide with extreme wind events. For 2 feet of sea-level rise, the natural shoreline project would provide overtopping
protection for the monthly sea levels (MMMW) and any extreme wind condition, but overtopping would occur for
extreme water level conditions above the 2-yr recurrence interval combined with extreme wind speed cases. Without
the proposed project, overtopping would occur at daily high water levels (MHHW) and extreme wind events. By 3 feet
of sea-level rise, the existing shoreline would be overtopped at daily levels and any extreme wind event, while the
proposed natural shoreline project would provide protection at the daily water levels for all extreme wind events.

The project provides a significant reduction in flood risk to critical resources landward that would provide immediate
and long-term benefits. The sediment trapping properties of the proposed salt marsh are intended to maintain pace
with SLR thereby providing continued benefit into the future (Figure 86). The proposed project should provide
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significant flood risk protection and sea-level rise resiliency to at least year 2050, and moderate risk protection to
approximately 2 feet of sea-level around year 2070.

WIND WAVE DISSIPATES OVERTOPING, FLOODING AND
AT RAIL PRISM \ EROSION FRdM WIND WAVES

ERODED HWY 101
RAIL PRISM SOUTHBOUND

HUMBOLDT BAY MUDFLAT

PRE-PROJECT

WIND WAVE DISSIPATES REDUCED OVERTOPING
AT NEW SALT MARSH AND EROSION
EDGE

HUMBOLDT BAY TRAIL

RESTORED SALT MARSH HWY 101
HUMBOLDT BAY AND TRANSITION ZONE RAIEFRISH SOUTHBOUND
PROJECT
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SEA LEVEL RISE

- ~ >

RESTORED SALT MARSH HWY 101
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Figure 86 Conceptual representation of wind wave dissipation on the rail prism pre-project (top), at the marsh edge following project
implementation (middle) and with sea level rise (bottom).

10. Environmental Compliance & Regularity
Considerations

10.1 Policies, Laws, and Regulations

Advancing this project from the current feasibility study level to implementation will require engaging with state and
federal agencies to coordinate with existing policies and obtain permits to demonstrate adherence to state and federal
regulations. The following state and federal environmental regulations will need to be considered as the project
advances and as recommended that these pathways be confirmed with the respective agencies as part of the next
project planning phase.
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10.1.1 Wetlands “No Net Loss” Policy

An important feature of much environmental permitting is the implementation of a “no net loss” policy related to the
filling and mitigation of wetlands. Initiated as a federal goal in 1977, this policy is also undergirds many state
environmental regulations. Multiple agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), will have criteria and review process for ensuring that any wetlands impacted
by an adaptation project will be adequately replaced, or mitigated. With the exception of a portion of the rock slope
projection and portion of the gravel shore along the rail prism, most of the project area is comprised of existing salt
marsh and mudflat which are considered wetlands. Creation of the new salt marsh would result in fill placement over
the existing wetland (mudflat), however would remain as a wetland and therefore an overall loss of wetlands is not
anticipated for this project, avoiding the need for on- or off-site wetland mitigation. The proposed transition zone could
result in a wetland loss and therefore analyses would be needed during the next phase to assess potential impacts.
Previously completed local inter-tidal restoration projects have demonstrated that fill placed at or below elevation 9
feet (NAVD88) within the inter-tidal zone is not consider conversion to an upland. A similar approach would be
proposed for this project to minimize/avoid wetland fill and determine need for on- or off-site mitigation. Onsite
mitigation ratios are often lower than off-site, and therefore if needed the project would endeavor to identify on-site
uplands that could be converted to wetlands to result in an overall no net loss of wetlands. Should on-site balance not
be achievable, off-site mitigation can be anticipated.

10.1.2 Federal Water Pollution Control Act, A.K.A. Clean Water Act
(CWA)

Implementation projects frequently trigger review for compliance with Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act.
Section 404 governs the dredging and filling of Waters of the United States and is regulated through the USACE.
Section 401 pertains to water quality standards and is regulated through the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA, or EPA), which delegates authority to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which in
turn delegates authority to its regional offices, or Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). Section 401 and
404 permits should be expected for projects on Humboldt Bay. The project could be considered under the Nationwide
Permit 54 (Living Shoreline) or a Nationwide Permit 27 (Aquatic Habitat Restoration, Establishment and
Enhancement), however due to the project size and type, the USACE may find that an Individual Permit would be
necessary.

10.1.3 Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Under this law, the “taking” of protected species and protection of their habitats is regulated through a review and
mitigation process under the supervision of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or National
Oceanic Atmospheric Agency (NOAA) Fisheries Service. Federal agencies are required to consult with these resource
agencies for any projects or policies that they may authorize, fund, or otherwise implement. ESA may be triggered by
projects proposed on Humboldt Bay.

Projects on Humboldt Bay may require ESA Section 7 coverage for Coho, Chinook, Steelhead, Tidewater Goby, and
other listed marine fish. The USACE would consult with and be required to obtain NOAA and/or USFWS ESA
concurrence. The project would be eligible for NOAA’s updated Programmatic Biological Opinion for Restoration
Projects for take of Coho, Chinook, and Steelhead. The USACE would consult with and be required to obtain a
separate concurrence or Biological Opinion for Tidewater Goby, with the USFWS.

10.1.4 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

This international treaty protects migratory birds from takings without prior authorization from the USFWS. If the
species is also endangered, ESA review would be required. Should projects on Humboldt Bay impact habitat,
including roosting grounds, of migratory birds, consultations with USFWS would be expected and standard buffers and
avoidance measures may be required.

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt
Bay for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 147



10.1.5 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

NEPA is a federal law that requires a process for reviewing and weighing environmental quality equally with other
considerations when permitting a project or policy that is either funded or otherwise influenced by a federal agency. It
establishes a formal planning framework, review process, and means for public input. Some level of NEPA should be
anticipated for projects on Humboldt Bay.

NEPA would be required if the project receives federal funding. The USACE would complete NEPA as part of their
Clean Water Act Section 404 review. The NEPA funding lead agency may tier off the USACE NEPA documentation or
develop a separate NEPA documentation for funding.

10.1.6 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) ensures that projects have been adequately assessed for
environmental impacts, that alternatives have been explored and thoroughly considered prior to the project being
adopted or permitted. The CEQA process is led by a lead agency but involves review of many state, and potentially
federal, agencies. The lead agency has not been determined for this project. Lead agencies could be local or state
agencies with jurisdictional authority, land use control, and/or funding contributions. Possible lead agencies could
include:

—  Humboldt County (property owner, land use control)

—  Humboldt Bay Harbor Recreation and Conservation District (shoreline jurisdiction) and beneficial reuse of dredge
spoils

—  Caltrans (project benefits Caltrans existing ROW)

—  CDFW (property owner)

—  City of Eureka (property owner, land use control)

—  State funders (State Coastal Conservancy, Ocean Protection Council, Wildlife Conservation Board, etc.)

Permitting strategies could differ depending on the lead agency. An IS/MND is anticipated however the Cutting the
Green Tape Initiative could allow use of the recently released CDFW Statutory Exemption for Restoration Projects
(SERP) or the State Water Board’s General Order for Restoration Project Exemption expected for release in August
2022. The project is anticipated to be eligible for both CEQA exemption programs given the restoration orientation. If
the project accepts reuse dredge sediments, then use of the Program EIR for Humboldt Bay Sediment Management
(SCH#2018012052) could also be considered.

10.1.7 California Coastal Act

The State of California also authorizes the California Coastal Commission, in partnership with coastal cities and
counties, to implement the Coastal Act, established in 1976. The Coastal Act sets forth standards for public access
and protection of coastal resources. As a part of its responsibility to administer the Coastal Act, the Coastal
Commission also issues guidance and resources for local governments on climate change adaptation, as discussed
elsewhere. It issues Coastal Development Permits (CDP) for development projects in areas of its retained CDP
jurisdiction and delegates CDP issuance responsibilities to local jurisdictions with Local Coastal Programs (LCP) that
have been certified by the Commission, in this case Humboldt County and the City of Eureka. The Project is located in
the State’s jurisdiction; therefore, a CDP would be required from the Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission
also performs Federal Consistency Determinations to ensure that federal projects within the Coastal Zone or which
may have spillover effects on the Coastal Zone adhere to federal Coastal Zone Management Act policies, where such
determination is required. The following policies would likely need to be thoroughly considered for this project:

Section 30235: Shoreline Altering Projects

Sea level rise related shoreline protection projects, such as living shoreline projects, that impact coastal wetlands or
ESHA could be allowable under the Coastal Act if they are (1) required to serve coastal-dependent uses or protect
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existing structures in danger from erosion, and (2) when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local
shoreline sand supply (per Section 30235). If a project meets those requirements, per Section 30235, the Coastal Act
could allow for the construction of revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, and other project
elements that alter natural shoreline processes. The project proposes to restore salt marsh habitat and provide
protection to at least some infrastructure that was constructed prior to establishment of the Coastal Act in 1976 and
therefore assumed to be consistent with this section of the Coastal Act.

Section 30230 and 30231: Uses of the Marine Environment

Coastal Act policies 30230 and 30231 call for the maintenance and enhancement of marine resources, biological
productivity, and water quality, as well as the restoration of those resources where feasible. As discussed in other
sections, the Project design would improve habitats for many marine species and improve water quality through the
creation of salt marsh. The Project would also implement strategies such as Best Management Practices (BMPs) and
Stormwater Pollution Protection Plans (SWPPP) or Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) during construction to
provide adequate water quality protection, manage runoff, and minimize potential impacts to the marine environment.

Section 30233: Wetland Fill

Allowable diking, dredging, and filling of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes under Section 30233
(diking, filling or dredging continued movement of sediment and nutrients) of the Coastal Act is permitted only for
seven specific types of projects, and in those cases only if there is no feasible less environmentally damaging activity
and if feasible mitigation measures are provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. These project types
include:

New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities

Maintaining existing or previously dredged navigation channels, turning basins, and similar boating areas
New or expanded boating facilities (disallowed in wetlands)

Incidental public services, such as burying cables and pipes

Mineral extraction

Restoration purposes

N o~ DN =

Nature study, aquaculture, and similar resource dependent activities

The project may qualify as a restoration and/or incidental public services project, as the project proposes to restore
areas to salt marsh and protect vital infrastructure. Design considerations would include minimizing impacts to
wetlands and waters and avoiding wetland fill that would convert wetlands to uplands to the greatest extent possible.
The project would also consider appropriate mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Mitigation ratios for coastal wetlands
are no less than 1:1 but higher ratios of wetland mitigation activity-to-wetlands impacted can be required. Project
specific ratios are ultimately determined at the discretion of the Commission.

In evaluating potential allowability for wetland dike, dredge, and fill under Section 30233, the Commission requires an
analysis to demonstrate the proposed project is the least environmentally damaging feasible activity in the context of
wetland impacts. This may include evaluating whether the assets requiring protection can feasibly be relocated as an
alternative to filling wetlands to protect vulnerable assets in place. This exercise of evaluating alternatives ensures
consideration is given to the feasibility of, and the short- and long-term costs and benefits of, relocating existing assets
away from increasingly vulnerable areas rather than protecting them in place; however, relocating existing assets also
requires consideration of other potential challenges such as cost, landownership, and access control.

Section 30253: Minimizing Development in Hazardous Areas

Section 30253 requires the minimization of development, and therefore risks to life and property, in areas of high
geologic, flood, and fire hazards. The policy also requires that new development “assure stability and structural
integrity,” and therefore not require “construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms
along bluffs and cliffs.” This restoration project would not include new development that would put life or property at
risk and is designed to protect critical resources from shoreline erosion and coastal flooding hazards.
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Section 30270: Sea Level Rise Considerations

Section 30270 requires the Commission to consider the effects of sea level rise in project evaluation in order to avoid
and mitigate potential effects, to the extent feasible. As described in this report, sea level rise in the project area could
threaten coastal habitat, critical infrastructure, existing development, coastal trail access, and agricultural land. The
project design provides opportunities for sediment accretion that sustains salt marsh persistence and provides wave
energy dissipation, thus protecting inland infrastructure and reducing the potential for wave induced erosion in other
areas of the bay. As described in this report and based on the hydraulic modeling, the change in wind-wave induced
and tidal currents adjacent to the project are anticipated to be negligible.

10.1.8 California Fish and Wildlife Section 1600 Permit

California Fish and Game Code section 1602 applies to activity that diverts, obstructs, changes the channel, bed, or
banks of any river, stream, or lake, or otherwise uses or disposes of material from any river, stream or lake. Permits
are required for any such activity; mitigation may also be required. Proposed changes to the bay, agricultural
wetlands, and levees would likely require a 1600 Permit.

10.1.9 California Endangered Species Act (CESA)

Similar to the Federal ESA, the state regulates the take of state listed species. Where a federal ESA permit has
findings that adequately cover state regulations, the state Department of Fish and Wildlife may provide a Consistency
Determination, with no additional CESA permits required. Safe Harbor Agreements (SHA) allow for incidental take of a
listed species when the larger project provides net benefits to a species. Projects on Humboldt Bay would require
CESA compliance (such as an Incidental Take Permits or Memorandum of Understanding) for Longfin Smelt and
Coho.

10.1.10 California Porter-Cologne Act

The Porter-Cologne Act is also the California Water Code Division 7, which established the SWRCB and RWQCBs. It
applies federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits and mandates water quality control
plans for Waters of the State. For Waters of the US, Section 401 Water Quality Certification through the North Coast
RWQCB will also provide coverage of Porter-Cologne. Compatibility of fill placement will need to follow ISM standards
as previously described.

10.1.11 California State Lands Commission Lease or Permit / Harbor
District Shoreline Development Permit

The State Lands Commission (SLC) has authority over public trust lands including tidelands, submerged lands, and
the beds of navigable rivers, streams, lakes, bays, and estuaries including waterfront lands and coastal waters. The
Commission protects and enhances these lands and natural resources by issuing leases for use or development,
providing public access, resolving boundaries between public and private lands. Through its actions, the Commission
secures and safeguards the public’s access rights to natural navigable waterways and the coastline and preserves
irreplaceable natural habitats for wildlife, vegetation, and biological communities. In 1970, the Commission granted the
Humboldt Bay Harbor Recreation and Conservation District (Harbor District) all ungranted tide and submerged lands in
Humboldt Bay, requiring development or other land disturbance projects in Humboldt Bay to obtain a lease or permit
through Harbor District. Written determination from the SLC of the status of state or public trust lands would be
obtained prior to project implementation which would inform if a lease or permit is required through the SLC or Harbor
District.

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt
Bay for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor Protection: 50% Design Report 150



10.1.12 Humboldt County Permits

For projects that include more than 50 cubic yards of grading, a Humboldt County Building and Grading Permit would
be required. The project area is zoned NR: Natural Resources with combining zones D: Design Review, W: Coastal
Wetlands, therefore it would not require a use permit but may require design review.

10.1.13 City of Eureka Permits

A portion of the project area is located within City of Eureka’s city limits. The project area land use and zoning
designation is Gl: General Industrial. The City may require a use permit or other authorization and would be contacted
in the next project phase to determine approval requirements.

10.2 General Regulatory Considerations

10.2.1 Mitigation and Habitat Conversion

Mitigation requirements for impacts to wetlands and other sensitive habitats, especially within the Coastal Zone, can
result in substantive project delays and increased project cost, reducing the number of projects that can be funded
concurrently due to limited funding. Inflexible requirements to mitigate existing resources can be barriers to
implementing projects to protect future resources. During final design and subsequent studies, the project would strive
to demonstrate a no net loss of wetlands and therefore avoiding mitigation. If wetlands are filled and converted to
uplands, agencies may impose a mitigation ratio that results in more wetland acreage created than originally filled.
Mitigation can create an incentive for projects with a smaller project footprint, that leverage restored wetlands as part
of a flood hazard reduction strategy, or that incorporate restoration into project design. No mitigation bank is currently
established for Humboldt Bay; therefore, the project mitigation would require other on- or off-site compensatory
mitigation. Locating a potential mitigation site can further constrain project feasibility.

Most habitat conversion proposed in the project would be from mudflat to salt marsh. Regulatory agencies carefully
review proposals with a conversion of one type of wetland to another type of wetland. Conversion of a habitat type
with higher environmental and ecological benefit to a lower benefit could require a higher mitigation ratio. However,
typically in Humboldt Bay, conversion of mudflat to saltmarsh is not discouraged, as salt marsh is viewed as having a
higher and more biodiverse value than mudflat and as previously described.

10.2.2 Innovative, Nature-Based Projects in Dynamic Environments

Environmental regulations and traditional permitting requirements may be a significant challenge for permitting sea
level rise adaptation projects using nature-based approaches. Many environmental regulations have an implicit
preference for the status quo and inadvertently create a disincentive for pursuing innovative projects or projects that
require short-term impacts in order to achieve longer-term benefits with uncertain timing. Permitting agencies often
want applicants to commit to delivering specified outcomes. However, nature-based approaches that rely on restoring
or modifying dynamic natural processes are inherently uncertain. For example, sediment accretion in restored or
created salt marshes is a complex interplay of sediment supply and sediment transport processes that occur at a
watershed and bay scale along with biological and hydraulic processes at the project scale. A project applicant is
unable to control these processes and guarantee specific outcomes. Questions regarding the appropriate level of
mitigation, monitoring, and adaptive management will need to be resolved. Some degree of regulatory reform may be
needed to alleviate unintended disincentives to pursuing nature-based approaches.

11. Implementation Strategy and Next Steps

As described in this report, the proposed project would provide significant ecosystem services while remaining
compatible with different adaptation approaches of the Highway 101 corridor. Several potential next steps to advance
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the project are possible, depending in part on which agency or agencies would serve as project proponents, available
funding, and the overall implementation strategy. The first fundamental decision is to determine whether to advance
the project over the entire study area or to advance the Phase 1 portion as a pilot test (demonstration project) (see
Section 7.7.1). The following “next steps” would generally be the same with either approach, although the cost and
timeframe would be different. In general, potential next steps include:

1.

8.
9.

Perform additional technical studies (e.g., geotechnical testing, regulatory analysis, hydraulic modeling) to refine
the project design, develop a more precise cost estimate, and optimize the project benefits. Geotechnical studies
include defining the standards for suitable imported fill material to support vegetation establishment; analyzing the
potential for consolidation (settlement) of the fill material and the implications for project planning; and
establishing technical standards for the shingle beach. Regulatory analysis includes determining applicable water
quality standards for the imported sediment and calculating the final amounts of habitat conversion. Additional
hydraulic modeling to assess potential off-site impacts associated with each constructed phase would also be
necessary. A decision whether to include the barrier berms will need to be made.

Identify source options for the large quantity of material needed (approximately 20,000 cubic yards for Phase 1 or
130,000 cubic yards for the entire project). Perform more detailed construction planning regarding construction
means and methods, including material handling and placement, to develop a complete project description
narrative. The approach for re-vegetation (active planting and/or natural recruitment) will need to be determined.
Perform additional outreach and solicit comments from additional stakeholders and the general public. The
project is located in a high-profile location (visible from Highway 101) and would generate a significant amount of
public interest. Some of the project elements (i.e., placing fill material on mudflats) may be controversial.
Engaging with stakeholders and the general public would help determine if the community as a whole is ready to
support the project.

Secure required right-of-way and land use approvals.
Perform civil design work including progressive development of project plans, specifications, and estimates.

Develop an environmental study for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and identify
any applicable mitigation requirements.

Consult with permitting agencies to identify applicable regulatory constraints and requirements. Develop and
submit environmental permit applications.

Develop a post-construction monitoring and adaptive management plan.
Implement construction.

The following Table 17 summarizes the remaining tasks and considerations for three implementation options. Option 1
assumes the project will be advanced in its entirely, Option 2 assumes Phase 1 implementation only and Option 3
assumes a hybrid that advances the project as sediment sources become available.

Table 17 Remaining tasks and considerations for three implementation options

OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3
Tasks and
Considerations Entire Project Demonstration /Pilot Hybrid (phased)
Project (Phase 1 only)

Project Lead TBD TBD TBD

Funding Source(s) TBD TBD TBD

Remaining Technical Entire Project Phase 1 only Entire Project
Studies

Regulatory Compliance Entire Project Phase 1 only Entire Project
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Tasks and
Considerations

OPTION 1

Entire Project

OPTION 2

Demonstration /Pilot
Project (Phase 1 only)

OPTION 3

Hybrid (phased)

Fine Sediment Volume &
Sourcing

~130,000 CY

~20,000 CY

~130,000 CY

Final Design

Entire Project

Phase 1 only

Right-of-Way (ROW)

Multiple Private Parcels

Bracut Lumber, CDFW &
County

Phased as Sediment
Sources Become

Bid & Construction Entire Project Phase 1 only Available
Monitoring Entire Project Phase 1 only
Construction Cost $12.8-17.2M $3.8-4.5M Comparable to Option 1
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0

Arcata Bay, 1865, with wetlands intact (Doolittle 1865).

Holocene Epoch

== Railroads

3 Project Shoreline
1870 Coast Survey Map

Activity

Drastically lower sea levels relative to current and Mad River may have
discharged into Humboldt Bay

January 1700

Major Cascadia subduction zone earthquake followed by a tsunami that flooded
inland waters

1806

Western settlement of Humboldt Bay

1850's

Logging in Humboldt Bay tributaries commence, and logs transported via
sloughs in log rafts to mills in Eureka

1855

Union (Arcata) Wharf and Plank Walk Company construct 11,000ft wharf with
railroad into North Bay (see Doolittle Map inlay). This provided daily ferry
services between Eureka and Arcata

1855-1862

Road constructed between Eureka and Arcata (Current Myrtle Ave./ Old Arcata
Road)

1870-1875

Dolbeer & Carson Lumber Company construct tramway to transport logs from
Washington Gulch drainage to shingle mill and Brainard Slough Wharf.
Steamers transported shingles/logs across the bay to Eureka

1880

Humboldt Logging Railroad Company (later Pacific Lumber Company) construct
railroad from Freshwater Creek drainage to log dump landing in Freshwater
Slough and extended in 1906 connected to Northwestern Pacific Railroad along
Bay shore

1881

Dredging of Eureka and Arcata navigation channels begins

1882

Flanigan, Brosnan & Company Railroad construct railroad from Jacoby Creek
drainage to log dump in Gannon Slough and extended a wharf into the Bay in
1891 for rock transport by ferry/steamer to the Humboldt Bay jetties

1883

McKay & Company construct railroad to transport logs from Ryan Creek
drainage to a log dump landing in Ryan Slough near Myrtle Avenue and was
extended in 1887 to a log dump in Freshwater Slough

Approx. 1854-1890

Canal channeling connecting Mad River through Mad River Slough into the bay

o

1889

Haw Quarry Railroad construct railroad to transport rock from quarry to Fay
Slough wharf for Humboldt Bay jetties and City of Eureka uses. Modifications to
the Humboldt Bay entrance were initiated.
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1892 John Harpst and O.H Spring dike Arcata Bay shoreline from Butcher

Slough to mouth of Jacoby Creek

Reuben Gross purchase dredger from Harpst & Spring and dike

1895 - 1898 area bound by Freshwater Slough to the south, Brainard Point
— (Bracut) to the north and from the County (Eureka-Arcata) road to

the Bay shore

Eureka & Klamath River Railroad (E&KRR) begin constructing rail

prism from Arcata towards Eureka but do not lay tracks

California & Northern Railway (C&N) construct Eureka Slough
drawbridge and begin constructing rail prism from Eureka towards
Arcata including cutting through Brainard’s Point (Bracut).

‘\ /‘5" TS C&N rail complete between Eureka and Arcata and lease the use to
0 4 ] 1901 E&KRR. E&KRR rail prism is never completed. Northwestern Pacific
Railroad (NWP) starts operating C&N rail in 1907.

{O/. ’;)" :1;¢
\'\ WG - 4’.’" % )‘3\ Redwood Highway (2-lane) is constructed parallel to C&N (NWP) rail
\<<‘/,. . //\% 1918 - 1925 @ prism between Eureka and Arcata using soil from Brainard Point
9 | NioliE //{A\\ (Bracut).

by, \/ -

1900

1900
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Map _—
Keynote Qelivity

§ 1937 Murray Field Opens as County Airport.

Property along Jacobs Avenue subdivided/developed.

1950s Oyster Beds in use west of Bracut Lumber Company with

boardwalk between shore and Oyster Beds.

& Time

3

Bracut Lumber Company creates a 32-acre addition to property by
1952 Y i
+ diking and infilling.

o Additional 2-lanes are added on east side of HWY 101 to create 4-
| 1935 lanes. The new median was the former ditch that is relocated to the
Qe east and the outlet reconfigured at Carl Johnson Company.

é A Murray Field runway expansion and filling of remnant Fay Slough

Channel with soil from Walker Point.

i 1,500 feet is completed.

Humboldt Bay entrance and jetties were expanded to the current
configuration.

e i Bracut Lumber Company begins constructing new earthen dike into
’;A‘“‘ 1960 bay using the dredge Jupiter and project is abandoned after
1970
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Marsh Edge Morphology (agapted from SFEI, 2015)
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Data Disclaimer

Beagle JR, Salomon M. 2015. Shifting Shores: Marsh
Expansion and retreat in San Pablo Bay. Pages: 25, 49

Scarp without bayward vegetation (SN) —_
Fails under pressure from wind wave
energy or wave run-up,

and undercut blocks fail or cantilever,
depositing sediment (with

or without vegetation) in front of the
scarp.

Scarp without bayward vegetation (SN)
The failed block dissipates wave energy
until deposit is secured away and
redistributed on the mudflat or marsh
plain, thus creating an erosional
environment as the wave energy is then
directed back to the scarp.

—

Scarp with bayward vegetation (SV)

If the failure is large enough to redirect
wave energy for longer periods of time,
the failed blocks may create an
environment for sediment deposition and
trapping between the old scarp and the
failed block.

Ramp with inflection point (RI)

A ramped profile begins to form as
sediment fills in behind the failed block,
building elevation, creating new low
marsh and leaving behind a remnant
scarp.

Ramp without inflection point (RN)
As the ramping continues, wave energy
is dissipated such that the low marsh
vegetation traps sediment, building up to
mid marsh habitat.

Ramp with new bluff forming (RI)

When the new mid marsh levels, the

ramped profile steepens and wind

wave energy begins to erode the

new mid marsh, creating a new

scarp. And the cycle continues.... —

Beaches or Rocky Shoreline (B)
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1. Scarp without bayward vegetation
2. Scarp with bayward vegetation

3. Ramp with inflection point
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

—
For Office Use: Final database #: Final ctation tune: Alliance
Vegetation pe:  pgsociation 2 TN
1. LOCATIONAL/ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION [circle: Relevé or(RA )
Database #: Date: Name of recorder: || o\<_, M M Toonal\d Bl
MS \P()D “_ ?7 / 30/ 2\ Other surveyors:
UID: Location Name: (¢ ac 0k €, wag Mactia
GPS name: A e, > For Relevé only: Bearing®, left axis at ID point____ of Long / Short side
UIME____ _  _ UTMN_____ _ Zone:11 NADS83 GPSerror: ft/ m/PDOP
Decimal degrees: LAT - e LONG ——e
GPS within stand? (Yes' / No If No, cite from GPS to stand: ~ distance (m) bearing ° inclination®
and record: Base point ID Projected UTMs: UTME___________ ______ UTMN_______
Camera Name: \c\~o\\2_Cardinal photos at ID point: NOC &U\J Sl L
Other photos

Stand Size (acres)y <1, )1-5, >5 | Plot Area (m?: 100/ | Plot Dimensions x m RA Radius m
Exposure, Actual ®: __ NEW SE SW Flat Variable | Steepness, Actual °: 0° ( 1-%3 >5-25° >25

Topography: Macro: top upper mid@ bottom | Micro: convex _flat concave@
Geology code: Soil Texture code: §\\L ' | Upland or Wetland/Riparian (circleone

% Surface cover: (Incl. outcrops) (>60cm diam)  (25-60cm) (7.5-25cm) (2mm-7.5cm) (Incl sand, mud)

H20: ‘ 2 'BA Stems: SO thterAO Bedrock: -~ Boulder: . Stone:—  Cobble: — Gravel: — Fines:\% =100%
% Current year bloturb tion Past bioturbation present? Yes / | % Hoof punch

Fire evidence: Yes(/ No (circle one) If yes, describe in Site history section, in¢ ud ing date of fire, if known.

Site hlstory, stand age, ¢ comments: G QO 5‘5\ \'ms( Sl ust NorX~ Gg 6\( ac)_).k sk

_Acta.  Seecoplaca Canadensis VA ockidentalis proviaws
W acCa - sumves LOTO reCon.  (owd »wacdn M\HA '\C\L.
xackline A _cortec oC kan&(é& ce\oSﬁss & spacrkina (yatke),
. Péhdh—ls eicklQoweed &4 bace Mukl%

Lodeccuk exos\\m ban\«s c\osecved on W& S. side «‘, uo&,'_\.aygx_
S\a,

evstve

O a

[

& ooao

Disturbance code / Intensity (L,M,H): / / / / / “Other” / I:l
II. HABITAT DESCRIPTION :

Tree DBH : T1 (<1” dbh), T2 (1-6” dbh), T3 (6-11” dbh), T4 (11-24” dbh), T5 (>24” dbh), T6 multi-layered (T3 or T4 layer under TS, >60% cover) | [
Shﬁb: 81 seedling (<3 yr. old), S2 young (<1% dead), S3 mature (1-25% dead), _g decadent (>25% dead) o
Herbaceous: H1 (<12” plant ht-@n ht.) o
Desert Riparian Tree/Shrub: 1 (<2ft. stem ht.), 2 (2-10ft. ht.), 3 (10-20ft. ht.), 4 (>20ft. ht.)

Desert Palm/Joshua Tree: 1 (<1.5” base diameter), 2 (1.5-6” diam.), 3 (>6” diam.)

III. INTERPRETATION OF STAND

Field-assessed vegetation Alliance name: S‘PA/ '(‘\V'\ A A,Qﬂb‘\/%ﬁ oA O
Field-assessed Association name (optional): o
Adjacent Alliances/direction: (&8Ys 3,0,44\(9*\)$ / [", N Mu.éﬁ At D |
Confidence in Alliance identification: L (M ) H Explain: \nwaded oA mMuG ol spec S | g
Phenology (E,P,L): Herb é Shrub Tree Other identification or mapping iﬂiormatlon: O
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

Database #3) S | @(YO\ SPECIES SHEET

IV. VEGETATION DESCRIPTION

over ::‘7

% NonVasc cover:fz Total % Vasc Veg ¢
Shrub: _— Herbaceous: 1O

% Cover - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: _—/ — Regenerating Tree: _—
Height Class - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: / Regenerating Tree: ___ Shrub: ____ Herbaceous: O

Height classes: 1=<1/2m, 2=1/2-1m, 3=1-2m, 4=2-5m, 5=5-10m, 6=10-15m, 7=15-20m, §=20-35m, 9=35-50m, 10=>50m
3 T _ = = - lar
Stratum categories: T=Tree, A = SApling, E = SEedling, S = Shrub, H= Herb, N= Non-vascu
% Cover Intervals for reference: r = trace, +=<1%, 1-5%, >5-15%, >15-25%, >25-50%, >50-75%, >75%

% cover | C |Final species determination

Stratum |Species

U S(\;u -\—'\\qﬂ_&nﬁ& 40
Salicoenmia pac -dafy o B

AT'(TO\\OCN(\ vanAMead L)

Naqg¥< -
D\b\'id/\\';s 3?’&(3*5 3
Pacaplalis o 3 |

X (oo ezr\\{ WO $LASON to
Coserye ace ANNR\S

HEREN

|

Unusual species:
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

For Office Use: Final database #: Final vegetation type: :lsl:::ii‘:ion
L. LOCATIONAL/ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION [circle: _Relevé or{ RAQ__
Database #: Date: Name of recorder:\h o\ ¢e , A MeDena\d
3[ Z,Cplll Other surveyors: N o
NS\Poo2 D
UID: Location Name: (ot eal (A cr _(enivadbs Macgla
GPS name: Do For Relevé only: Bearing®, left axis at ID point of Long / Short side | O
UTME _ _ _ __ UIMN_____ " Zone:11 NAD83 GPSerror: ft/m/PDOP____
Decimal degrees: LAT __ . =~~~ LONG_ _ .
GPS within stand? @ / No IfNo, cite from GPS to stand: distance (m) bearing ° inclination © O
and record: Base point ID Projected UTMs: UTME ___ UTMN__ _ _ _ _______ |0O
Camera Name: | o\—owe.  Cardinal photos at ID point: \YCE S | CYS‘/\ =
Other photos:
e SN
Stand Size (acres): <1, 1-5, >5 | Plot Area (m?): 100/ | Plot Dimensions X m( RA Radius™= " 'm
Exposure, Actual®: ____ NE 1@ SE SW Flat Variable | Steepness, Actual °: 0° \1-5 >525° >125 O
)
Topography: Macro: top upper mid (lower bottom | Micro: convex flat concave %:;'_'5 [m]
Geologycode: __ Soil Texture code: | Upland or @?/Riparian (circle O
% Surface cover: (Incl. outcrops) (>60cm diam)  (25-60cm) (7.5-2m/ (2mm-7.5cm) (Incl sand, mud)
H20: 5 BA Stems: qo Litter:lg_Bedrock: Boulder: Stone: Cobble: ~  Gravel: ( Fines:39~=l 00% O
% Current year biotarbation Past bioturbation present? Yes / No | % Hoof punch O
Fire evidence: Yes / No (circle one) If yes, describe in Site history section, including date of fire, if known. (m]
Site history, stand age, comments: (> (NALNA peiasila wf -~ SO[SO celakive | o

deminance ot pictlecseed & spacking . ~AO% bace Mud \)/Pm&w\cK
LA T S (ocack

bt Alone. cvprae. Paridau eiceliineed s
~Seecking ;»QM% QO (a{?&;..(3\.&......9.(..&5.M,.. Ve.cxu\-a)fwe.. AN Seer%y\a(m,
__«5,?._,305& S‘{'a(k‘w\% o Qonne Vel , »

Disturbance code / Intensity (L,M,H): I - I I /___“Other” | O
II. HABITAT DESCRIPTION
7 4

Tree DBH : T1 (<I” dbh), T2 (1-6” dbh), T3 (6-11” dbh), T4 (11-24” dbh), T5 (>24” dbh), T6 multi-layered (T3 or T4 layer under T5, >60% cover) (]
Shrub: 81 seedling (<3 yr. old), S2 young (<1% dead), S3 mature (1-25% dead), S4 decadent (>25% dead) O
Herbaceou@lZ" plant ht.), ” ht.) o
Desert Riparian Tree/Shrub: 1 (<2ft. stem ht.), 2 (2-10ft. ht.), 3 (10-20ft. ht.), 4 (>20ft. ht.)
Desert Palm/Joshua Tree: 1 (<1.5” base diameter), 2 (1.5-6” diam.), 3 (>6” diam.)
III. INTERPRETATION OF STAND
Field-assessed vegetation Alliance name: Pi( \J_OQ_ LEE L A\ \\ancs o
Field-assessed Associ;ition name (optional): o
Adjacent Alliances/direction: / X / [m]
Confidence in Alliance identification: L { M @ Explain: o
Phenology @P,L): Herb é Shrub Tree Other identification or mapping information: o

T
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
: (Revised March 27, 2018)

Database #4S | P (o5 SPECIES SHEET

\IV. VEGETATION DESCRIPTION i T

4t

% NonVasc cover: (% _Total % Vasc Veg cover: _Qﬁ
% Cover-  Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: "~ / . Regenerating Tree: —  Shrub: _—  Herbaceous: !pr)
Height Class - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: /= Regenerating Tree: Shrub: — Herb us:

Height classes: 1=<1/2m, 2=1/2-1m, 3=1-2m, 4=2-5m, 5=5-10m, 6=10-15m, 7=15-20m, 8=20-35m, 9=35-50m, 10=>50m

. Stratum categories: T=Tree, A = SApling, E = SEedlmg, S = Shrub, H= Hcrb, N= Non-vascular ,
% Cover Intervals for reference: r = trace, +=<1%, 1-5%, >5-15%, >15-25%, >25-50%, >50-75%, >75%

Stratum | Species % cover | C |Final species determination

U [<abicormia gac, Djﬁx : 20
Seac kina deadMera i‘S ‘ :
<r>-em-u\jx\m Q. v A | 4 S?e(oe)ku\a occ;\.\,el\’rac\b//"\i&(‘(\
l( =N v A ww\l—wv\A L\
A\ spitakd 2 | Gnostla, ngher ofov)
\c: ae <o < 0

Unusual species: w V3 e~ccidonta¥is vac, CAIVAAJU'\S\\ m‘m‘:ﬂu,

o‘om at Haus 5\‘\"(- QW 3‘07'63

a



Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

For Office Use: Final database #: Alliance
Final vegetation type: Axsoclaton B
L. LOCATIONAL/ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION [circle: Relevé or /RA )
Database #: Date: Name of recorder: Jae\sen M eSS ema \4 N’
Ns ( PC‘CJ& 3/ 3 [ /9— ! Other surveyors: D) O
UID: - Location Name: 21 ¢ o @ 3 1nacd AR 2
GPS name:p oo > For Relevé only: Bearing®, left axis at ID point of Long / Short side | O
UIME__ __ Urmn__ Zone: 11 NAD83 GPS error: ft/ m/ PDOP ____
Decimal degrees: LAT __ _ . onNne __ .
GPS within stand? / No IfNo, cite from GPS to stand:  distance (m)___ bearing®_____inclination®_____ o
and record: Base pointTD Projected UTMs: UTME ___ UTMN__ _ __ ___ _____ 0
Camera Name: ', P\Mev\-2—_ Cardinal photos at ID point: MQ_ NY W \'?_:'bb o
Other photos: {v'l a(\\"'
Stand Size (acres): @ 1-5, >5 | Plot Area (m?): 100/ | Plot Dimensions __ x___m RA Radiusz m =
Exposure, Actual:_ NE NW SE SW w Steepness, Actual % 0° @ >525° >25 )
Topography: Macro: top upper mid@ bottom | Micro: conve t concave ( undumi?lg) (]
Geology code:+ Soil Texture cod: | Upland of WetlanyRiparian (circle one) [m]
% Surface cover: (Incl. outcrops) (>60cm diam) ~ (25-60cm)  (7.5-25cm)  (2mm-7.5cm) (Incl sand, mud)
H20: 5 BA Stems: L|O Litter: 'SS Bedrock: Boulder: Stone: Cobble: | Gravel: [ Fines: 36 =100% | O
% Current year bioturbation ______ Past bioturbation present? Yes / No | % Hoofpunch o
Fire evidence: Yes / No (circle one) If yes, describe in Site history section, including date of fire, if known. O
Site history, stand age, comments: ©.a+CAn~ OF Q9% _aakve  salkwiacgs in Wi 20 |
elanaven coccer Lades Yor SOT. /TO% celative Spackina daiahaca
dong_ eastern oudflat chanrls and 807 el dornance.
of sPactna alen (."fﬁ.oé.m%-. Fnoges ko Lestfaoctamiesy .
Class: Yooy en*ne.  saltmacsi. PATUA. ScUHA ek ﬂg ol beary .
Disturbance code / Intensity (L,M,H): I /___ I /_ /____ “Other” I O
II. HABITAT DESCRIPTION
Tree DBH : T1 (<1” dbh), T2 (1-6” dbh), T3 (6-11” dbh), T4 (11-24” dbh), T5 (>24” dbh), T6 multi-layered (T3 or T4 layer under T5, >60% cover) | [
Shrub: $1 seedling (<3 yr. old), 82 young (<1% dead), S3 mature (1-25% dead), S4 decadent (>25% dead) O
Herbaceous: 2” plant ht.),@n" ht.) g
Desert Riparian Tree/Shrub: 1 (<2ft. stem ht.), 2 (2-10ft. ht)), 3 (10-20f. ht), 4 (>20f. ht.)
Desert Palm/Joshua Tree; 1 (<1.5” base diameter), 2 (1.5-6” diam.), 3 (>6” diam.)
IIL INTERPRETATION OF STAND
Field-assessed vegetation Alliance name: P \ C,\LQQ}\:CQC& W\m’l‘\, ]
Field-assessed Association name (optional): )
Adjacent Alliances/direction: / ) / O
Confidence in Alliance identification: L. M Explain: O
Phenology (E,P,L): Herb Shrub Tree Other identification or mapping information: (m]
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

Database #:45\P0OS SPECIES SHEET
IV. VEGETATION DESCRIPTION j i paEE
: % NonVasc cover: s Total % Vasc Veg cover: Z_C,J
% Cover - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: __ / Regenerating Tree: Shrub: Herbaceous] Ea
Height Class - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: / Regenerating Tree: Shrub: Herbaceous: __|

Height classes: 1=<1/2m, 2=1/2-1m, 3=1-2m, 4=2-5m, 5=5-10m, 6=10-15m, 7=15-20m, 8=20-35m, 9=35-50m, 10=>50m

Stratum categories: T=Tree, A = SApling, E = SEedlmg, § = Shrub, H= Herb, N= Non-vascular
% Cover Intervals for reference: r = trace, +=<1%, 1-5%, >5-15%, >15-25%, >25-50%, >50-75%, >75%

Stratum S_pecie_s % cover | C |Final species determination
H | Saficavia patifica SO
Sepackina densiWora 25
50&’0\\)\&(\3 sp! \
'T(\O\\OC—\NN\ wad(dian d \
D\&Q lalis «‘J\cg,;‘ 5

(]

Unusual species:
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

3 . s Alliance
For Office Use: Final database #: | o vegetation type: T s (/\
I. LOCATIONAL/ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION | circle: VR‘V
Database #: Date: Name of recorder: V]-( \¢ (;ub WM e D ena\l
N St 3112\ Other surveyors:
UID: Location Name: &, Ac )& WAA (<AL

GPS name: b~z For Relevé only: Bearing®, left axis at ID point_____ of Long / Short side
UTME UTMN Zone: 11 NADS83 GPS error: ft./ m./ PDOP _____
Decimal degrees: LAT__.______ oné __ .
GPS within stand? ( Yes )/ No IfNo, cite from GPS to stand:  distance (m) bearing®___ inclination®_____

and record: Base point ID Projected UTMs: UTME____ _ _ _~ _ UTMN___ _ _
Camera Name: o\l one_  Cardinal photos at ID point: \J¢ g W \3AS
Other photos: NG
Stand Size (acres) 1-5, >5 | Plot Area (m?: 100/ | Plot Dimensions X RA Radius \O m

0
Exposure, Actual °: NE NW SE SW Flat Variable | Steepness, Actual % 0°  1- >5-25° >25
e,
Topography: Macro: top upper mid lower bottom | Micro: convex flat concave Q'nj_aulj_tmé
Geology code: Soil Texture code: | Upland or g’Riparian (circle one)
% Surface cover: (Incl. outcrops)  (>60cm diam) ~ (25-60cm) (7.5-25cm)  (2mm-7.5cm) (Incl sand, mud)
H . = 0,

H:0: .5 BA Stems: ‘-{O Litterzgs Bedrock: Boulder: Stone: Cobble: Gravel: Fines:2() =100%
% Current year bioturbation Past bioturbation present? Yes / No | % Hoof punch

Fire evidence: Yes / No (circle one) If yes, describe in Site history section, including date of fire, if known.

old dile. e and aloac eveciann on Pl d  Se

Site history, stand age, comments: (_ _> (o v 2 M~ oickower ) maxs\a unl fee -;(g o
A

Disturbance code / Intensity (L,M,H): / / / i/ / “Other” /

II. HABITAT DESCRIPTION

Tree DBH : T1 (<17 dbh), T2 (1-6” dbh), T3 (6-11” dbh), T4 (11-24” dbh), TS (>24” dbh), T6 multi-layered (T3 or T4 layer under TS, >60% cover)
Shrub: $1 seedling (<3 yr. old), S2 young (<1% dead), $3 mature (1-25% dead), 84 decadent (>25% dead)

Herbaceo<lz” plant ht.), H2 (>12” ht.)

Desert Riparian Tree/Shrub: 1 (<2ft. stem ht.), 2 (2-10ft. ht.), 3 (10-20ft. ht.), 4 (>20f. ht.)

Desert Palm/Joshua Tree: 1 (<1.5” base diameter), 2 (1.5-6” diam.), 3 (>6” diam.)

UL INTERPRETATION OF STAND

Field-assessed vegetation Alliance name: _Bi c\Qococed MAER ~

Field-assessed Association name (optional):

Adjacent Alliances/dirécﬁon: / 5 /
Eonﬁdence in Alliance identification: I M Explain:
Phenology (E,P,L): Herb f Shrub Tree Other identification or mapping information:

Page 1
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> Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)
Database #:f\)S|PoCL | SPECIES SHEET
g IV. VEGETATION DESCRIPTION
% NonVasc cover: ) () Total % Vasc Veg coElB&Q
% Cover-  Conifer tree’/ Hardwood tree: / Regenerating Tree: Shrub: Herbaceous: <
Height Class - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree: / Regenerating Tree: Shrub: Herbaceous: _\

Height classes: 1=<1/2m, 2=1/2-1m, 3=1-2m, 4=2-5m, 5=5-10m, 6=10-15m, 7=15-20m, 8=20-35m, 9=35-50m, 10=>50m

_ Stratum categories: T=Tree, A = SApling, E = SEedling, S = Shrub, H= Herb, N= Non-vascular
% Cover Intervals for reference: r = trace, +=<1%, 1-5%, >5-15%, >15-25%, >25-50%, >50-75%, >75%

Stratum | Species %o cover | C |Final species determination

Sali carmia pacidaca mie)
Soacna leasd lora k@)
bdopiex pesidea ¢
’-ll’((c\\)locwn waag HnAd L)

[

l
ILJnusual species: Race bLellin) Plavf.(S sc,(k-l./\c}\/ sl s Conn Lo &-L\‘\i}"\‘k&
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

For Office Use: i t C
se Final database # Final vegetation type: Alllame.
Association LEEN
L. LOCATIONAL/ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION [circle: Relevé of RA /
Database #: Date: Name of recorder: |/ o <0, o M\( l\)m‘a W e
[\)5 \ P®§ S /3] 2| Other surveyors: o
um: - Loeation Name: (&2 ¢4 & W\ ol anagdn

GPS name: ___“ For Relevé only: Bearing®, left axis a%D point___- of Long / Short side
UIME____ _ _  _ UTMN___ _ _ Zone:11 NADS83 GPS error: ft/ m/PDOP ____
Decimal degrees: - LAT __ .\_ . LONG -
GPS within stand? ( Yes)/ No 1fNo, cite from GPS to stand: distance (m) bearing ° inclination®____

and record: Base point ID Projected UTMs: UTME ___ UTMN__ _ __
Camera Name: | \.\d\L Cardinal photos at ID point: N )€ St_) \L{L\S
Other photos: N ’
Stand Size (acres): <1, 1-5, >5 | Plot Area (m%: 100/ | Plot Dimensions X m | RARadius__m
Exposure, Actual % NE NW SE SW Flat Variable | Steepness, Actual * 0° 1-5° >525° >25
Topography: Macio: tdp Q‘per S@ lower bottom | Micro: convex flat concave undulating
Geologycode: _ Soil Texturecode: _ | Upland or Wetland/Riparian (circle one)
% Surface cover: (Incl. outcrops) (>60cm diam)  (25-60cm)  (7.5-25cm) (2mm-7.5cm) (Incl sand, mud)
H:0: O BA Stems: QD Litter: ZC.D Bedrock: Boulder: Stone: Cobble: Gravel: Fines: \5 =100%
% Current year bioturbation ___ Past bioturbation present? Yes / No | % Hoof punch___

Fire evidence: Yes / No (circle one) If yes, describe in Site history section, including date of fire, if known.

Site history, stand age, comments: (/bne[ Vec\. aNad S \ope A\ O‘g @( QU)\-
10duat aﬂ aca .

O Oo0O o

Disturbance code / Intensity (L,M,H): / /__ I / / “QOther” I

II. HABITAT DESCRIPTION

Tree DBH : T1 (<1” dbh), T2 (1-6” dbh), T3 (6-11" dbh), T4 (11-24” dbh), TS (>24” dbh), T6 multi-layered (T3 or T4 layer under T5, >60% cover)
Shrub: St seedling (<3 yr. old), S2 young (<1% dead), ture (1-25% dead), S4 decadent (>25% dead)

Herbaceous: H1 (<12” plant ht.), H2 (>12” ht.)

Desert Riparian Tree/Shrub: 1 (<2ft. stem ht.), 2 (2-10ft. ht), 3 (10-20ft. ht.), 4 (>20f. ht.)

Desert Palm/Joshua Tree: 1 (<1.5” base diameter), 2 (l .5-6” diam.), 3 (>6" dxam)

I1L. INTERPRETATION OF STAND

Field-assessed vegetation Alliance name: DQSC)A M’\‘QS\ 2 CQa% (7\ o A

Field-assessed Association name (optional):
/_L_)é_, np\Ar\/\(Ao_/thope‘,,& INE,

Adjacent Alliances/direction: TAY
Confidence in Alliance identification: L @ H Explain: low v \ﬂ tovﬁ,(
Phenology (E,P,L): Herb F Shrub Tree Other identification or mapping information:

Page |
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Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Field Form
(Revised March 27, 2018)

Database #: A\ YN\COOS SPECIES SHEET

IV. VEGETATION DESCRIPTION

ac

% NonVasc cover: Total % Vasc Veg cover:

— / = Regenerating Tree: — Shrub: \( ) Herbaceou

% Cover - Conifer tree / Hardwood tree:
Height Class - Conifer tvee / Hardwood tree: ___ / Regenerating Tree: Shrub: L) _ Herbaceous: 4,_
Height classes: 1=<1/2m, 2=1/2-1m, 3=1-2m, 4=2-5m, 5=5-10m, 6=10-15m, 7=15-20m, 8=20-35m, 9=35-50m, 10=>50m

Stratum categories: T=Tree, A = SApling, E = SEedling, S = Shrub, H= Herb, N= Non-vascular ,
% Cover Intervals for reference: r = trace, +=<1%, 1-5%, >5-15%, >15-25%, >25-50%, >50-75%, >75%
% cover | C |Final species determination

Stratum |Species

S Bacchans glulanis
Ccanara puwmand
(_c)(\'xd?,g'.x \>\‘/n\\)(‘ ata
H [Cesclanmnpia tospitosa
> sk alig spieaha
LuOCuS \estu i

3

S
3 P | e

p;p-’(ﬁ

Ao\ o antaner (doeadum
Ao llea walleCoioan | L0

h\(\)&& s Eellonye Z\
s ‘ Jlora | D
C ),_A—;; Ao L%ML‘.\ 2

Unusual species:
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Appendix C. Photo Index

Photo 2. Gravel and larger substrates along the lower unvegetated edge of the rail prism.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 1



Photo 4. Patchy vegetated salt marsh with dense-flowered cordgrass.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 2



Photo 5. Eroding fringe salt marsh.

Photo 6. Eroding fringe salt marsh.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 3



Photo 7. The undercut rail line.

Photo 8. The central portion of the study area at high tide.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 4



Photo 9. Old dock structure and salt marsh.

Photo 10. Low elevation pickleweed marsh with high cover of eelgrass wrack and sparse dense-flowered
cordgrass south of the dock structure.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 5



Photo 11. Low elevation pickleweed marsh south of the dock structure becoming inundated with the rising
tide.

Photo 12. The former dock structure, invaded by dense-flowered cordgrass on northern (windward) side,
and pickleweed dominant to the south.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 6



Photo 13. Coyotebrush scrub on top of an artificial berm.

Photo 14. Salt marsh peninsula south of Bracut.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 7



Photo 16. Western sand-spurrey, a rare annual plant.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 8



Photo 18. Point Reyes bird’s beak and western sand-spurrey near Bracut.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 9



Photo 19. Unusual salt marsh zonation in central study area with diverse native high marsh and rare plants
in the foreground, and dense-flowered cordgrass dominating the area along the rail prism and portions of
the outer fringe.

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 10



Photo 21. Tufted hairgrass with San Francisco rush and other species in high marsh near Bracut

—>» The Power of Commitment

11214987 11



Appendix C

Wildlife Species List



Table 1. List of breeding codes, associated bird behavior, and breeding
status (the highest ranking code was recorded for each species during
the survey).

Active nest Breeding
2 M Carrying nesting material Breeding
3 F Carrying food or fecal sac Breeding
4 D Distraction display/feigning Breeding
5 L Local young fed by parents Breeding
6 Y Local young incapable of sustained flight Breeding
7 C Copulation or courtship observed Breeding
8 T Territorial behavior Unconfirmed
9 S Territorial song or drumming heard Unconfirmed
10 E Encountered in study area Unconfirmed
1 0] Encountered flying over the study area Unconfirmed

Table 2. List of avian species detected during the high tide survey

Common Name

Latin Name

period and associated highest breeding status.

Highest Breeding

Breeding

Special

Status Code Status

. Encountered flying FGC,

CANG Canada Goose Branta canadensis over the study area (0] MBTA

o Encountered in FGC,

NOPI Northern Pintail Anas acuta study area E MBTA

. Encountered in FGC,

GWTE | Green-winged Teal Anas crecca study area E MBTA

. . Encountered in FGC,

RNDU Ring-necked Duck Aythya collaris study area E MBTA
GRLE . .

or Greater Scaup or Aythya marila or Encountered in E FGC,

LESC Lesser Scaup Aythya affinis study area MBTA

Wildlife Species Results

GHD | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay | 11214987 (03) | Page 1




Common Name

Latin Name

Highest Breeding

Status

Special
Status

Encountered in

FGC,

BUFF Bufflehead Bucephala albeola study area MBTA
VIRA Virginia Rail Rallus limicola E”;ﬂ‘é;tg:gg in s
BBPL | Black-bellied Plover | Pluvialis squatarola E”;ﬂ‘é';tgig in &S?A
MAGO Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa Ensizlé;ts:g: in I\;S'EA
GRYE | Greater Yellowlegs Tringa melanoleuca Ensc;tz:r;t:::: in I\;CB;"? A
WILL Willet Tringa semipalmata E”;ﬂ‘é;tg:‘:g in &S?A
WEGU Western Gull Larus occidentalis Evlﬁ()tﬁgt‘:[ﬁg;zirg% I\;CB;"? A
GREG Great Egret Ardea alba En;{zlé;tg:gcai in I\?S‘? A
TUVU Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura En;{zlé;tg:gg in IGS?A
NOHA Northern Harrier Circus hudsonius ()Evlic’tlﬁgtz:ﬁg}flgi%% &S.? A
PEFA Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus En;z:;t::zg in IGCB;"? A
AMCR American Crow bracl?}?rgvv;l:chos En;(zlé;tg:g " I\ECB;"?A
CORA Common Raven Corvus corax Evrgotﬁgti[sg;zirg% IGCB;"? A
BARS Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica Ensiﬂlé;tiig in l\;g’_lc_; A
RCKI RUb%i';’;?;ned Regulus calendula En;{zlér;tgig in &S_? "
EUST European Starling Sturnus vulgaris Eer:ri;?,:ﬁ:gsﬁggrgr in’\\llggﬁ/;e

Wildlife Species Results

GHD | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay | 11214987 (03) | Page 2




: Highest Breeding Breeding Special
Common Name Latin Name Status Code Status
HOSP House Sparrow Passer domesticus Encountered in E . Nonfe;
study area invasive
. Haemorhous Territorial song or FGC,
HOFI House Finch mexicanus drumming heard S MBTA
. . Territorial song or FGC,
SOSP Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia drumming heard S MBTA
Red-winged . . Territorial song or FGC,
RWBL Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus | 4.\ mming heard S MBTA
Brown-headed Encountered in None;
BHCO Cowbird Molothrus ater study area E invasive
, . Euphagus Territorial song or FGC,
BRBL Brewer's Blackbird cyanocephalus drumming heard S MBTA
Definitions:
FGC = California Fish and Game Code
MBTA = U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

Table 3. List of avian species detected during the low tide survey
period and associated highest breeding status.

Alpha Highest Breeding Breeding Special

CANG Canada Goose Branta canadensis Evliiﬁgtzisg;z:%% “;S.? A
EUCD Eurasi?Dno\Cl)eollared- Streptopelia decaocto Ensiﬂ:;tg:gg in E in’\\l/:giev;e
GRYE Greater Yellowlegs Tringa melanoleuca En;zlé;t:::g in E ;S.? A
NG | UnCeTIELANS | oy | Ereeuimesting | o | e,
TUVU Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura En;alé;t::zg in E IGCB;"? A
OSPR Osprey Pandion haliaetus Carrr);iggelrji(aaisting M &STC A
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Common Name

Latin Name

Highest Breeding

Status

Breeding
Code

Special
Status

. . . . Encountered flying FGC,
RTHA Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis over the study area (0] MBTA
. Corvus Encountered in FGC,
AMCR American Crow brachyrhynchos study area E MBTA
Encountered flying FGC,
CORA Common Raven Corvus corax over the study area (0] MBTA
EUST European Starling Sturnus vulgaris Territorial song or S None;
drumming heard invasive
HOSP House Sparrow Passer domesticus Encountered in E . Nonfe;
study area invasive
. Haemorhous Territorial song or FGC,
HOFI House Finch mexicanus drumming heard S MBTA
. . Territorial song or FGC,
SOSP Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia drumming heard S MBTA
Red-winged . . Territorial song or FGC,
RWBL Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus | 4.\ ming heard S MBTA
BHCO Brown-he_aded Molothrus ater Encountered in E _ Nong;
Cowbird study area invasive
, . Euphagus Territorial song or FGC,
BRBL Brewer's Blackbird cyanocephalus drumming heard S MBTA
Definitions:
MBTA = U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918
FGC = California Fish and Game Code
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Extreme Wind Speed Analysis for the Natural
Shoreline Infrastructure Project Area

Prepared by: Jeffrey K. Anderson
Affiliation: Northern Hydrology & Engineering
Date: 29 April 2022

Introduction

To support wind-wave modeling an extreme value analysis (EVA) of maximum 2-min average daily wind
speeds recorded at the Arcata/Eureka Airport was conducted. Two distributions were used for the EVA:
(1) the Generalized Extreme Value distribution using annual maxima, and (2) the peaks-over-threshold
and Generalized Pareto Distribution using daily maximum values. Although wind data is available at other
locations in closer proximity to Humboldt Bay, it was determined that the Arcata/Eureka Airport data
provided by the National Centers for Environmental Information was the longest and most reliable
maximum wind speed data for EVA. All extreme value and data analysis was conducted in R (R Core
Team 2021). The analysis was conducted in Sl units (wind speed as meters per second (mps)), and only
final tabulated results will be presented in English units.

Methods

The following sections describe the methods used for processing the wind data and conducting the
extreme value analysis.

Wind Data

The Arcata/Eureka Airport (WBAN: 24283; USAF: 725945; Call: KACV) wind data were downloaded from
NOAA using the R package rnoaa (Chamberlain 2021). The data used was the Integrated Surface Data
(ISD) database that contains global hourly and synoptic surface observations from several data sources.
For this analysis the hourly (or more frequent) and daily summary wind speed and direction observations
were extracted from the ISD and further processed as described below. This is the same general wind
speed data set used by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) for developing design
wind speeds reported in the Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures (Pinter et al.
2015, ASCE 2017).

The primary source of wind data used in the EVA was from the automated surface observing system
(ASOS) which automated and standardized surface weather data collection in the United States (Powell
1993). The ISD contains pre-ASOS wind speed data spanning a much longer interval than used in the
EVA. However, much of the reported pre-ASOS data was mandatory observations (e.g. hourly 1-min
average wind speed) that did not represent the maximum or fastest daily wind speed, and contained a
range of reported averaging periods. Two wind data types were accessed and used in the analysis: (1)
the mandatory wind observations which reports approximately hourly, and (2) the daily summary wind
observation which reports the fastest 2-min average wind speed and direction for the day. The hourly
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wind data were used for a preliminary assessment of maximum wind speed by direction due to the length
and number of wind observations. The fastest 2-min average wind speed from the daily summary were
the wind data used in the EVA.

Following wind data download from the ISD, several quality control (QC) checks and data processing
steps were conducted on the raw data to develop a maximum daily 2-min wind speed series. To better
support the EVA analysis missing daily maximum wind speed gaps were filled in with estimated values.
The following describes the basic QC and data processing procedures for the hourly wind data:

1.
2.

Remove any ISD reported suspect, erroneous, or missing data (NOAA 2018).

Conduct first differences analysis (I00S 2014) and remove any hourly wind speed data that is
equal to or greater than 10 times the standard deviation of the adjacent lead and lag wind
speeds. This represents extreme outlier removal.

Replace missing wind direction values in following order:

a. Set wind direction to lag value,
b. Set wind direction to lead value,
c. Set wind direction to the mean daily value for the period of record.

Conduct first differences analysis and identify, but do not delete, any wind speed that is equal to
or greater than 3 times the standard deviation of the adjacent lead and lag wind speeds.

Adjust wind speed to 10 m height using the following equations (CEM 2015; Pinter et al. 2015):

U* = UZ(I:) (1)

in (%)

U =< in () ©)

Zo

where U™ is the friction velocity, U, is the wind speed at height z above the surface (e.g. Uwo is
wind speed at 10 m), k is the von Karman constant (~0.41), and z, is the roughness height at the
surface (0.03 m in this analysis).

Adjust wind speed to 2-min average wind speed (wind speed typically reported as 1-min average
or 2-min average) using the following equations (CEM 2015):

U, /Useoo = 1.5334 — 0.15 log (£) for 3,600 <t<36,000s  (4)

with wind speed t, U, the wind speed at specified duration, and Us4,, the 1-hour (3,600 s) wind
speed.

Determine maximum daily windspeed from the available hourly data.

Fill in missing daily maximum wind speed and direction data by averaging the lead and lag
values.

The general QC and data processing procedures for the daily summary data (this was the ASOS data
that reported maximum 2-min average daily wind speed) is described below:

1.
2.

Remove any ISD reported erroneous or missing data (NOAA 2018).

Adjust wind speed to 10 m using equations (1) and (2) above; and convert 1-min to 2-min
average wind speed using equations (3) and (4). Only six values prior to 8 Feb 2001 had to be
converted.



3. Fillin missing daily maximum wind speed and direction data by using the maximum daily values
from the above processed hourly data.

4. Identify any ISD (NOAA 2018) reported suspect data, but do not delete the data.
5. Filter suspect data from step 4 using the following approach:

a. Find the maximum daily 3-sec peak wind gust data for Arcata/Eureka Airport from the
Pinter et al. 2015 data set, which, by definition, should be greater than any 2-min
maximum daily wind speed value. Convert the 3-sec peak gust wind speed to a 2-min
threshold wind speed (upper threshold limit) using equations (3) and (4).

b. Set any suspect data greater than the upper threshold limit to the maximum daily value
from the processed hourly data.

c. Set any suspect wind data equal to or less than the upper threshold limit, and less than
the maximum daily value from the processed hourly data to the hourly data value.

d. Keep any suspect wind data equal to or less than the upper threshold limit, and equal to
or greater than the maximum daily value from the processed hourly data.

Figure 1 shows the maximum daily 2-min wind speeds from the ASOS daily summary data after steps 1
to 4 above, but prior to removal of the data (step 5) above the upper threshold limit of 23.41 mps. The
upper limit threshold was determined as the maximum 3-sec peak wind speed (67.6 mph) from the Pinter
et al. 2015 data set adjusted to 2-min wind speed.
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Figure 1 Maximum daily 2-min wind speeds for the ASOS daily summary data adjusted to 10 m elevation prior to removing
outliers above the upper limit threshold of 23.41 mps.

The above procedures create two distinct maximum daily 2-min wind speed and direction data sets based
on the ISD data used (Table 1). At first glance the longer period of record for the hourly wind data (Temp
Max Day Wind Speed) would appear to be the best data for conducting the EVA. However, Figure 2
clearly shows that the shorter period data set (Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed), based on the daily
summary data, has higher maximum wind speeds and is the best data set to use for the EVA.



Table 1 Summary of processed Arcata/Eureka Airport wind speed and direction data from the ISD database used in the

extreme value analysis.

Number of Number of
Processed Processed
Period of Maximum Annual Maximum Daily
Data Set Record Values Values Data Type and Source
Temp Max Day Dec. 1949 to 72 26.329 Hourly 1-min and 2-min wind
Wind Speed 2021 ' speed; multiple data sources
Final Max Day 2- Maximum daily 2-min wind
min Wind Speed | 2001102021 21 7,669 speed; ASOS

Wind Speed (mps)

Final Max Day
2-min Wind Speed

Temp Max Day
Wind Speed

Figure 2 Box plot of maximum daily 2-min wind speeds for the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data set (n = 7,669,
generated from daily summary data) and the Temp Max Day Wind Speed (n = 26,329, generated from hourly data).

Extreme Value Analysis

Two different distribution functions were used in the EVA: (1) the generalized extreme value distribution
using block maxima (e.g. annual maximum), and (2) the peaks-over-threshold and Generalized Pareto
Distribution using daily maximum values. A theoretical definition, more detailed information, and an
explanation of the parameter estimation process for both distributions can be found in Coles (2001) and
Reiss and Thomas (2007). The EVA and parameter estimation were conducted with the R package
extRemes (Gilleland and Katz 2016). All model distribution parameters were estimated with the maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) approach (Coles 2001).

Generalized Extreme Value Distribution

The generalized extreme value (GEV) distribution describes the distribution of block maxima, typically
annual maximums. The GEV distribution cumulative function has the form

G(z) = exp {— [1 +¢ (?)]‘1/5}

(5)



where z are independent random variables, and u, o, and ¢ describe the location, scale and shape
parameters, respectively.

The GEV combines the Gumbel (Type I), Frechet (Type Il) and Weibull (Type Ill) families into one general
distribution. The shape parameter defines the type of distribution, with Gumbel (Type I), Frechet (Type II)
and Weibull (Type Ill) classes corresponding to cases with ¢ =0, £ > 1, and ¢ < 1, respectively. The
shape parameter also determines the shape of the function G (z). Negative shape factors (¢ < 1) have
convex return curves with an upper bound return height defined by u — o/¢; positive shape factors (£ > 1)
have concave curves with unbounded return heights; and a shape parameter of zero (¢ = 0) has a linear
curve with linear return heights (Coles 2001).

Once the parameters are estimated, the exceedance probability z, is determined by inverting equation 5:

zZ,=u-— §[1 —{~log(1 - p)}~¢] for & # 0, and (6a)

z, = u—olog{—log(1 —p)} foré =0 (6b)
where z, is the return level with return period 1/p.

A requirement of EVA is that the data be independent random variables (i.e. independent and identically
distributed), which requires that only one wind speed from each storm system be used (Palutikof et al.
1999, Coles 2001, Lombardo et al. 2009). For wind data the use of annual maximums for the GEV
analysis typically produce independent extremes (Palutikof et al. 1999). The annual maximums for the
Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data (Table 1) are shown in Figure 3. Although there appears to be a
small negative trend in the annual data, the trend slope is not significant (p > 0.1) indicating stationary
data.
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Figure 3 Annual maximum wind daily 2-min wind speeds for the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data set and the linear
trend slope and 95% confidence intervals.

Peaks-Over-Threshold and Generalized Pareto Distribution

A disadvantage of the GEV is the potential loss of data associated with block maxima modeling, such as
the annual maximum (Coles 2001). An alternative approach which avoids this disadvantage is the peaks-
over-threshold (POT) method that uses all extreme events over a high threshold and fits these



exceedances to a generalized pareto distribution (GPD), henceforth known as the POT/GPD method. The
GPD distribution cumulative function has the form

Ho) =1-(1+2) 7)

where y = x — u is the threshold excess conditional on x > u, u is the threshold value, x are independent
random variables, and g, = ¢ + &(u — u), with the remaining parameters (u, o, and ¢) the same as
equation (5).

Like the GEV, the shape parameter defines the curve shape of the function H(y). For £ > 1 (Type Il) the
distribution of excesses has no upper limit; for £ = 0 (Type |) the distribution is linear and unbounded; and
for & <1 (Type lll) the distribution has an upper bound of u — a,,/¢ (Coles 2001).

After parameter estimation, the level x,, that is exceeded on average once every m observations is
determined by

Xy = U+ % [(mg)~¢ — 1] for & # 0, and (8a)

Xm = u + o log(ing,) foré =0 (8b)

with x,,, the m observation return level with return period 1/m, and ¢, the probability of an individual
observation exceeding the threshold (u).

For N-year return levels, let n,, be the number of observations per year so that m = Nn,,. Therefore,
equations 8a and 8b become

Xy =u+ % [(Nny(u)_f - 1] for & # 0, and (9a)
Xy =u+o log(Nny(u) foré =0 (9b)

Coles (2001) defines a natural estimator of the exceedance probability ¢, as
== (10)

with k the number of exceedances, and n the total number of measurements.

POT/GPD Threshold Selection and Declustering

An initial threshold (u) estimate of 13.9 mps was determined as the minimum annual maximum value from
the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data (Table 1). This threshold value represents the approximate
98.5th percentile of the 7,669 daily wind speed observations. Review of the mean residual life plot and
threshold plots (not shown) indicate a threshold value of 13.9 mps appears reasonable (refer to Coles
(2001) for more details on mean residual and threshold plots).

As previously mentioned, a requirement for EVA is independent and identically distributed data, which
requires that only one wind speed from each storm system be used. Since windstorms, and other
environmental variables, tend to form clusters of wind speeds, wind data can have strong serial
correlation (Palutikof et al. 1999). To satisfy the data independence requirement it becomes necessary to
decluster the data, that is extract the maximum wind speed (above the threshold (u)) from the clustered
data and provide a minimum time length that observations need to be below the threshold before the next
event can be considered independent from the previous. For this analysis a declustering time of 4 days is
used, which has been used in other extreme wind speed analysis (Lombardo et al. 2009, Pinter et al.
2015).



Using a threshold (u) value of 13.9 mps and a declustering time of 4 days results in 87 exceedances over
21 years for the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data (Table 1). This provides an average number of
exceedances per year of 4.14 (87/21); and an exceedance probability ¢, of 0.01134 (87/(21x365.25)).

Figure 4 shows the declustered wind speed exceedances above the threshold for the Final Max Day 2-
min Wind Speed data (Table 1). The data also appear stationary over time due to the non-significant
slope in the trend (p > 0.1).
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Figure 4 Declustered 2-min maximum wind speed exceedances above the threshold for the Final Max Day 2-min Wind
Speed data set and the linear trend slope and 95% confidence intervals.

Results and Discussion

Results of the conducted extreme value analysis for the Arcata/Eureka Airport wind speed data are
provided in the following sections.

Peak Wind Speed by Wind Direction

Given the relatively small size of the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data sets, it was not possible to
conduct an EVA of wind speed by wind direction, due to the lack of daily maximum extreme wind speeds
from some wind directions (e.g. wind from the east). However, to provide some insight into peak wind
speeds by direction, a Gumbel (Type 1) distribution was fit to the maximum daily wind speeds by direction
(22.5° increments) for the larger Temp Max Day Wind Speed data set (Figure 5). Peak wind speeds for
three return levels (2-yr, 10-yr and 100-yr) were estimated. The use of the Gumbel provides a consistent
distribution for each direction with curve tails not affected by the shape parameter.

Results demonstrate that the fastest peak wind speeds tend to be from the southeast (112.5°) to north
(360°) directions, with peak winds from easterly directions being much lower. The maximum peak winds
appear to come from two dominant and opposing directions, southeast (135°) and northwest (315°).
Southeast winds are associated with winter storms from the south, and spring and summer high pressure
winds from the north.
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Figure 5 Peak wind speed estimates and 95% confidence intervals by wind direction from a Gumbel distribution using the

Temp Max Day Wind Speed data set for the 2-yr, 10-yr and 100-yr return levels.

GEV and POT/GPD Analysis

The GEV and POT/GPD analysis were based on the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data. The GEV
distribution was fit to the annual block maxima, and the GPD fitted to the daily maximums using a

threshold (u) value of 13.9 mps and a declustering time of 4 days as previously described. The estimated

parameters for both distributions are listed in Table 2, and summary diagnostic plots (from R package
extRemes) are provided in Figure 6 and Figure 7 for the GEV and GPD distributions, respectively.

Table 2 Summary of the GEV and POT/GPD distribution fits to the Arcata/Eureka Airport Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed

data set.

Extreme Value Distribution Types

Distribution Fitted Variables Units
GEV POT/GPD
Number of Samples # 21 87
Location (u) mps 16.692 (0.430) -
Parameters Scale (o) mps 1.753 (0.304) 2.528 (0.353)
(Standard Error) Shape (¢) - -0.236 (0.167) -0.267 (0.094)
Threshold (u) mps -- 13.86
Location (u) mps [15.849, 17.534] -
[95% Confidence Intervals] Scale (o) mps [1.156, 2.349] [1.836, 3.219]
Shape (£) - [-0.564, 0.091] [-0.451, -0.083]
2-yr mps 17.31[16.43, 18.18] 17.94 [16.82, 19.07]
[giiéué”ohﬁéif?;nmtiﬁﬁiq 10-yr mps 19.75 [18.67, 20.83] 19.82[18.11, 21.53]
100-yr mps 21.61[19.28, 23.94] 21.43 [18.25, 24.60]
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Figure 6 Diagnostic plots from R package extRemes (Gilleland and Katz 2016) for the annual maximum GEV distribution
for the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data set. Quantile-quantile plot (a); quantiles from distribution simulated data and
empirical quantiles (b); density plots of empirical data and fitted distribution (c); and return level plot (d).
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Figure 7 Diagnostic plots from R package extRemes (Gilleland and Katz 2016) for the daily maximum GPD distribution for
the Final Max Day 2-min Wind Speed data set. Quantile-quantile plot (a); quantiles from distribution simulated data and
empirical quantiles (b); density plots of empirical data and fitted distribution (c); and return level plot (d).



The diagnostic plots (Figure 6 and Figure 7) for both the GEV and GPD fitted models look reasonable. All
guantile plots (top row plots) appear linear, and all samples from the fitted distributions fall within the 95%
confidence bands (top right plots). Density function plots for both distributions are consistent with the
empirical data (bottom left plots), although the GPD distribution appears to best fit the empirical data. Due
to the negative shape factors (§) both return level curves are convex with an asymptotic upper limit
(bottom right plots). Both curves appear to represent the empirical data, and all data are within the 95%
confidence bands.

Return level estimates (Table 2) for both the GEV and GPD distributions are very similar, providing
confidence in both fitted distributions. The 95% confidence interval for the GEV shape factor does contain
zero indicating the possibility of shape factors being positive (Frechet), negative (Weibull), or zero
(Gumbel). However, the 95% shape factor interval contains almost all negative values providing evidence
that the fitted negative shape factor for the GEV is reasonable. The 95% confidence interval for the GPD
fitted shape factor contains all negative values providing strong evidence to support the negative GPD
shape factor.

Based on the longer sample record of the POT/GPD (87 samples) compared to the shorter GEV record
(21 samples), and the greater confidence in the negative GPD shape factor, the POT/GPD analysis was
considered the best approach for determining extreme wind speeds for the Arcata/Eureka Airport data.
The final extreme wind speed estimates are only provided for the POT/GPD analysis.

Final Extreme Wind Speed Estimates

The final extreme 2-min wind speed estimates from the POT/GPD analysis for the Arcata/Eureka Airport
data are provided in Table 3. The final wind speeds are provided in units of meters per second (mps) and
miles per hour (mph).

Table 3 Final extreme 2-min wind speed estimates from the POT/GPD analysis of the Arcata/Eureka Airport wind speed
data. All wind speeds have been adjusted to 2-min average duration and 10 m height.

Return Level Annual Extreme 2-min Wind Speed (mps) | Extreme 2-min Wind Speed (mph)
n) Exci(;j)ance Estimate 95% ClI Estimate 95% ClI
~1 ~100 16.85 [15.90, 17.79] 37.7 [35.6, 39.8]

1.053 95 16.94 [15.98, 17.90] 37.9 [35.7, 40.0]
1.25 80 17.22 [16.22, 18.23] 38.5 [36.3, 40.8]
15 66.67 17.51 [16.46, 18.57] 39.2 [36.8, 41.5]

2 50 17.94 [16.82, 19.07] 40.1 [37.6, 42.7]
5 20 19.11 [17.69, 20.53] 42.7 [39.6, 45.9]
10 10 19.82 [18.11, 21.53] 44.3 [40.5, 48.2]
25 4 20.58 [18.38, 22.78] 46.0 [41.1, 51.0]
50 2 21.04 [18.39, 23.70] 47.1 [41.1, 53.0]
100 1 21.43 [18.25, 24.60] 47.9 [40.8, 55.0]
200 0.5 21.75 [17.97, 25.52] 48.6 [40.2, 57.1]
500 0.2 22.09 [17.38, 26.79] 494 [38.9, 59.9]
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Wave Run-up Analyses



Wind Wave Attenuation and Runup Analysis for
the Natural Shoreline Infrastructure Project Area

Prepared by: Jeffrey K. Anderson
Affiliation: Northern Hydrology & Engineering
Date: 30 April 2022

Introduction and Purpose

The Natural Shoreline Infrastructure (NSI) project (Project) proposes to construct a natural shoreline
along a vulnerable segment of the Highway 101 transportation corridor within the Project area. The
natural shoreline design elements include (1) enhancing existing tidal wetlands; (2) constructing new tidal
wetlands to an approximate elevation of 2.16 m (7.07 ft); (3) constructing a sand/gravel beach along the
westerly edge of the tidal wetland to allow short-term marsh development following construction and
provide long-term erosion protection of the wetland edge; and (4) an upland transition zone to the
structure crest at an elevation of 3.5 m (11.5 ft). A goal of the proposed natural shoreline is to provide
wind-wave attenuation and reduce flood risk to the transportation corridor and provide a more natural and
resilient system for sea-level rise adaptation.

The purpose of this analysis is to determine wind-wave attenuation and wave runup at the Project area
for existing and proposed design conditions that considers wind setup, wave generation and dissipation
across North Bay, wind-wave attenuation at the shoreline, and wave run. This analysis was conducted in
Sl units (e.g. wave height in meters (m), wind speed as meters per second (mps)), and only final
tabulated results will be presented in English units.

Methods and Intermediate Results

The methodology for conducting the wind-wave analysis incorporates a numerical wave model and
numerous analytical approaches for determining specific wind and wave components for existing and
design conditions. The following provides a general overview of specific components of the wind-wave
analysis in the order they were estimated:

e Extreme water levels and tidal datum elevations,

e Extreme and typical wind speeds and direction,

e Fetch cross-section configuration, length and average water depth,

e Wind setup,

e Wave generation and dissipation along the cross-section (SWAN model), and
e Wave runup.

This section provides the methodology and intermediate results for each of the above components that
are ultimately integrated and combined into the final wind-wave attenuation and wave runup analysis.



Extreme Water Levels and Tidal Datum Levels

The coastal still water levels for this analysis came from the 2D model developed as part of the Humboldt
Bay sea-level rise modeling and inundation vulnerability mapping project (NHE, 2015). Estimates of
average tidal datum levels (e.g. mean higher high water (MHHW)) and extreme high-water levels were
extracted from five (5) grid cells adjacent to the Project area (Figure 1), and the average of the five grid
cells was used to represent existing water levels adjacent to the Project Area (Table 1). For this analysis,
water levels were referenced to Year 2012 in NAVD88.

Figure 1 Location of five (5) grid cells extracted from the NHE (2015) 2D model to provide tidal datum and extreme high-
water levels for the NSI Project area.

Table 1 Summary of average tidal datum and extreme high-water levels used for the NSI Project area wind-wave analysis
extracted from the NHE (2015) 2D model. Water levels are referenced to Year 2012.

Tidal Datum or Annual Exceedance Water Level
Return Level (yr)? Probability (%) (m, NAVDSS) (ft, NAVDSS)
MHHW 2.155 7.07
MMMW 2.562 8.41
2 50 2.858 9.38
10 10 3.050 10.01
100 100 3.251 10.67

1) MHHW = mean higher high water; and MMMW = mean monthly maximum water.
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Extreme Wind Speed and Direction

The extreme 2-min average wind speeds (Table 2) used for this wind-wave analysis were obtained from
the extreme wind speed analysis conducted for the Arcata/Eureka Airport as part of the NSI Project (see
appropriate Appendix). Results of the extreme wind analysis also demonstrated that the fastest peak wind
speeds tend to be from the northwest (315°) and southeast (135°) directions. For the NSI shoreline, the
wind-wave analysis will focus on winds from the northwest (315°), or wind blowing towards the southeast.
This wind direction represents winds blowing near perpendicular to the Project shoreline which provides
the most conservative condition for wind-wave analysis at the shoreline.

Table 2 Summary of extreme 2-min average wind speeds used for the NSI Project area wind-wave analysis from the
extreme wind analysis conducted for the Project.

Annual Exceedance Extreme 2-min Average Wind Speeds
Return Level (yr) Probability (%)
(mps) (mph)
1.053 95 16.94 37.9
2 50 17.94 40.1
10 10 19.82 44.3
100 100 21.43 47.9

Fetch Configuration, Length, and Average Water Depth

The fetch configuration for the wind-wave analysis generally followed a northwest (315°) to southeast
(135°) transect (Figure 2) consistent with the peak northwest wind direction affecting the Project
shoreline. The actual fetch cross section was adjusted slightly to maximize fetch length, avoid the small
island in the middle of North Bay, and cross the Project shoreline more-or-less perpendicular. This
resulted in the cross section having an actual orientation of 324° towards the northwest and 144° to the
southeast. The extreme winds will be applied along this fetch direction.



Figure 2 Fetch cross-section location in North Bay for the NSI Project area.

The fetch cross-section topography (Figure 3) was extracted at a 1 m resolution from the 2020 USGS
CoNED Topobathy DEM: Northern California (downloaded from: https://coast.noaa.gov/dataviewer).
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Figure 3 Fetch cross-section topography for existing condition showing the horizontal stillwater level at 2.5 m and the
stillwater plus wind setup for a 21.4 mps wind speed.

For this analysis two design conditions were assessed each with modifications to the exiting Project
shoreline (Figure 4). Design_Condition_RSP has the shoreline and rock slope protection (RSP) extending


https://coast.noaa.gov/dataviewer

to a crest elevation 3.50 m (11.5 ft) with no natural shoreline features. Design_Condition_NS has the
proposed natural shoreline design to the crest elevation with no RSP.
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Figure 4 Fetch cross-section topography enlarged to the NSI Project area showing Design_Condition_RSP and
Design_Condition_NS topography and project elements at the Project shoreline; horizontal stillwater level at 2.5 m.

Based on the cross-section configuration and bathymetry/topography, the fetch length and average water
depth along the fetch were estimated for each water level (Table 3). For this analysis fetch length and
average water depth were assumed the same for both design conditions, and will be used to support later
analysis.

Table 3 Summary of fetch length and average fetch water depth for the water levels used in the NSI Project area wind-
wave analysis. Water levels are referenced to Year 2012.

. Annual
Retur Level gn) | pExceedance | IGUEGE | Fetohtengih )| ARG
MHHW -- 2.155 6,992 2.452
MMMW -- 2.562 6,996 2.857
2 50 2.858 6,999 3.152
10 10 3.050 7,000 3.343
100 100 3.251 7,002 3.543

Wind Speed Adjustment for Duration and Fetch Length

In larger water bodies the wave generation process producing maximum fetch-limited wave heights
responds to average wind speeds over relatively long durations, for example a 30-min duration or longer
(CEM 2015). The wind duration that generates fetch-limited conditions is a function of wind speed and
fetch length, and it is often necessary to adjust extreme wind speeds to a fetch-limited duration wind



speed. For this analysis, the procedure outlined in CEM (2015) was used to adjust extreme wind speeds
to fetch-limited conditions.

The extreme 2-min average wind speeds (Table 2) are adjusted to the appropriate duration using the
following two equations (CEM 2015):

U, /Useoo = [1.277 + 0.296 tanh(0.9 log (45/t))]
Ut/U3600 = 1.5334 - 0.15 lOg(t)

fort< 3,600 s (1)
for 3,600 < t < 36,000 s )

with wind speed duration t, U, the wind speed at specified duration, and U, the 1-hour (3,600 s) wind
speed.

The time for waves to reach fetch-limited conditions for a given fetch length and wind speed is given by
(CEM 2015)

x0.67

tew = 77.23 553 3)

where t, ,, is the required for fetch-limited condition (s), x is the fetch length (m), u is the wind speed
(mps), and g is the gravitational constant 9.81 m/s2,

For wind speeds measured overland, the CEM (2015) procedure recommends increasing the wind speed
by a factor of 1.2 to represent overwater wind speeds for fetch lengths less than 16 km. Since the NSI
fetch length is ~ 7 km, the overland wind speed estimates were increased by the 1.2 factor.

Equations (1), (2) and (3) were iteratively used to adjust each extreme 2-min average wind speed to the
appropriate fetch-limited conditions and then factored by 1.2 to overwater conditions (Table 4). Although
fetch length is a function of water level (Table 3), the actual fetch lengths did not significantly change the
reported final adjusted wind speeds. The final adjusted wind speeds listed in Table 4 are the wind speeds
used in the wave setup, SWAN model and wave runup analysis.

Table 4 Summary of adjusted extreme wind speeds by wind speed and duration, and fetch length.

Annual Extreme 2- Adjusted Adjusted AdF'Iunsatled AdF'Iunsatled
Return Level | Exceedance | min Average wind Wind Speed ) ~dl
i . ; ; Wind Speed | Wind Speed
(yr) Probability Wind Speed Duration to to Duration

(%) (Mps) Fetch (min) (mps) [1.2 Factor] [1.2 Factor]

(mps) (mph)

1.053 95 16.94 87.2 14.14 16.96 38.0

2 50 17.94 85.5 15.00 18.00 40.3

10 10 19.82 82.6 16.61 19.93 44.6

100 100 21.43 80.4 17.98 21.58 48.3

wind Setup

Wind blowing over water exerts a shear stress on the water surface, which can alter water levels and
circulation patterns. Over large distances the change in water levels along the fetch can be significant
(known as wind setup), with increases in water level at the leeward end and decreases at the windward
end. For this analysis wind setup was estimated using the following equation (COE 1956, van Rinsum

2015):

h=05kYe R
gd
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(4)




where h is the wind setup (m), u,, is the wind speed (mps) at 10 m elevation, g is the gravitational
constant 9.81 m/s?, k is a friction constant (assumed 3.4 x 106 for this analysis), d is the average water
depth (m) across the fetch, and F is the fetch length (m). The average water depth and fetch lengths used
in the wave setup equation (4) for each water level are the values listed in Table 3, and the wind speeds
are the final duration and fetch adjusted overwater wind speeds (Table 4).

For each water level and wind speed, maximum wind setup (Table 5) was estimated at the leeward end
(at the Project shoreline) with equation (4), and then linearly interpolated across the fetch cross-section.
Figure 3 shows an example of the horizontal stillwater level and the stillwater level plus the interpolated
wind setup. The stillwater level plus interpolated wind setup is used as water level input for the wave
analysis (SWAN model) described in a later section.

Table 5 Summary of wind setup estimates at the NSI Project shoreline based on water levels (Table 3) and adjusted
overwater wind speeds (Table 5).

Water Level Return Level and Estimate (m)

) i MHHW MMMW 2-yr 10-yr 100-yr
Adjusted Overwater Wind

Speed Return Level (yr) and 2.452 2.857 3.152 3.343 3.543
Estimate (mps)

Wave Setup at NSI Project Shoreline (cm)

1.053-yr 16.96 14.2 12.2 11.1 10.4 9.9
2-yr 18.00 16.0 13.8 12.5 11.8 111
10-yr 19.93 19.6 16.9 15.3 14.4 13.6

100-yr 21.58 23.0 19.8 17.9 16.9 16.0

Wave Generation and Dissipation (SWAN Model)

The SWAN (Simulating WAves Nearshore) model was used to assess wave generation and dissipation of
wind-waves across North Bay and adjacent to the Project shoreline for both design conditions
(Design_Condition_RSP and Design_Condition_NS). SWAN is a third-generation wave action model that
accounts for wave generation, propagation, and dissipation from wind in coastal areas, lakes and
estuaries (The SWAN team 2021). The SWAN model can be configured as a 1D or 2D model and can be
used for stationary and nonstationary simulations. For more details on the SWAN model reference can be
made to Booij et al. (1999) and The SWAN team (2021).

Model Configuration

For this analysis SWAN was used in a 1D configuration and simulations were conducted as a stationary
model. The SWAN model was configured to generate short-crested waves from wind; account for wave
propagation from refraction, diffraction, and shoaling; and wave dissipation from whitecapping, nonlinear
wave-wave interactions, depth-induced breaking, bottom friction, and vegetation (The SWAN team 2021).
For this analysis, wave-induced setup was also estimated with SWAN.

The 1D Cartesian grid consisted of 1-m spaced nodes aligned with the 1-m fetch cross-sections for both
design conditions (Figures 3 and 4). Since wave data are not available at the site, calibration and
validation of the SWAN model was not possible, so the default SWAN values were used for most model
parameters. A few of the key SWAN parameters are listed below:

¢ Whitecapping based on Komen formulation,
e Depth-induced breaking index = 0.73, and



e Bottom friction based on the JONSWAP formulation, with a friction coefficient = 0.019 m?/s to
account for the smoother mudflat bed.

For Design_Condition_RSP wave dissipation from vegetation was not used. For Design_Condition_NS,
vegetation dissipation was implemented across the tidal wetland and upslope transition (Figure 4), with
the following parameters used to represent tidal wetland vegetation measured on the Elk River (Caltrout
et al. 2019):

e Plant height = 1.219 m,

e Plant diameter = 0.007 m,

¢ Number of stems = 365 stems/m2, and
e Drag coefficient = 0.5.

The design condition SWAN models were run for each water level (Table 1) and final extreme wind speed
(Table 4), resulting in 40 total simulations for both conditions. Prior to each simulation, the estimated
water level plus the interpolated wind setup were input into SWAN. For this analysis, the current velocity
was set to zero.

Wave Runup

The final component of the wave analysis was estimating wave runup at the Project shoreline. Wave
runup is the surge of water up a beach or structure face from a breaking wave. When the wave runup
exceeds the crest height of a structure, for example, overtopping can occur.

The 2% total wave runup (R) consists of three components (FEMA 2005): (1) static wave setup (77), (2)
dynamic wave setup (%), and (3) the incident wave runup (R;,.), so that

R=17+%+Rinc 5)

i 2
The two oscillating terms (7} + R;,,.) are typically combined statistically, for example as (2.0 72 + (%) )

The total wave runup is added to the estimated water level components described earlier (e.g. stillwater
level) to provide an estimate of the total water level (TWL).

The incident wave runup (R;,.) was determined using the Technical Advisory Committee for Water
Retaining Structures (TAW) method (van der Meer 2002) as modified in FEMA (2005):

Ry9% = Himo1.77V+YpYBYPSom 05 <ypéom <18 (6a)
1.6
RZ% = moyrybyByP <4-3 - m) 1.8 < ybfom (6b)

where

Ry, is the 2% runup = 20,

H,,, = the spectral significant wave height at the structure toe,

¥, = reduction factor for influence of surface roughness (assumed 0.6 for this analysis),

yp = reduction factor for influence of berm (assumed 1.0 for this analysis),

yg = reduction factor for influence of angled wave attack (assumed 1.0 for this analysis),

yp = reduction factor for influence of structure permeability (assumed 1.0 for this analysis), and
¢,m is @ modified Iribarren number defined by equation (7).

The modified Iribarren number is defined as follows:

_ mraw
Som = VHmo/Lm-1.0 (7)



where

myay = the slope of the structure determined iteratively per FEMA (2005, 2015),
L_1.0 = the deepwater wave length (gT2_, ,/2m),

Tm-1.0 = spectral wave period (T,/1.1), and

T, = peak wave period at the structure toe.

Consistent with the approach used by FEMA (2015) to determine wave runup and total water levels in
Humboldt Bay, wave runup was typically estimated along the existing shoreline where the shoreline is
primarily composed of a natural shoreline (without fringing tidal wetland) or shoreline structures. For
shorelines with a fringing tidal wetland, wave runup was not estimated as it was assumed the wetlands
would dissipate the incident waves. A similar approach was adopted for this analysis, where wave runup
was only estimated for Design_Condition_RSP along the armored shoreline. The Design_Condition_NS
SWAN modeling demonstrated that waves are dissipated across the natural shoreline tidal wetland
feature so wave runup does not occur. For Design_Condition_RSP simulations, the required wave
information for the TAW equation (6) was taken at the toe of the existing rock shoreline which is
approximately shown in Figure 4.

As noted in FEMA (2005, 2015), the TAW equation (6) is based on wave tank measurements which
accounts for wave setup landward of the structure toe. Consequently, FEMA (2005) recommends
reducing the dynamic setup to account for this. Also, if the incident waves have not broken prior to
reaching the structure toe, then wave setup is not included in the total runup. For all cases simulated in
this analysis, the water depth at the toe of the RSP structure is greater than 0.78 times the wave height
from the SWAN results, indicating that waves have not broken prior to reaching the structure toe and
dynamic wave setup (7j) was assumed zero. This is also consistent with the approach used by FEMA
(2015) for determining wave runup estimates in Humboldt Bay.

For this analysis, the final total water level (TWL) was estimated as
TWL = stillwater + wind setup + wave height (SWAN model) + Ry, (8)

It should be noted that the wave height determined by SWAN includes a small amount of static wave
setup (77), which could be positive for wave setup or negative for wave setdown depending on the
simulation condition.

Final Results and Discussion

The wind-wave attenuation and wave runup analysis consisted of 40 simulated cases total that created a
large amount of output data and potential results. Since the simulation results were used to support other
analysis for this study, the results were compiled into an interactive spreadsheet for dissemination to the
Project team. The remainder of this section provides summary results for all simulations, and graphical
results for a couple simulations to demonstrate wave effects for both design conditions.

The SWAN model results for wave height are not wave crest elevations, but the height of the wave from
trough to crest. Linear wave theory assumes that half of the wave height is above the stillwater level and
half is below for symmetric waves (Dean and Darlrymple 1991). Under this assumption, the wave crest
elevation would be determined by adding one-half of the wave height to the stillwater elevation. However,
for this analysis it was assumed that the waves where asymmetrical with 70% of the wave height above
the stillwater level, which is the assumption recommended by FEMA (2019); and the wave crest elevation
was determined as the stillwater level (includes wind setup) plus 0.7 times the wave height.



Wave Attenuation for Both Design Conditions

An example of the simulated wave generation and attenuation process across the entire cross-section for
Design_Condition_RSP is shown in Figure 5 for a water level of 2.562 m (MMMW) and wind speed of
19.82 mps (10% extreme wind). This figure shows wave generation from the windward end (Station 0)
with the wave crest elevation increasing across the entire fetch length to approximately Station 6,300
where the maximum wave height occurs. At approximately Station 6,300 the mudflat begins to increase in
elevation towards the Project shoreline (Station 7,000). The wave height and resulting wave crest
elevation begins to decrease from Station 6,300 towards shore as the wave energy dissipates across the
shallower mudfiat.
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Figure 5 Wave generation and dissipation across entire fetch cross-section for Design_Condition_RSP with a water level
of 2.562 m (MMMW) and wind speed of 19.82 mps (10% extreme wind). Vertical elevation truncated at -3 m.

To provide insight into how each design condition responds to different wind-wave conditions, results for
two simulations are provided. Figure 6 shows the stillwater level (including wind and wave setup) for
Design_Condition_NS, and wave crest elevations for both design conditions for a mean monthly
maximum water (MMMW) level (2.562 m) and the 10% extreme wind speed (19.82 mps). For this
simulation condition, both wave crests are attenuated at the shoreline and do not overtop the structure
crest. For Design_Condition_RSP the wave height does not dissipate much across the mudflat, and
results in a breaking wave along the structure face with wave runup approaching the crest of the
structure. The Design_Condition_NS wave height is significantly dissipated as the wave traverses the
sand/gravel beach and then the tidal wetland, with wave crest elevations approaching the stillwater level
at the upland transition.

Figure 7 shows the stillwater level for both design condition wave crest elevations at the 10% water level
(3.343 m) and the 18.00 mps 2% extreme wind speed. Under this wind and water level condition, the
wave height and resulting wave runup for Design_Condition_RSP overtops the structure crest. However,
the beach and tidal wetland dissipate the wave energy for Design_Condition_NS reducing the wave
height to the stillwater level at the upland transition.

For both simulation combinations, the proposed natural shoreline significantly reduces wave heights as
the wave traverses the sand/gravel beach and tidal wetland. Any residual wave height can easily be
dissipated along the upland transition, essentially preventing wave runup from occurring for the natural
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shoreline. However, for Design_Condition_ RSP wave runup occurs at the structure RSP for all simulated
conditions
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Figure 6 Wave generation and dissipation at Project shoreline for Design_Condition_RSP and Design_Condition_NS with
a water level of 2.562 m (MMMW) and wind speed of 19.82 mps (10% extreme wind).
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Figure 7 Wave generation and dissipation at Project shoreline for Design_Condition_RSP and Design_Condition_NS with
a water level of 3.343 m (10% extreme water level) and wind speed of 18.00 mps (2% extreme wind).
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Summary Results of Wave Crest and Wave Runup Elevations at the Project
Shoreline for Both Design Conditions

Table 6 provides a summary of maximum reach wave heights, wave run up or wave crest height at the
structure face, and the total water level at the bay edge of the structure face (either RSP or upland
transition) for simulated conditions (Design_Condition_RSP and Design_Condition_NS). A “Y” or “N” flag
is also provided if the total water level exceeds or does not exceed the structure crest elevation of 3.50 m
(11.5 ft), respectively.

To provide a preliminary assessment of the resiliency of both design conditions to sea-level rise, a simple
analysis was conducted using the simulated wind-wave results and a few basic assumptions. Assuming
that the mudflat and/or tidal wetland keeps pace with sea-level rise, and the wave response across these
features remains the same as existing conditions, then the sea-level rise estimate can just be added to
the total water level and relate the result to the structure crest elevation. Table 6 also contains a “Y” or “N”
flag indicating if the structure crest elevation is overtopped for 0.30 m (1 ft), 0.61 m (2 ft), and 0.91 m (3 ft)
of sea level rise.

Tabulated results clearly indicate that for existing conditions the proposed natural shoreline design
provides significant wind-wave attenuation and flood risk reduction at the Project shoreline compared to
just extending the RSP (hardening) at the existing shoreline. The proposed natural shoreline prevents
structure crest overtopping for all water levels and wind speeds analyzed. However, overtopping occurs
for the hardened shoreline at the 2-yr and greater water levels and all extreme wind events.

For 0.30 m (1 ft) of sea-level rise, the proposed natural shoreline provides wave attenuation and flood risk
reduction for the more frequent extreme events, but overtopping does occur for the less frequent events
(e.g. 10-yr and 100-yr events). However, overtopping for the hardened shoreline occurs at the monthly
water level (MMMW) and the more frequent extreme wind events. For 0.61 m (2 ft) of sea-level rise the
natural shoreline provides overtopping protection for the monthly sea levels (MMMW) and any extreme
wind condition, but overtopping occurs for all extreme water level and wind speed cases. The hardened
shoreline only provides overtopping protection for daily water levels (MHHW) and the more frequent
extreme wind speeds. By 0.91 m (3 ft) of sea-level rise the hardened shoreline is overtopped at daily
levels and any extreme wind event, while the natural shoreline will provide protection at the daily water
levels for all extreme wind events.

Based on sea-level rise projections (Figure 8) compiled by NHE (2018), 0.31 m (1 ft) of sea-level rise will
likely occur around 2050 for either the RCP 2.6 or 8.5 emission scenario. Thus, the proposed natural
shoreline should provide significant flood risk protection and sea-level rise resiliency for the Project
shoreline to at least year 2050, and moderate risk protection to approximately 0.61 m (2 ft) of sea-level
around year 2070.
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Table 6 Summary of maximum reach wave heights, wave run up or wave crest height at structure face, total water level at structure face, structure crest overtopping, and
sea-level effects at the Project shoreline for both design conditions (Design_Condition_RSP and Design_Condition_NS).

. Overtop Structure Crest Elevation
[ + -
Return Level S % -cC% 5+ E Wave Condition at Structure Face of 3.50 m (11.5 ft)
= o} > a =~
3 Q o SSE | 5085 oE sE | SEQ | 5E8 28 | 2o | N2 | 220
- n c Ex 8T oI = o == =-0 == 0 == 20 20 L a
- o =c 2c3Z T 5 = —_osS —_ oS n T e = 1S = S =
£ 2 2 g5 |==8 = c X2 | 832 | 832 | x5 | og% | o3& | Sgk
g S A =T 773 x ST e -z ez wo g n g N g )
RSP 2.299 0.489 -- 2.788 9.15 N N N Y
MHHW 1.053-yr 0.739
NS 2.347 -- 0.041 2.387 7.83 N N N N
RSP 2.318 0.533 -- 2.851 9.35 N N N Y
MHHW 2-yr 0.779
NS 2.364 -- 0.047 2.411 7.91 N N N N
RSP 2.354 0.578 -- 2.932 9.62 N N Y Y
MHHW 10-yr 0.835
NS 2.400 -- 0.059 2.458 8.07 N N N N
RSP 2.389 0.616 -- 3.005 9.86 N N Y Y
MHHW 100-yr 0.882
NS 2.432 -- 0.067 2.499 8.20 N N N N
RSP 2.683 0.654 -- 3.336 10.95 N Y Y Y
MMMW 1.053-yr 0.784
NS 2.717 -- 0.071 2.788 9.15 N N N Y
RSP 2.699 0.684 -- 3.383 11.10 N Y Y Y
MMMW 2-yr 0.836
NS 2.734 -- 0.077 2.811 9.22 N N N Y
RSP 2.731 0.734 -- 3.465 11.37 N Y Y Y
MMMW 10-yr 0.927
NS 2.768 -- 0.086 2.854 9.36 N N N Y
RSP 2.761 0.786 -- 3.547 11.64 Y Y Y Y
MMMW 100-yr 0.990
NS 2.805 -- 0.013 2.818 9.24 N N N Y
RSP 2.965 0.700 -- 3.665 12.03 Y Y Y Y
2-yr 1.053-yr 0.807
NS 2.997 -- 0.016 3.013 9.89 N N Y Y
RSP 2.980 0.733 -- 3.712 12.18 Y Y Y Y
2-yr 2-yr 0.861
NS 3.013 -- 0.026 3.039 9.97 N N Y Y
RSP 3.009 0.795 -- 3.804 12.48 Y Y Y Y
2-yr 10-yr 0.966
NS 3.046 -- 0.020 3.066 10.06 N N Y Y
RSP 3.036 0.848 -- 3.884 12.74 Y Y Y Y
2-yr 100-yr 1.044
NS 3.075 -- 0.000 3.075 10.09 N N Y Y




Table 6-Continued Summary of maximum reach wave heights, wave run up or wave crest height at structure face, total water level at structure face, structure crest
overtopping, and sea-level effects at the Project shoreline for both design conditions (Design_Condition_RSP and Design_Condition_NS).
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Figure 8 Local sea level rise projections at North Spit for RCP 8.5 and RCP 2.6 emission scenario (NHE 2018). The 5% and
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1 INTRODUCTION

Integral Consulting Inc. (Integral) performed a SEDflume study to determine erodibility
parameters of mudflats within Humboldt Bay, California. Integral tested three samples
collected by the SHN Engineers & Geologists, Inc. (SHN) team. Collection occurred on June 1,
2021, during low tide when the mudflats were exposed. Sample locations are highlighted on the
map in Appendix A. The SHN team collected two samples at each of the three study locations
and securely shipped all six to Integral’s laboratory in Santa Cruz, California. Samples were
delivered on June 8, 2021, and one sample from each location was chosen for testing. The longer
of the two samples was analyzed using SEDflume to measure erosion rates, determine critical
shear stresses, and quantify particle size distributions and bulk densities.

The following sections of this report describe the methods used during the SEDflume testing
and supplemental analyses (Section 2) and provide findings for each of the three samples,
including a description of the core, observations during erosion testing, and results (Section 3).
Data from particle size distribution via laser diffraction is included in Appendix B. Appendix C
includes data generated from the SEDflume study in a MATLAB “.mat” file labeled
“H_Bay_SEDflume_data.mat”. A “readme” is also included outlining the variables within the
file.
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2 EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES

Detailed descriptions of SEDflume analysis and its application are given in McNeil et al. (1996),
Jepsen et al. (1997), and Roberts et al. (1998). The following sections supplement those reports
with a general description of the SEDflume analysis procedures used in this study. Supplemental
analyses of grain size distribution using laser diffraction (ISO Standard 13-320), water content
(ASTM Method D2216-05), bulk density (ASTM Method D2216-10; Hakanson and Jansson 1983),
and loss on ignition (ASTM Method D7348-13) were also implemented at the beginning of each
depth interval to quantify physical sediment characteristics.

2.1 SEDFLUME SETUP

A SEDflume is essentially a straight flume with an open bottom section through which a
rectangular, cross-sectional core barrel containing sediment can be inserted (Figure 1). The main
components of the flume are the water tank, pump, inlet flow converter (which establishes uniform,
fully developed, turbulent flow), the main duct, test section, hydraulic jack, and the core barrel
containing sediment (Figure 2). The core barrel, test section, flow inlet section, and flow exit section
are made of transparent acrylic so that the sediment-water interactions can be observed visually.
The core barrel has a rectangular cross section, 10 by 15 cm, and a length of 60 cm.

TOP VIEW e 120 em {=-15 cm—=|
f o gepge
PUMP T T
Duct Test Section
SIDE VIEW l
= 4
PUMP 2ot

CORE

PISTON

Figure 1.  Schematic of SEDflume Setup Showing Top and Side Views (McNeil et al. 1996)
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Hydraulic
Jack

. d

Figure 2. SEDflume in Integral’s Laboratory, Santa Cruz, California

Water is pumped from a 300-gallon storage tank into a 5-cm-diameter pipe and then through the
flow converter into the main duct. The duct is rectangular, 2 cm in height, 10 cm in width, and 120
cm in length; it connects to the test section, which has the same cross-sectional area (2 by 10 cm)
and is 15 cm long. The flow converter changes the shape of the cross section from circular to
rectangular while maintaining a constant cross-sectional area. A ball valve regulates the amount
of water entering the flume so that the flow rates can be carefully controlled. The flume also has a
small valve immediately downstream from the test section that opens to the atmosphere,
preventing a pressure vacuum from forming and enhancing erosion.

At the start of each test, a core barrel and the sediment it contains are inserted into the bottom of
the test section. The sediment surface is aligned with the bottom of the SEDflume channel. When
fully enclosed, water is forced through the duct and test section over the surface of the sediment.
The shear stress produced by the flow and imparted on the particles causes sediment erosion. As
the sediment on the surface of the core erodes, the remaining sediment in the core barrel is slowly
moved upward so that the sediment-water interface remains level with the bottom of the flume.

An operator moves the sediment upward using a hydraulically controlled piston that is inside the
core barrel. The jack is driven by a release of pressure that is regulated with a switch and valve
system. In this manner, the sediment can be raised and made level with the bottom of the test
section. The movement of the hydraulic jack can be controlled for measurable increments as small
as 0.5 mm.
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2.2 MEASUREMENTS OF SEDIMENT EROSION RATE

At the start of each core analysis, an initial reference measurement is made of the starting core
length. The flume is then operated at a specific flow rate corresponding to a particular shear
stress, and sediment is eroded (McNeil et al. 1996; Jepsen et al. 1997). As erosion proceeds, the
core is raised, if needed, to keep the core’s surface level with the bottom of the flume. This process
is continued until either 10 minutes has elapsed or the core has been raised roughly 2 cm. The
erosion rate for the applied shear stress is then calculated as:

Az
E=— [1]
T
Where:
E = erosion rate
Az = distance that sediment is raised during a particular measurement period
T = measurement time interval

Because material is eroded and the core structure is broken down, repetitive erosion
measurements at a given depth are not possible. The following procedures were performed for all
cores to best determine the erosion rate at several different shear stresses and depths using only
one core:

1. The core was inserted into the bottom of the SEDflume test section.
2. The total length of sediment in the core barrel was measured and recorded.

3. Two 5 g (approximately) subsamples of sediment from the core surface were collected
using a clean spoon to be used in particle size distribution and bulk density
measurements. Sediment sampling was constrained to the downstream (relative to the
SEDflume flow direction) end of the sediment surface, to minimize potential scour effects.

4. Shear stresses (from low to high) were applied to the core’s surface, and sediment erosion
was measured (if it occurred; 0.5 mm of erosion in 10 minutes was considered
quantifiable). Applied shear stresses started at 0.1 pascal (Pa) and were sequentially
doubled until a given shear stress caused approximately 2 cm of erosion in 20 seconds, or
a maximum of 5 cm was eroded in a given interval (defined as a continuous succession of
increasing shear stress cycles where erosion is measured). Each shear stress cycle was
applied for a minimum of 20 seconds and a maximum of 10 minutes. To the extent
possible, no more than 2 cm of sediment was allowed to erode at a single shear stress.

5. Once the threshold —2 c¢m of erosion in 20 seconds, or a maximum of 5 cm of erosion in a
single interval —was met, a new depth interval was started and the testing process of
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Steps 3 and 4 was repeated.! Depth intervals are defined as a set of applied shears with an
associated set of aliquots for physical parameter testing. Also, if the sediment composition
changed noticeably in appearance or erosion properties, the depth interval was stopped,
sediment subsamples were collected, and a new depth interval was started (Step 4).

6. Where practicable, at least three and up to five depth intervals were tested per core.

2.2.1 Determination of Critical Shear Stress

The critical shear stress of a sediment bed, t«, is the applied shear stress at which sediment
motion is initiated. In this study, it is operationally defined as the shear stress required to produce
0.001 mm of erosion in 1 second. This represents an erosion rate of 10 cm/s, or roughly 1 mm of
erosion in 15 minutes.?

Because it is difficult to measure T« exactly at the 10+ cm/s threshold, erosion was instead
measured over a range of shear stresses designed to bracket the initiation of erosion threshold.
The highest applied shear stress where erosion did not occur is defined by Tno, and Tsirst is the
lowest applied shear stress where erosion did occur.

Using the measured erosion rate data in each depth interval, a power law regression analysis
(described below) was employed to determine the shear stress (Tpower) required to cause 10 cm/s
of erosion. The bracketed shear stress values (to and t1) and Tpower were assimilated, and the
critical shear stress of each interval was then chosen according to the following criteria (where Tno
and st are determined directly from the SEDflume measurements):

o If Tno < Tpower < Trirst, then Tpower was the selected critical shear stress, T, for the interval.

e If Tno > Tpower, then tno was the selected critical shear stress for the interval.

o If Tpower 2 Thrst, then Tt was the selected critical shear stress for the interval.

o If r2 < r2mresh, then Tinear was selected as the critical shear stress for the interval.

The T criteria allowed for selection of critical shear stresses using the power law results where
the regression analysis was in agreement with measured erosion rate data.

1If a particular shear stress did not cause any observable erosion over a 10-minute period for consecutive depth
intervals (e.g., less than 0.5 mm eroded in 10 minutes), that shear stress was removed from subsequent testing cycles;
higher shear stresses were added, as appropriate, to attempt to measure at least three erosion rates.

2 Though other definitions of critical shear stress erosion rate thresholds can be argued (and considered valid), the value
of 10 cm/s threshold is used here for consistency with previous SEDflume efforts and to keep testing times to a
practical duration.
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2.2.2 Power Law Regression

Following the methods of Roberts et al. (1998), the erosion rates for sediment can be
approximated by the power law regression:

E - Az_npm [2]
Where:
E = erosion rate (cm/s)
T = bed shear stress (Pa)
P = sediment bulk density (g/cm?)
A,n,andm = constants that depend on sediment characteristics

The equation used in the present analysis is an abbreviated variation of Equation 2:
E=47" [3]

where the constant A is a function of the sediment bulk density and other difficult properties to
measure, such as sediment geochemistry and biological influences. The variation of erosion rate
with density typically cannot be determined for field sediment because of natural variation in
other sediment properties (e.g., mineralogy, particle size, and electrochemical forces). Therefore,
the density term from the equation above, for a particular interval of approximately constant
density, is incorporated into the constant A.

For each depth interval, the measured erosion rates (E) and applied shear stresses (t) were used to
determine the A and 7 constants that provide a best-fit power law curve to the data for that
interval. Good regression fits of these parameters, where they existed, were then used to estimate
the critical shear stress for the respective intervals. A coefficient of determination (1) of 0.70 was
used as a threshold criterion for acceptance.?

2.3 MEASUREMENT OF SEDIMENT BULK PROPERTIES

In addition to the measurement of erosion rates during the analysis, sediment subsamples were
periodically collected at depth to determine the water content, particle size distribution, and loss
on ignition of the sediment in each core. Water content and loss on ignition values are

3The coefficient of determination, 12, is a function of Pearson’s r, which is a measure of the linear dependence
(correlation) between two variables. Pearson’s r can be positive or negative, and is a value between -1 and +1.
The more common usage of the correlation coefficient is to square Pearson’s 7, 1, and report that value.
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incorporated into the determination of wet and dry bulk densities. Subsamples were collected
from the undisturbed core surface (prior to analysis) as well as the sediment surface at the
beginning of each subsequent depth interval. Samples were weighed, dried, and reweighed to
determine the mass of water. Samples were then subjected to sufficient heat to ignite the organic
material to determine loss on ignition.

Wet bulk density was determined by first measuring the wet and dry weight of the collected
sample to determine the water content (W) as described in Hakanson and Jansson (1983):

M, -M
M, [4]
Where:
W = water content
Mw = wet weight of sample
Mas = dry weight of sample

For the determination of wet bulk density, water content in this formulation has a value from 0 to
1. Wet bulk densities were then determined using the method described by Hakanson and
Jansson (1983):

B (100 = pg) [5]
Pwet =
100 + (W + 1G)(ps — 1)
Where
po = density of water (assumed 1 g/cm?)
ps = density of sediment particle (assumed 2.65 g/cm?)
IG = %]loss onignition based on wet weight (ASTM Method D7348-13)

Dry bulk densities are based on the moisture content (MC) defined by ASTM D2216-05 as

_ My — Mg [6]
MC ==

This formulation represents the ratio of water to solids. Using the moisture content value, dry
bulk densities were calculated using the following relationship:

Pwet
Pary =T hc 7
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Particle size distributions were determined using laser diffraction analysis at Integral’s laboratory
in Santa Cruz, California. Sediment samples were screened with a 2,000-pum sieve to remove large
pieces of organic material, dispersed in water, and inserted into a Beckman Coulter LS 13-320
laser diffraction analyzer. Each sample was analyzed in three 1-minute intervals, and the results
of the three analyses were averaged automatically by the instrument. The Beckman Coulter LS 13-
320 measures volumetric distribution of particles from 0.4 to 2,000 um. Caution should be taken
when comparing directly to more narrowly ranged instruments such as a laser in situ scattering
and transmissometry (LISST) instrument or traditional mass-based sieve and hydrometer studies.
A LISST measures aggregated particles in the natural environment and has detection ranges
different from that of the desktop instrument. Use of the Beckman Coulter involves the
disaggregation of particles, so any direct comparison must consider these factors.

The relationships used to determine sediment bulk properties are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Parameters Measured and Computed during the SEDflume Analysis

Internal
Measurement Definition Units Detection Limit Consistency
Water Content M,-M, Dimensionless 0.001 ginsample 0<W <1
W= M weight ranging
v from 1t0 50 g
Moisture Content MC = M,, — M, Dimensionless 0.001 g in sample
My weight ranging
from 110 50 g
Wet Bulk Density _ (100 * p) g/cm? 0.001 ginsample pw< pwet< 2.6
Pwet =100+ (W +16) (ps — 1) weight ranging Pw
from 1to0 50 g
Dry Bulk Density Dury = Pwet g/cm? 0.001 gin sample  pw<pdry<Pwet
@y 14+ MC weight ranging
from 1t0 50 g
Particle Size Distribution of particle sizes by um Method specific 1 pm < grain
Distribution below volume percentage using laser size < 2,000 um
2,000 um diffraction

Notes:

Mw = wet weight of sample

Ma = dry weight of sample

pw = density of water (assumed 1 g/cm?3)

ps = density of sediment particle (assumed 2.65 g/cm3)
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3 RESULTS

This section contains both qualitative and quantitative findings from the SEDflume analysis.
Results are provided on a core-by-core basis. Appendix B contains additional grain size
statistics and distribution plots for each interval in each core. As well as raw data from the grain
size analysis.

Results are presented both graphically and in tabular form. Erosion rates at applied shear
stresses are shown with depths adjacent to an image of the core. The indication of no erosion
measured refers to the thin dotted line at 105 cm/s. As described in the previous sections, values
of 10~ cm/s are defined as the erosion rate related to minimum measurable critical shear stress.

A table of median particle sizes, wet and dry bulk densities, loss on ignition, greatest applied
shear with no erosion measured, first applied shear with erosion measured, and two derived
critical shears are presented. The power law-derived critical shear was determined using the A
and n values described in Section 2.2.2, and linear fit results are provided. Tables of the derived
constants A and n resulting from the power law fit, along with the 12 value for each interval are
also included for reference. Values of A can vary by orders of magnitude. Values of n typically
range from 1 to 4, and values outside of this range may also indicate a spurious data fit. A
column labeled “Recommended Critical Shear” provides the value based on the criteria
outlined in Section 2.2.1.

Qualitative descriptions of the type of erosion are included when necessary to highlight
changing processes. Erosion of the core surface generally occurs via individual particles
becoming suspended, aggregated clumps of sediment (clump erosion) breaking off causing an
uneven surface, or sheets of material peeling off the sediment bed. Non-cohesive materials such
as sands will erode as individual particles. Fine-grained sediment such as silts and clays can
bind together and will move together under an applied shear. Cracks and uneven
sedimentation may cause this bonded sediment to move together as clumps. Sediment
deposited cyclically may deposit in uniform layers and can erode as thin sheets.

3.1 CORE A1

Core Al was collected on June 1, 2021, by SHN Engineering staff. The core contains dark-olive
gray to dark-gray fat clay with traces of biotic activity and organic matter, including very thin
red worms, fibrous plant matter, and small twigs and leaf detritus. A dark-orange oxidized
layer is present 1-2 cm below the surface, and dark-gray to black patches of soil are common
20-23 cm below the surface. A photograph of Core Al aligned vertically with the
corresponding erosion rate data is presented in Figure 3.
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Shear stresses ranging between 0.1 and 12.8 Pa were applied to the core in five test intervals.
Derived critical shear stresses generally increased with depth, ranging from 0.27 Pa at the
surface to 1.6 Pa in the fifth interval 16.6 to 23.2 cm from the surface. Fibrous organic matter
may have contributed to soil cohesion in intervals four and five (Figure 4). The interval average
critical shear stress was 0.88 Pa (Table 2). Disaggregated grainsize distributions ranged from
clay to coarse silt with a predominantly fine silt composition (Figure 5). Particle size
distributions decreased slightly throughout the core while bulk density generally increased
(Figure 6, Table 2).

Sediment generally eroded in small 0.25-0.5 cm clumps and mats during various intervals,
while occasionally experiencing large (>2 cm depth) failure events, primarily along weak
fractured layers within the sediment core, as well as adjacent to clumps of fibrous organic
matter. Power law fit parameters relating shear stress and erosion rate are provided for four of
the five intervals and fall within typical ranges for cohesive sediment (Table 3). Data collected
in Interval 4 resulted in a low r2 value, and coefficients and derived critical shear stresses are not
reported.
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< - 0.2 Pa

--m-- 0.4 Pa

—p>— 0.8 Pa

13 -®-1.6Pa

--¥---3.2 Pa
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Figure 3.  Photograph of Core A1 Aligned Vertically with Corresponding Erosion Rates.
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Fibrous Organic Matter Contributing to Soil Cohesion While Test Is Underway (A); Following
Large Failure Erosion Event (B).

Figure 4.
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Figure 5. Core A1 Particle Size Distribution with Depth.
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Figure 6. Wet Bulk Density and Median Particle Size (Dso) with Depth for Core A1.

Table 2. Median Particle Size, Bulk Density, and Critical Shear Stress with Depth for Core A1

Median Wet Loss

Sample  Grain Bulk Dry Bulk on T_Crit T _cit Recommended

Depth Size Density  Density Ignition 7T_no T_fist Linear Power  Critical Shear
(cm) (um)  (g/cm”3) (g/cm”3) (%) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa)
0 11.42 1.06 0.18 7.7% 0.2 0.4 0.26 0.27 0.27
5.6 10.29 1.31 0.59 6.1% 0.4 0.8 0.64 0.69 0.69
8 11.76 1.37 0.67 6.1% 0.4 0.8 0.64 0.55 0.55
11.1 5.74 1.28 0.55 7.6% 0.8 1.6 1.28 1.28
16.6 9 1.22 0.45 7.3% 1.6 3.2 1.92 1.35 1.6
28.2 5.81 1.51 0.87 4.9% - - -
Mean 9.00 1.29 0.55 6.6% 068 1.36 0.95 0.72 0.88

Notes:
--- = No measurement taken or value computed
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Table 3. Power Law Best-Fit Variables for Specified Depth Intervals in Core A1

Depth Start Depth Finish

Interval (cm) (cm) A n r2
1 0 5.6 2.37E-05 1.47 0.85
2 5.6 8 4 44E-07 2.8 0.94
3 8 111 8.48E-06 1.45 0.96
4 111 16.6 -—-- -—-- 0.44
5 16.9 18.5 3.75E-06 1.26 0.85
Notes:

--- = No value computed

3.2 CORE B1

Core B1 was collected on June 1, 2021, by SHN Engineering staff. The core contains yellowish-
orange light-gray to dark-gray fat clay with traces of biotic activity and organic matter
throughout, including very thin red worms, and small twig and leaf detritus (Figure 7). Dark-
gray to black 0.5-1 cm patches are present 4-8 cm below the surface, typically with a dark-
orange outline. At 18 cm below the surface, a layer of organic debris including shell fragments,
twig and leaf detritus, and small worms was exposed (Figure 8). A photograph of Core B1
aligned vertically with the corresponding erosion rate data is presented in Figure 7.

Shear stresses ranging between 0.1 and 6.4 Pa were applied to the core in four test intervals.
Derived critical shear stresses generally increased with depth, ranging from 0.4 Pa at the surface
to 0.8 Pa in the fourth interval 10.0 to 15.5 cm from the surface. The interval average critical
shear stress was 0.61 Pa (Table 4). Sediment grainsizes ranged from clay to very fine sand with
a D50 consisting of silty sediment (Figure 9). Particle size distributions increased slightly
throughout the core, as did the bulk density (Figure 10, Table 4).

Sediment generally eroded in small 0.25-0.5 cm clumps and mats during various intervals,
while occasionally experiencing medium (>0.5 cm depth) failure events primarily along weak
fractured layers within the sediment core. Power law fit parameters relating shear stress and
erosion rate are provided for the four intervals and fall within typical ranges for cohesive
sediment (Table 5).
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Figure 7.  Photograph of Core B1 Aligned Vertically with Corresponding Erosion Rates.

{

Figure 8.  Layer of Organic Detritus in Core B1, Including Shells, Leaves, and Worms Located 18 cm
from the Surface.
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Figure 10. Wet Bulk Density and Median Particle Size (Dso) with Depth for Core A1.
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Table 4. Median Particle Size, Bulk Density, and Critical Shear Stress with Depth for Core B1

Median Wet

Sample Grain Bulk Dry Bulk  Loss on T_cit T _cit Recommended

Depth Size Density  Density Ignition T no T _first Linear Power  Critical Shear
(cm) (um) (g/cm”3) (g/cm”3) (%) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa)
0 10.62 1.24 0.47 6.9% 0.2 04 0.32 04 04
4.4 15.39 1.28 0.53 6.2% 0.4 0.8 0.64 0.71 0.71
7.3 10.42 1.37 0.68 6.2% 04 0.8 0.52 0.52 0.52
10 9.48 1.36 0.66 6.3% 0.8 1.6 0.87 0.79 0.8
15.5 28.76 1.52 0.9 3.7% -—-- -—-- -—--
Mean 14.93 1.35 0.65 5.9% 045 0.90 0.59 0.61 0.61

Notes:

--- = No measurement taken

Table 5. Power Law Best-Fit Variables for Specified Depth Intervals in Core B1

Depth Start Depth Finish
Interval (cm) (cm) A n rh2
1 0 4 8.28652E-06 1.8 0.75
2 4.4 7.3 1.57279E-07 3.29 0.92
3 7.3 10 2.07454E-06 2.34 0.97
4 10 14.7 2.00902E-07 3.00 0.99
3.3 CORE C2

Core C2 was collected on June 1, 2021, by SHN Engineering staff. The core contains light to
olive gray fat clay with traces of biotic activity and organic matter including very thin red
worms, fibrous plant matter, and small twigs and leaf detritus. Patches of dark-orange oxidized
soil are present 0-2 cm below the surface. A void, likely formed during core collection, between

sediment and the inner core casing is observed 7-18 cm below the surface. A photograph of

Core C2 aligned vertically with the corresponding erosion rate data is presented in Figure 11.

Shear stresses ranging between 0.1 and 12.8 Pa were applied to the core in five test intervals.
Derived critical shear stresses generally increased with depth, ranging from 1.3 Pa at the surface
to 3.22 Pa in the fifth interval (Table 6). The interval average critical shear stress was 2.28 Pa
(Table 6). Average median grain size and wet bulk density was 11.07 um and 1.23 g/cm?,

respectively (Figure 12, Table 6). Particle size distributions generally decreased slightly

throughout the core along with bulk density, though in the second interval both parameters

increased (Figure 13).

Integral Consulting Inc.
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Sediment generally eroded in small 0.25-0.5 cm clumps and mats during intervals one, two and
three. Avery large (>3 cm depth) failure event occurred in interval 4 during the application of
6.4 Pa. The failure event appeared to occur along weak fractured layers within the sediment
core. The shear stress test was redone and data from the failure event was not included in the
analysis. Power law fit parameters relating shear stress and erosion rate are provided and fall
within typical ranges for cohesive sediment (Table 7).
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Figure 11. Photograph of Core C2 Aligned Vertically with Corresponding Erosion Rates.
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Figure 12. Core C2 Particle Size Distribution with Depth.
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Figure 13. Wet Bulk Density and Median Particle Size (Dso) with Depth for Core C2.
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Humboldt Bay, CA July 2021
Table 6. Median Particle Size, Bulk Density, and Critical Shear Stress with Depth for Core C2
Median Wet Loss
Sample  Grain Bulk Dry Bulk on T_Grit T _cit Recommended
Depth Size Density  Density Igniton  T_no T_ first Linear Power Critical Shear
(cm) (um)  (g/lcm”3) (g/cm”"3) (%) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa) (Pa)
0 10.69 1.35 0.64 5.6% 0.8 1.6 1.28 1.3 1.3
5 27.19 1.39 0.71 5.4% 1.6 3.2 1.74 1.61 1.61
9.9 7.06 1.13 0.33 10.5% 1.6 3.2 2.56 2.69 2.69
15.9 5.31 1.13 0.32 9.6% 1.6 3.2 2.56 2.54 2.54
22 5.1 1.13 0.3 8.4% --- ---
Mean 11.07 1.226 0.46 7.9% 1.4 2.8 2.04 2.04 2.04
Notes:

-- = No value computed

Table 7. Power Law Best-Fit Variables for Specified Depth Intervals in Core C2
Depth Start  Depth Finish
Interval (cm) (cm) A n rh2
1 0 5 3.21E-07 2.24 0.97
2 5 9.9 3.12E-08 2.9 0.98
3 9.9 15.9 2.98E-09 3.17 0.99
4 15.9 22 3.52E-08 2.46 1.00
Notes:

-- = No value computed

Integral Consulting Inc.
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Phone: (707) 441-8855 Email: info@shn-engr.com Web: shn-engr.com
812 W. Wabash Avenue, Eureka, CA 95501-2138

Reference: 021094
July 7, 2021

County of Humboldt

Department of Public Works-Environmental Services
Attn: Hank Seemann

1106 Second Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Subject: Bay Mud and Marsh Sampling Along the Margin of Humboldt Bay,
Brainard to Bracut, for the “Humboldt Bay Living Shoreline Project”

Hank Seemann:

This report presents a description of the methods and results of sampling and hand augering at a series
of representative sites along the margin of Humboldt Bay as part of the “Natural Shoreline
Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration and Transportation Corridor
Protection Project.” The subject sampling was coordinated through Jeremy Svelha of GHD, Inc., the
project engineer. The work scope described herein was developed based on a Sediment Sampling Map
and discussion provided by GHD.

The study area is located along the bay shoreline between the Brainard and Bracut industrial (former
mill) sites and is shown on the attached figure.

The work consisted of two phases:
1. Collection of bay mud samples from three locations on the mud flat for flume testing

2. Hand augering at five locations on marsh remnants along the bay shoreline. Soil stratigraphy in
these 2- to 6-foot-deep auger borings was logged, and a sample was collected from the upper
1-foot of soil and laboratory tested for organic content and salinity.

Bay Mud Sampling
The three bay mud sampling sites are shown on the attached sample location map. The sites are all
located on the mud flat between 600 (sites A, C) and 1,500 feet (site B) from the bay shoreline. The
locations were identified in the field with a tape measure and accessed by foot at low tide, using special
“mudders.” (see Photo 1, Appendix 1). Sampling was intended to provide samples for “flume testing” to
evaluate erodibility of the mud flat surface, and therefore required following specific methods and
criteria. We were provided with sampling equipment (a slide hammer) and plastic liners by Sam
McWilliams of Integral Consulting Inc., who are completing the “SEDflume” analysis of the samples. The
plastic liners are equivalent to the dimensions of a standard Shelby tube sampler, measuring 3 inches
wide by 24 inches long and fit inside the sampling head of the slide hammer.
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Bay Mud and Marsh Sampling for Humboldt Bay Living Shoreline Project
July 7, 2021

Page 2

The sampling method allows for collection of relatively undisturbed samples by using the slide hammer
with the plastic liner/sleeve. The sampler was pushed into the bay mud, which offered little resistance
(Photo 2, Appendix 1). Even at low tide, the bay muds are soft and wet (Photo 3, Appendix 1). As is
typical in soft, wet muds, retention of samples in the sampler is the biggest challenge in subsurface
investigations, and this was true during this effort. Despite using a variety of methods, we experienced
consistent challenges in retention of a full sample (Photo 4, Appendix 1). Other than inversion of the
sample to remove it from the sampler in the field, the samples were maintained in a vertical (upright)
position until they were shipped to Integral for flume testing.

Sampling was completed on June 1, 2021. The samples were securely wrapped and shipped on June 3,
2021 and received at Integral on June 8, 2021.

Marsh Borings

Hand auger borings were completed at five locations along the study area shoreline, on apparent marsh
remnants, to evaluate soil stratigraphy. The sample locations are shown on the attached sample
location map and are numbered sequentially from north to south (B-1 through B-5). The individual sites
were pre-flagged in the field by Jeremy Svelha (GHD) and all the flagging was apparent at the time of our
field work. The five sample sites are shown on photographs 5 through 9, in Appendix 1. The target depth
of the borings was six feet. The hand borings were logged and described by a California Professional
Geologist (PG), following the Manual-Visual Classification Method (ASTM International D2488).

Due to the soft, wet condition of the marsh soils, we were only able to retain samples in the auger to full
(6') depth in two of the borings (B-1 and B-3). Notably, these two borings were logged as containing
distinct organic horizons (noted as concentrations of plant fragments). In the absence of significant
plant fragments, it appears the muds were too soft to be retrievable from deeper than about 2 to 4 feet.
In two cases, the hand auger could literally be pushed to the full 6-foot depth under body weight, which
is indicative of very soft, saturated muds. Boring logs are attached in Appendix 2.

The two borings that reached the 6-foot target depth (B-1, B-3) both encountered distinct horizons
characterized by concentrations of buried roots and organics. We infer that these horizons represent
formerly exposed marsh surfaces that have been subsequently buried.

Based on the long, linear morphology of the northwest-trending “peninsula” at site B-2 (extending nearly
1000" into the bay), we infer this feature is a remnant of a historic man-made structure that is composed
of fill soils. We note that the massive silty fill soils at the site were too soft and contained insufficient
organics to be retained in the auger.

Sails in borings B4 and B-5 were also too soft to retrieve from deeper than 4 and 2 feet, respectively.
Logs for these borings note an absence of buried root/organic horizons, which appears to have
contributed to their “soupy” texture. The absence of buried organic strata at these sites may suggest
these are younger marsh soils, due to either natural or man-induced infilling.

\\eureka\Projects\2021\021094-GHD-BayMudGEO\PUBS\rpts\20210707-
LivingShorelineMudMarshSamplingRpt.docx
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Page 3

Each auger site was vegetated with marsh plants and we encountered several inches of near-surface
decayed organics and roots. The upper one foot of the marsh soils were collected for laboratory testing
of organic content and salinity. The five samples were submitted to A&L Western Agricultural
Laboratories in Modesto for testing. Results of the soil testing are included in Appendix 3. We note
similarities in the lab results in the two borings with intact buried stratigraphy (B-1 and B-3), relative to
those without apparent stratigraphy (B-2, B-4, and B-5). Soils from the borings absent of buried root
horizons had higher organic contents and anomalously high levels of sodium content.

We trust this report provides the documentation required to describe the subject sampling. If you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us at 707-441-8855.

Respectfully,

SHN

13.(.

Gary D. Simpson, CEG
Geosciences Director

GDS:lam
Appendices: 1. Photographs

2. Boring Logs
3. Laboratory Test Results

\\eureka\Projects\2021\021094-GHD-BayMudGEO\PUBS\rpts\20210707-
LivingShorelineMudMarshSamplingRpt.docx
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Photo 1. Low tide field access,
measurement to Sample Site “A”
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Phto 2. mpi on the Humoldt Bay mud flat
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flat surfac, Site B

Photo 3. Mud

\\eureka\Projects\2021\021094-GHD-BayMudGEO\PUBS\rpts\20210707-App-1-Photos.docx
2



-
£
(3

Photo 4. Sample liners with bay mud samples

Photo 5. Marsh auger site #1
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Photo 7. Marsh auger site #3
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Photo 9. Marsh uger sit #5
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BORING NUMBER B-1

em PAGE 1 OF 1
CLIENT _GHD PROJECT NAME _Bay Mud Geo - Living Shoreline
PROJECT NUMBER _021094 PROJECT LOCATION _Humboldt Bay Margin
DATE STARTED _6/8/21 COMPLETED _6/8/21 GROUND ELEVATION _3ft 3 HOLE SIZE _3.5"
DRILLING CONTRACTOR GROUNDWATER DEPTH
DRILLING METHOD _Hand Auger AT TIME OF DRILLING _3.25 ft / Elev -0.25 ft
LOGGED BY _A. Call CHECKED BY AT END OF DRILLING _---
NOTES AFTER DRILLING _--
&
| O
T | Fi 3 |F
a |4 g REMARKS 8 25 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
-4 2 o
<<
%)
0.0 i
SR R Plants, Roots, Pickleweed 29
I (ML) SILT; soft, light brownish gray, wet, crude lamination at 6 inches bgs with decayed
GB organics and plant fragments, less than 1/4 inch thick, common fine roots, few medium
B '«\‘} B-1 roots.
_ Becomes mottled brown and gray.
ML
Grades to very fine sandy.
25 A251et8SS. ) s o ___________3s
saturated. (ML) SANDY SILT; soft, gray, saturated, very fine sand, common organics.
— - At 3.0 feet BGS, becomes very dark gray, organic rich with plant fibers decomposed to
v "peat like" consistency with individual fibers encased in sandy silt.
ML
- b Sulfur smell
At 3.5 feet BGS, becomes brownish gray, less sand, less organic rich.
i ] Grades to:
I 43 _ A3
(ML) SILT; soft, gray, saturated, few plant fragments, massive (no bedding).
i ] At 4.75 to 5.75 feet BGS, increased partially decomposed plant fragments.
5.0
ML
|
[
6.0 -3.0

Bottom of borehole at 6.0 feet.
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BORING NUMBER B-2

\

&m PAGE 1 OF 1
CLIENT _GHD PROJECT NAME _Bay Mud Geo - Living Shoreline
PROJECT NUMBER _021094 PROJECT LOCATION _Humboldt Bay Margin
DATE STARTED _6/8/21 COMPLETED _6/8/21 GROUND ELEVATION _2.5ft3 HOLE SIZE _3.5"
DRILLING CONTRACTOR GROUNDWATER DEPTH
DRILLING METHOD _Hand Auger AT TIME OF DRILLING _1.00 ft/ Elev 1.50 ft
LOGGED BY _A. Call CHECKED BY AT END OF DRILLING _---
NOTES AFTER DRILLING _--
&
| O
T | Fi 3 |F
a £ 4 g REMARKS 8 25 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
-4 2 o
<<
%)
0.0 i
SUARRE! Scrub Grass, Pickleweed. 2.4
(ML) SILT; soft, brownish gray, wet, abundant fine roots forming a loose mat in silt matrix.
_ _«\\} GB
B-2
At 1.0 feet BGS, becomes saturated, with fewer roots.
_ AvA
ML -
- b Sulfur smell
_ N 2.0 0.5
Extremely soft soils not recovered in hand auger at 2.0 feet BGS. Able to advance (push)
auger through soils from 2.0 feet BGS to target depth of 6.0 feet BGS with body weight.
25 Poor recovery when auger was extracted.

Refusal on saturated soils. —

Bottom of borehole at 2.5 feet.
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BORING NUMBER B-3

em PAGE 1 OF 1
CLIENT _GHD PROJECT NAME _Bay Mud Geo - Living Shoreline
PROJECT NUMBER _021094 PROJECT LOCATION _Humboldt Bay Margin
DATE STARTED _6/8/21 COMPLETED _6/8/21 GROUND ELEVATION _3.5ft3 HOLE SIZE _3.5"
DRILLING CONTRACTOR GROUNDWATER DEPTH
DRILLING METHOD _Hand Auger AT TIME OF DRILLING 5.00 ft / Elev -1.50 ft
LOGGED BY _A. Call CHECKED BY AT END OF DRILLING _---
NOTES AFTER DRILLING _--
&
S
T | Fi 3 |F
a |4 g REMARKS 8 25 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
-4 2 o
<<
%)
0.0 i
AR Pickleweed, Roots. 34
(CL-ML) SILT/ CLAY;soft, wet, gray, common fine roots, organics.
_ _«\\} GB
B-3
B ] Becomes medium stiff, moist, abundant black, carbonized plant fragments in gray matrix.
2.5
_ ] CL- . . : :
ML At 3 feet BGS, loss of carbonized plant fragments, massive (no bedding), soft to medium
stiff, gray, wet.
B ] Becomes with occasional (brown) plant fragments, clamshell.
Becomes abundant partially decomposed plant fragments.
5.0 Sulphur smell. Y Becomes saturated.
6.0 -2.5

Bottom of borehole at 6.0 feet.




BORING NUMBER B-4

&m PAGE 1 OF 1
CLIENT _GHD PROJECT NAME _Bay Mud Geo - Living Shoreline
PROJECT NUMBER _021094 PROJECT LOCATION _Humboldt Bay Margin
DATE STARTED _6/8/21 COMPLETED _6/8/21 GROUND ELEVATION _2ft 3 HOLE SIZE _3.5"
DRILLING CONTRACTOR GROUNDWATER DEPTH
DRILLING METHOD _Hand Auger AT TIME OF DRILLING _1.50 ft / Elev 0.50 ft
LOGGED BY _A. Call CHECKED BY AT END OF DRILLING _---
NOTES AFTER DRILLING _--

&

. | O

T | Fh| 4 |2
b gl wd O |28 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
w—| 72 | v S

-4 2 o

<

%)
0.0 i

SRR Pickleweed, Roots. 1.9
(ML) SILT; soft, gray, saturated, abundant fine roots and partially decomposed plant fibers (brown).
_ _«\\} GB
B-4
Becomes less roots, very soft.
B 7 ML
2.5
B ] Grades to: dark gray, soft.
4.0 -2.0

GENERAL BH / TP/ WELL - CTTEST _TEMPLATE_PROJECT_CREATION.GDT - 6/8/21 19:48 - \EUREKA\GEOGROUP\GINT\LIBRARY\BENTLEY\GINTCL\PROJECTS\PROJECT FILES\2021\021094-GHD-BAYMUD-GEO.GPJ

No recovery in bucket.
Unable to push auger past 4.0 feet BGS with body weight.
Refusal on saturated soils.
Bottom of borehole at 4.0 feet.




BORING NUMBER B-5

&m PAGE 1 OF 1
CLIENT _GHD PROJECT NAME Bay Mud Geo - Living Shoreline
PROJECT NUMBER 021094 PROJECT LOCATION Humboldt Bay Margin
DATE STARTED 6/8/21 COMPLETED 6/8/21 GROUND ELEVATION 2.5ft3 HOLE SIZE 3.5"
DRILLING CONTRACTOR GROUNDWATER DEPTH
DRILLING METHOD Hand Auger AT TIME OF DRILLING 0.50 ft/ Elev 2.00 ft
LOGGED BY _A. Call CHECKED BY AT END OF DRILLING ---
NOTES AFTER DRILLING ---

oy

S

T | Fh| 4 |2
E gl wo o |z MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
w=| =2 | » 9

-4 2 o

<

(%)
0.0 i

SRR Pickleweed, Roots. 24
(ML) SILT; soft, gray, saturated, common fine roots.
_ _«\\} GB Av4
B-5
B ML
B ] Becomes few roots.
2.0 0.5

GENERAL BH / TP/ WELL - CTTEST _TEMPLATE_PROJECT_CREATION.GDT - 6/8/21 19:50 - \EUREKA\GEOGROUP\GINT\LIBRARY\BENTLEY\GINTCL\PROJECTS\PROJECT FILES\2021\021094-GHD-BAYMUD-GEO.GPJ

Extremely soft soils not recovered in hand auger at 2.0 feet BGS. Able to advance (push) auger through soils
from 2.0 feet BGS to target depth of 6.0 feet BGS with body weight.
Poor recovery when auger was extracted.

Refusal on saturated soils.

Bottom of borehole at 2.0 feet.




Laboratory Test
Results



A & L WESTERN AGRICULTURAL LABORATORIES

1311 WOODLAND AVE #1 e MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95351 e (209)529-4080 e FAX (209) 529-4736

REPORT NUMBER: 21-161-083

SEND TO:

SHN CONSULTING ENGINEERS
812 W. WABASH
EUREKA, CA 95501-

CLIENT NO:

GROWER:

2946

021094-GHD-BAY MUD GEO

Graphical Soil Analysis Report

LABORATORIES

AGRICULTURAL = ENYIRONMENTAL = INDUSTRIAL

SuBMITTED BY: ANSON CALL

Percent
Cation Saturation (computed)

DATE OF REPORT:  06/15/21 LAB NO: 55408 SAMPLE ID:  B-1 PAGE: 1
Very High — — — 100
| | |
High — — — — —
| | | | | |
. | | | | | | 50
Medum  comm — — — — — —
| | | | | | |
| | | | | | |
Low — — — — — — — —
| | | | | | | | 04
Veylow o  mmm e — T BB
Organic | Nitrogen [Phosphorus|Phosphorus| Potassium [ Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium Sulfur Zinc  |Manganese Iron Copper Boron Chloride Potassium [Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium
Analyte Matter NOs-N | Weak Bray | NaHCO;-P K Mg Ca Na SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B Cl K % Mg % Ca % Na %
% ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm
Results 4.4 4 1 12 306 763 414 3881 433 0.5 1 128 3.7 3.3 2.3 18.5 6.1 49.7
Low AVERAGE HIGH ACIDIC BASIC
185 | | || 34.0 L 5.6 |
L 1
ECe INCREASING SALINITY > CEC Ex. Lime pH < INCREASING NEED FOR LIME
dsim meq/100g Buffer pH: 6.3
NaHCO3- P unreliable at this soil pH
Soil Fertility Guidelines
CROP: RATE: NOTES:
Dolomite Lime Gypsum | Elemental | Nitrogen | Phosphate| Potash |Magnesium| Sulfur Zinc |Manganese Iron Copper Boron
(70 score) | (70 score) Sulfur N P,0s K;0 Mg SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B
C
O
M
M
E
N
T
S

"Our reports and letters are for the exclusive and confidentia use of our clients, and may not be reproduced in whole or in part, nor may any reference be made to the work, the result or the company in any advertising,
news release, or other public announcements without obtaining our prior written authorization." The yield of any crop is controlled by many factorsin additions to nutrition. While these recommendeations are based on
agronomic research and experience, they DO NOT GUARANTEE the achievement of satisfactory performance. © Copyright 1994 A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC.

Al

Rogell Rogers, CCA, PCA
A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC



REPORT NUMBER: 21-161-083

SEND TO:

A & L WESTERN AGRICULTURAL LABORATORIES

1311 WOODLAND AVE #1 e MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95351 e (209)529-4080 e FAX (209) 529-4736

SHN CONSULTING ENGINEERS
812 W. WABASH
EUREKA, CA 95501-

CLIENT NO:

GROWER:

2946

021094-GHD-BAY MUD GEO

Graphical Soil Analysis Report

LABORATORIES

AGRICULTURAL = ENYIRONMENTAL = INDUSTRIAL

SuBMITTED BY: ANSON CALL

Percent
Cation Saturation (computed)

DATE OF REPORT:  06/15/21 LABNO: 55409 SAMPLE ID:  B-2 PAGE: 2
Very High — — p— — 100
| | | |
High — — — — — —
| | | | | |
. | | | | | | 50
Medum  comm — — — — — — —
| | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | |
Low — — — — — — — — — — — —
| | | | | | | | | | | | 04
Veylow oo  mmm e Emm  Em mm  Ee  Em B B B E
Organic | Nitrogen [Phosphorus|Phosphorus| Potassium [ Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium Sulfur Zinc  |Manganese Iron Copper Boron Chloride Potassium [Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium
Analyte Matter NOs-N | Weak Bray | NaHCO;-P K Mg Ca Na SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B Cl K % Mg % Ca % Na %
% ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm
Results 6.2 3 25 11 643 1262 623 ek 693 0.9 3 41 2.5 6.3 2.0 12.4 3.7 81.9
Low AVERAGE HIGH ACIDIC BASIC
346 || || 83.4 L 7.2 |
L I T
ECe INCREASING SALINITY > CEC Ex. Lime pH < INCREASING NEED FOR LIME
dS/m meq/100g Buffer pH:
Soil Fertility Guidelines
CROP: RATE: NOTES:
Dolomite Lime Gypsum | Elemental | Nitrogen | Phosphate| Potash |Magnesium| Sulfur Zinc |Manganese Iron Copper Boron
(70 score) | (70 score) Sulfur N P,0s K;0 Mg SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B
C
O %o Na 15700 ppm
M
M
E
N
T
S

"Our reports and letters are for the exclusive and confidentia use of our clients, and may not be reproduced in whole or in part, nor may any reference be made to the work, the result or the company in any advertising,
news release, or other public announcements without obtaining our prior written authorization." The yield of any crop is controlled by many factorsin additions to nutrition. While these recommendeations are based on

agronomic research and experience, they DO NOT GUARANTEE the achievement of satisfactory performance. © Copyright 1994 A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC.

Al

Rogell Rogers, CCA, PCA

A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC



REPORT NUMBER: 21-161-083

SEND TO:

A & L WESTERN AGRICULTURAL LABORATORIES

1311 WOODLAND AVE #1 e MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95351 e (209)529-4080 e FAX (209) 529-4736

SHN CONSULTING ENGINEERS
812 W. WABASH
EUREKA, CA 95501-

CLIENT NO:

GROWER:

2946

021094-GHD-BAY MUD GEO

Graphical Soil Analysis Report

LABORATORIES

AGRICULTURAL = ENYIRONMENTAL = INDUSTRIAL

SuBMITTED BY: ANSON CALL

Percent
Cation Saturation (computed)

DATE OF REPORT:  06/15/21 LABNO: 55410 SAMPLE ID:  B-3 PAGE: 3
Very High — — p— — 100
| | | |
High — — — — —
| | | | | |
. | | | | | | | 50
Medium s — — — — — — —
| | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | |
Low — — — — — — — — — —
| | | | | | | | | | 04
Veylow oo  Emm aem e Emm  Em mm  Ee  Em B B B Ee
Organic | Nitrogen [Phosphorus|Phosphorus| Potassium [ Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium Sulfur Zinc  |Manganese Iron Copper Boron Chloride Potassium [Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium
Analyte Matter NOs-N | Weak Bray | NaHCO;-P K Mg Ca Na SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B Cl K % Mg % Ca % Na %
% ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm
Results 3.4 3 2 23 531 932 501 5590 558 0.3 3 118 1.8 5.3 3.6 20.1 6.6 63.8
Low AVERAGE HIGH ACIDIC BASIC
282 | | || 38.1 L 6.6 |
L 1
ECe INCREASING SALINITY > CEC Ex. Lime pH < INCREASING NEED FOR LIME
dS/m meq/100g Buffer pH:
Soil Fertility Guidelines
CROP: RATE: NOTES:
Dolomite Lime Gypsum | Elemental | Nitrogen | Phosphate| Potash |Magnesium| Sulfur Zinc |Manganese Iron Copper Boron
(70 score) | (70 score) Sulfur N P,0s K;0 Mg SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B
C
O
M
M
E
N
T
S

"Our reports and letters are for the exclusive and confidentia use of our clients, and may not be reproduced in whole or in part, nor may any reference be made to the work, the result or the company in any advertising,
news release, or other public announcements without obtaining our prior written authorization." The yield of any crop is controlled by many factorsin additions to nutrition. While these recommendeations are based on

agronomic research and experience, they DO NOT GUARANTEE the achievement of satisfactory performance. © Copyright 1994 A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC.

Al

Rogell Rogers, CCA, PCA
A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC



A & L WESTERN AGRICULTURAL LABORATORIES

1311 WOODLAND AVE #1 e MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95351 e (209)529-4080 e FAX (209) 529-4736

REPORT NUMBER: 21-161-083 CLIENTNO: 2946
AGRICULTURAL = ENYIRONMENTAL = INDUSTRIAL
SENDTO:  SHN CONSULTING ENGINEERS SuBMITTED BY: ANSON CALL
812 W. WABASH GROWER: 021094-GHD-BAY MUD GEO
EUREKA, CA 95501-
Graphical Soil Analysis Report . Percent
DATE OF REPORT:  06/15/21 LABNO: 55411 SAMPLE ID: B-4 PAGE: 4 Cation Saturation (computed)
Very High [a— — — p— p— 100
| | | | |
High — —] — — — —
| | | | | |
. | | | | | | 50
Medum  comm — — — — — —
| | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
Low — — — — — — — — — — — |
| | | | | | | | | | | 0 | s |
Veylow oo  mmm  mmm — B I
Organic | Nitrogen [Phosphorus|Phosphorus| Potassium [ Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium Sulfur Zinc  |Manganese Iron Copper Boron Chloride Potassium [Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium
Analyte Matter NOs-N | Weak Bray | NaHCO;-P K Mg Ca Na SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B Cl K % Mg % Ca % Na %
% ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm
Resuts | 16.3 3 20 8 675 1710 941 ek 1 1123 2.3 4 76 24 18.1 1.6 13.2 4.4 70.3
Low AVERAGE HIGH ACIDIC BASIC
448 | | || 106.4 L 6.3 |
L 1
ECe INCREASING SALINITY > CEC Ex. Lime pH < INCREASING NEED FOR LIME
dsim meq/100g Buffer pH: 6.1
Soil Fertility Guidelines
CROFP: RATE: NOTES:
Dolomite Lime Gypsum | Elemental | Nitrogen | Phosphate| Potash |Magnesium| Sulfur Zinc |Manganese Iron Copper Boron
(70 score) | (70 score) Sulfur N P,0s K;0 Mg SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B
C *kk%k
o Na 17200 ppm
M
M
E
N
T
S
"Our reports and letters are for the exclusive and confidentia use of our clients, and may not be reproduced in whole or in part, nor may any reference be made to the work, the result or the company in any advertising, E E
news release, or other public announcements without obtaining our prior written authorization.” The yield of any crop is controlled by many factorsin additions to nutrition. While these recommendations are based on Rogell Rogers, CCA, PCA

agronomic research and experience, they DO NOT GUARANTEE the achievement of satisfactory performance. © Copyright 1994 A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC. A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC



A & L WESTERN AGRICULTURAL LABORATORIES

1311 WOODLAND AVE #1 e MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95351 e (209)529-4080 e FAX (209) 529-4736

REPORT NUMBER: 21-161-083 CLIENTNO: 2946
AGRICULTURAL = ENYIRONMENTAL = INDUSTRIAL
SENDTO:  SHN CONSULTING ENGINEERS SuBMITTED BY: ANSON CALL
812 W. WABASH GROWER: 021094-GHD-BAY MUD GEO
EUREKA, CA 95501-
Graphical Soil Analysis Report . Percent
DATE OF REPORT:  06/15/21 LABNO: 55412 SAMPLE ID: B-5 PAGE: 5 Cation Saturation (computed)
Very High — — p— — 100
| | | |
High — —] — — — —
| | | | | |
. | | | | | | | 50
Medum  comm — — — — — —
| | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | |
Low — — — — — — — — — — — —
| | | | | | | | | | | | 04
Veylow oo  mmm  mmm — B I
Organic | Nitrogen [Phosphorus|Phosphorus| Potassium [ Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium Sulfur Zinc  |Manganese Iron Copper Boron Chloride Potassium [Magnesium| Calcium | Sodium
Analyte Matter NOs-N | Weak Bray | NaHCO;-P K Mg Ca Na SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B Cl K % Mg % Ca % Na %
% ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm
Results 7.6 4 15 14 659 1382 742 ek 762 0.9 6 80 2.5 10.7 1.7 111 3.6 83.6
Low AVERAGE HIGH ACIDIC BASIC
455 | | || 102.0 L 7.5 |
L 1 [
ECe INCREASING SALINITY > CEC Ex. Lime pH < INCREASING NEED FOR LIME
dS/m meq/100g Buffer pH:
Soil Fertility Guidelines
CROP: RATE: NOTES:
Dolomite Lime Gypsum | Elemental | Nitrogen | Phosphate| Potash |Magnesium| Sulfur Zinc |Manganese Iron Copper Boron
(70 score) | (70 score) Sulfur N P,0s K;0 Mg SO4-S Zn Mn Fe Cu B
C wex Na 19600 ppm
O
M
M
E
N
T
S
"Our reports and letters are for the exclusive and confidentia use of our clients, and may not be reproduced in whole or in part, nor may any reference be made to the work, the result or the company in any advertising, E E
news release, or other public announcements without obtaining our prior written authorization.” The yield of any crop is controlled by many factorsin additions to nutrition. While these recommendations are based on Rogell Rogers, CCA, PCA

agronomic research and experience, they DO NOT GUARANTEE the achievement of satisfactory performance. © Copyright 1994 A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC. A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC



REPORT NUMBER:

21-161-083

A & L WESTERN AGRICULTURAL LABORATORIES

1311 WOODLAND AVE #1 e MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95351 e (209) 529-4080 e FAX (209) 529-4736

CLIENT:

2946

SUBMITTED BY:

ANSON CALL

¥

LABORATORIES
. .

SEND TO:  SHN CONSULTING ENGINEERS GROWER: 021094-GHD-BAY MUD GEO
812 W. WABASH
EUREKA, CA 95501-
DATE OF REPORT:  06/17/21 SOIL SALINITY ANALYSIS REPORT PAGE: 1
Sample Lab SAR ESP Na Ca Mg Y CO; HCO; E.C. Cl B Saturation
ID Number meq/L meq/L meq/L P meg/L meq/L dS/m meq/L ppm %
B-1 55408 30.1 30.1 106.6 5.1 20.0 5.6 0.0 1.0 18.5 212.5 15 103.3
B-2 55409 36.5 34.5 168.0 8.7 33.6 7.2 0.0 14 34.6 343.7 14 116.5
B-3 55410 35.8 34.0 150.2 7.1 28.0 6.6 0.0 1.3 28.2 343.7 2.2 88.3
B-4 55411 42.4 38.0 247.2 141 54.0 6.3 0.0 1.8 44.8 636.2 4.4 134.7
B-5 55412 47.0 40.5 262.9 12.8 49.8 7.5 0.0 2.9 455 727.9 1.8 106.0
NOTES:

"Our reports and letters are for the exclusive and confidential use of our clients, and may not be reproduced in whole or in part, nor may any
reference be made to the work, the result or the company in any advertising, news release, or other public announcements without obtaining our

Rogell Rogers, CCA, PCA
prior written authorization." © Copyright 1977 A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES, INC.

A & L WESTERN LABORATORIES,; INC.



Appendix H

50% Design Plans



GCOURNT OF RUMBOLDYT

DERPARTMENT OF [P
NATURAL SHORELINE INFRASTRUC
FOR INTERTIDAL COASTAL MA

TRANSPORTATION CORR
May 202

UBEBLIGC WOIRKS
'URE (NSI) IN HUMBOLDT BAY

RSH RESTORATION AND

DOR PROTECTION
2

AREA MAP

LOCATION MAP PROJECT COLLABORATORS

PROJECT
LOCATION

DEL NORTE

SHELTER\

Co.

BRIDGEVILLE

09 noNAS

TRINITY CO.

BURG

COVE

MENDOCINO CO.

P

NORTH
NOT TO SCALE

SHEET INDEX
Sheet | Drawing | Title
1 G-001 | COVER SHEET
G-002 | LEGEND AND ABBREVIATIONS
G-003 | GENERAL NOTES
G-004 |EROSION CONTROL NOTES
G-005 | OVERALL SITE PLAN & SHEET INDEX

G-006 | INVASIVE PLANT REMOVAL AND
RARE PLANT AVOIDANCE AND
SALVAGE PLAN

7 G-007 | STAGING & PHASING PLAN
8 C-101 | SITE PLAN 1
9 C-102 | SITE PLAN 2
10 C-103 | SITE PLAN 3
" C-104 | SITE PLAN 4

TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP 12 | %01 |TYPIGAL SECTIONS

13 | C-302 |TYPICAL DETAILS

FUNDING SOURCE

CALIFORNIA OCEAN PROTECTION COUNCIL (OPC)
NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION (NFWF)

ool s|w|~

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & WILDLIFE

CAL POLY HUMBOLDT SEA LEVEL RISE INITIATIVE

CALTRANS

HUMBOLDT BAY HARBOR, CONSERVATION AND RECREATION DISTRICT
HUMBOLDT COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

WIYOT TRIBE

DESIGN TEAM

JEREMY SVEHLA, P.E. AND BRETT VIVYAN, P.E. (GHD)
JEFFREY K. ANDERSON, P.E., (NORTHERN HYDROLOGY & ENGINEERING)
CONOR SHEA, Ph.D., P.E., (U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE)

50% DESIGHN e v COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT T COVER SHEET
© original size sheet GHD l_nc'
NOT FOR | 0 E— 1 718 Third Street
— Northern Eureka California 95501 USA Pt NATURAL SHORELINE
CONSTRUCTION | Hydrology & - T1707 4438326 F 1707 444 8330
No. _lIssue Checked _Approved Date ‘ Engineering Condiions of Use INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT
Author 0. GOODE Drafting Check B. VIVYAN Project Manager J. SVEHLA (T;hr;; do_?:(ne;l and mel ideas av;d gesignsd iv;wg:gtsdlf‘\er?\?. ads an ins:rr‘umem of pro:‘esséﬁsl iervioe, is :‘e properx‘yh of | Project No. Date Scale SREEINGN  Sheet
. is document may only be use s client (and any other person who \as agreed can use this

Designer L.PIPER Design Check  B. VIVYAN Project Director ~ S. ALLEN document) for the purpcseyior w)I,'uich it was pyrepared and must not beye used b'; any other person or wrg any other purpose. | 11214987 3/7/12022 AS SHOWN G'001 1 of 12

Plot Date: 9 May 2022 - 12:50 PM Plotted By: Lucas Piper Filename: N:\US\EurekalProjects\561\11214987\Digital_DesignACAD 2017\Sheets\11214987_01-04_G001-G004.dwg



http://www.ghd.com

LEGEND:
GENERAL:
- A TEMPORARY
+ APPROXIMATE A DELTA BENCHMARK
WATER (TEM)
AT
@ —Z  SURFACE 37 HORIZONTAL
%] DIAMETER - >< CONTROL
¢ CENTERLINE POINT
SECTION VIEW DIRECTION
SECTION OR DETAIL DESIGNATION (LETTER
INDICATES SECTION, NO. INDICATES DETAIL)
S
1 cz\
SHEET WHERE SECTION OR DETAIL OCCURS
SHEET FROM WHICH SECTION OR DETAIL WAS TAKEN
TOPOGRAPHY:
NEW EXISTING
AC PAVEMENT
FENCE
CONTOUR LINE
+ +
100| 0 100| 50 PROPOSED ALIGNMENT AND
— - — STATION
-~ - . . . ——  PROPERTY BOUNDARY
UTILITIES:
— —f——E——F— ELECTRICAL LINE

ENVIRONMENTAL:

EXISTING SALT MARSH

UPLAND / SALT MARSH
TRANSITIONAL SLOPE

NEW SALT MARSH

BARRIER / SHINGLE BEACH

ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION

TIDAL CHANNEL

HISTORIC MARSH LIMIT

LARGE WOODY DEBRIS (LWD) GROIN

POTENTIAL NATURE STUDY VIEWING

AREA
50% DESIGN
NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION
No. Issue Checked  Approved Date
Author 0. GOODE Drafting Check B. VIVYAN Project Manager J. SVEHLA
Designer L. PIPER Design Check  B. VIVYAN Project Director ~ S. ALLEN

Northern
Hydrology &
Engineering

TIDAL DATUM TABLE

TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY NOTES

TIDAL DATUM STILLWATER ELEV. FT - NAVD 1988
MEAN LOWER LOW WATER (MLLW) -0.34
MEAN TIDE LEVEL (MTL)' 3.36
MEAN HIGHER HIGH WATER (MHHW) 2 7.07
MEAN MONTHLY MAXIMUM WATER (MMMW) 2 8.41
HIGHEST ASTRONOMICAL TIDE (HAT) ' 8.50

"NORTH SPIT HUMBOLDT BAY (NOAA)
2 PROJECT AREA (NHE 2015)

NOTE: TIDAL WATER LEVELS ARE APPROXIMATE AND ARE PROVIDED
FOR CONTRACTORS INFORMATION ONLY. ACTUAL WATER LEVELS AT
THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION MAY FLUCTUATE ABOVE AND BELOW THE

LEVELS IN THIS TABLE. REFER TO GENERAL NOTES.

1. TOPOGRAPHIC DATA WITHIN THE REGION FROM THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF HIGHWAY 101
TO THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF THE RAILROAD RIGHT OF WAY IS BASED ON A FIELD
SURVEY BY GUTIERREZ LAND SURVEYING BETWEEN FEBRUARY 14, 2017 AND MARCH 4, 2017.
ALL TOPOGRAPHIC DATA OUTSIDE OF THESE BOUNDARIES IS PROVDED FROM COASTAL
LiDAR DATA.

2. HORIZONTAL DATUM: BASED ON CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM (CCS83, EPOCK 2010),
ZONE 1, NAVD 88, USING STATIC GPS SURVEY OF MONUMENTS BY THE ABOVE GUTIERREZ
LAND SURVEY AND THE RECORD OF SURVEY BY CALTRANS DATED JULY 2, 2015.

3. VERTICAL DATUM: BASED ON SURVEY BY CALTRANS DATED JULY 2, 2015. ALL BENCHMARKS
BASED ON NAVD 88 DATUM.

UTILITY NOTES

ABBREVIATIONS:

NOTE: CONTACT ENGINEER FOR ABBREVIATIONS NOT LISTED.

AB

AC

ACP
AGG
APPROX

B
BFP
BMPS

cs
cB
CBC

DIA
DTL
DI

DI
DWG

AGGREGATE BASE
ASPHALT CONCRETE
ASBESTOS CONCRETE PIPE
AGGREGATE
APPROXIMATE

BERM
BACKFLOW PREVENTER
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

CENTERVILLE SLOUGH
CENTERVILLE BERM
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE
CENTER LINE

CLEAR

CONSTRUCTION MANAGER
CORRUGATED METAL PIPE
CLEANOUT

CONCRETE

CONTINUED

COORDINATE
CONTRACTING OFFICER'S REPRESENTATIVE
CORNER

CORRUGATED PLASTIC PIPE
cuBIC

CUBIC YARD

DIAMETER

DETAIL

DROP (DRAINAGE) INLET
DUCTILE IRON
DRAWING

EAST

EXISTING

EACH

END CURVE
EACH FACE
ELEVATION
EXISTING GRADE
ENGINEER

EDGE PAVING
EQUAL

EDGE ROAD

END VERTICAL CURVE
EACH WAY

FINISH GRADE
FINISH

Bar is one inch on
original size sheet
0 1"

FL,F
FS
FT

G
GALV
GB
GR
GRD

H, HORZ
HMMP
HYD

INV/IE

L

LF
LT
LWD

MAX
MIN
MISC

(N)
NIC
NTS

ocC
oD
OHE

PE
PI
PL, P
PP
PCV
PVI

R
REQ'D
RCP

RSP
RT

FLOW LINE
FINISH SURFACE
FOOT OR FEET

GAS
GALVANIZED
GRADE BREAK
GRADE
GROUND

HORIZONTAL
HABITAT MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN
FIRE HYDRANT

INVERT ELEVATION

LENGTH

LINEAR FOOT/FEET

LEFT

LARGE WOOD

OR LARGE WOODY DEBRIS

MAXIMUM
MINIMUM
MISCELLANEOUS

NORTHING
NUMBER

NEW

NOT IN CONTRACT
NOT TO SCALE

ON CENTER
OUTSIDE DIAMETER
OVERHEAD ELECTRIC

POLYETHYLENE
POINT OF INTERSECTION
PROPERTY LINE

POWER POLE

POLYVINYL CHLORIDE

POINT OF VERTICAL INTERSECTION

RIGHT

REQUIRED

REINFORCED CONCRETE
PIPE

ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION
RIGHT

— GHD Inc.

718 Third Street

Conditions of Use

Eureka California 95501 USA

~ T 17074438326 F 1707 444 8330

R/W
SCHED
SF
SHT
Sim
SST
STA
STL

SWPPP
sy

TBD
TBM
TYP
UNO
V, VERT

Wi/

Xs

YD

This document and the ideas and designs incorporated heren, as an instument of professional servie, s the property of | Project No. Date Scale
GHD. This document may only be used by GHD's cliet (and any other person who GHD has agreed can use this
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1. THE LOCATION FOR UTILITIES ON THESES PLANS IS APPROXIMATE ONLY. IT SHALL BE
THE RESPONSIBILTY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY LOCATION, DEPTH AND HEIGHT.
THEIR VERIFICATION SHALL BE COORDINATED BY THE CONTRACTOR WITH THE
APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY, A MINIMUM OF SEVENTY-TWO HOURS BEFORE
BEGINING IN ANY AREA. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY UNDERGROUND SERVICE
ALERT NORTH (USA), AT 1-800-227-2600, TO DETERMINE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING
UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COOPERATE WITH UTILITY OWNERS TO EXPEDITE
THE RELOCATION OR ADJUSTMENT OF THEIR UTILITIES TO MINIMIZE INTERRUPTION OF
SERVICE AND DUPLICATION OF WORK. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXERCISE CARE WHEN
WORKING NEAR EXISTING UTILITIES AND SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL DAMAGE,
BREAKS, AND/OR LEAKS. IF DAMAGE OCCURS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR UTILITY
AT NO ADDITIONAL EXPENSE TO THE HCRCD.

2. PRIOR TO RELOCATION, ALL UTILITIES TO BE RELOCATED WITHIN THE COUNTY RIGHT

RIGHT OF WAY OF WAY SHALL BE STAKED AND APPROVED BY THE COUNTY, IF NEEDED.
SCHEDULE 3. LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE PLOTTED FROM RECORD
STORM DRAIN INTERPOLATION OF PHYSICAL EVIDENCE ON THE SITE AND ARE SUBJECT TO FIELD
SQUARE FOOT/FEET VERIFICATION BY THE CONTRACTOR.

SHEET

SIMILAR 4. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGE TO UTILITIES, FEATURES, AND

STRUCTURES LOCATED ON THE SITE. LOCATE, PROTECT, AND AVOID DISRUPTION OF
STAINLESS STEEL ALL ABOVE AND BELOW GRADE UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION.
STATION
STEEL 5.
STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN

SQUARE YARD

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY WILL TAKE PLACE IN THE VICINITY OF ELECTRIC LINES. IT IS
THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO BE AWARE OF, AND OBSERVE, THE MINIMUM
CLEARANCES FOR WORKERS AND EQUIPMENT OPERATING NEAR HIGH VOLTAGE
ELECTRIC LINES AS SET OUT IN THE HIGH VOLTAGE SAFETY ORDERS OF THE
CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF INDUSTRIAL SAFETY AS WELL AS OTHER APPLICABLE SAFETY
REGULATIONS.
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GENERAL NOTES

1. PROJECT REQUIRES A CLASS A GENERAL ENGINEERING CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE IN
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF WORK AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES TO THE
CONSTRUCTION MANAGER. SHOULD EXISTING CONDITIONS DIFFER FROM THOSE
SHOWN OR INDICATED, OR IF IT APPEARS THAT THESE PLANS DO NOT ADEQUATELY
DETAIL THE WORK TO BE DONE, CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER PRIOR TO CONTINUING WITH ANY RELATED WORK. NO ALLOWANCE WILL
BE MADE ON CONTRACTOR'S BEHALF FOR ANY EXTRA EXPENSE RESULTING FROM
FAILURE OR NEGLECT IN DETERMINING THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH WORK IS
TO BE PERFORMED. NOTED DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALE.

3. QUANTITIES OF ITEMS, LENGTH OF PROJECT, AND SITE CONDITIONS SHOWN IN THE
PLANS ARE APPROXIMATE. ALL MATERIALS SHALL BE FURNISHED AND INSTALLED
BY THE CONTRACTOR UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

4. CONTRACTOR AGREES TO ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE
JOB SITE DURING THE COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, INCLUDING
SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY
CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS; AND THAT THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL DEFEND, INDEMNIFY, AND HOLD THE OWNER, GHD, AND THEIR
REPRESENTATIVES HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL AND/OR
ALLEGED, IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE OF THIS PROJECT.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES TO
EXISTING STRUCTURES, ROADS, AND UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION. ALL
DAMAGE SHALL BE RESTORED TO EQUAL OR BETTER CONDITION AT THE
CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

6. A SET OF SIGNED CONTRACT DOCUMENTS (PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS) WILL BE
KEPT AT ALL TIMES AT THE JOB SITE ON WHICH ALL CHANGES OR VARIATIONS IN
THE WORK ARE TO BE RECORDED AND/OR CORRECTED DAILY AND SUBMITTED TO
THE OWNER WHEN THE WORK TO BE DONE IS COMPLETED.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER AT LEAST 72 HOURS IN
ADVANCE OF COMMENCEMENT OF ANY PART OF THE WORK AND SHALL
COORDINATE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE UPDATES ACCORDINGLY.

8. THE DESIGN FEATURES SHOWN ON THESE DESIGN PLANS SHALL NOT BE ALTERED
OR MODIFIED IN ANY WAY DURING CONSTRUCTION WITHOUT THE EXPRESSED,
WRITTEN DIRECTION AND APPROVAL OF THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER.

9. ANY INFORMATION DERIVED FROM THE MAPS, PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS, PROFILES,
DRAWINGS OR FROM THE ENGINEER WILL NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR FROM
ANY RISK OR FROM FULFILLING THE TERMS OF THE CONTRACT.

10. NO WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED OUTSIDE OF THE DESIGNATED AREAS WITHOUT
THE APPROVAL OF THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER.

1. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING ADDITIONAL STAGING
AREAS WITH THE OWNER BEYOND WHAT IS SHOWN ON THE PLANS.

12. UPON COMPLETION OF THE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
LEAVE THE PROJECT AREA FREE OF DEBRIS AND UNUSED MATERIAL U.N.O. ALL
DAMAGE CAUSED BY THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESTORED TO AN "AS GOOD OR
BETTER" CONDITION.

13. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT EXISTING SURVEY MONUMENTS WITHIN WORK
LIMITS. ANY MONUMENT DAMAGED BY THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESET IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS ACT.

14. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER
UPON DISCOVERING DISCREPANCIES, ERRORS OR OMISSIONS IN THE PLANS. PRIOR
TO PROCEEDING, THE DISCREPANCY SHALL BE RESOLVED TO THE SATISFACTION
OF THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER.

15. HOURS OF WORK: THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONDUCT ALL WORK BETWEEN THE
HOURS OF 7:00 A.M. AND 7:00 P.M., MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY. A WORKING DAY IS
DEFINED AS MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY EXCLUDING WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS.
WEEKEND AND HOLIDAY WORK WILL ONLY BE CONDUCTED AFTER PRIOR
AUTHORIZATION FROM THE OWNER. IF WEEKEND/HOLIDAY WORK IS AUTHORIZED, IT
SHALL BE LIMITED TO 9:00 A.M. - 6 P.M. EQUIPMENT DELIVERY SHALL BE DURING
HOURS OF WORK.

16. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN DAILY COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER TO DISCUSS DETAILS OF IMPLEMENTATION, ORDER OF WORK, METHODS
OF MINIMIZING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND OTHER RELEVANT COMPONENTS OF
CONSTRUCTION. CONTRACTOR AND OWNER SHALL MEET DAILY ON-SITE TO
DISCUSS PROJECT DETAILS.

17. ANY MODIFICATIONS FROM PLANS NEED TO BE COMPLETED AND/OR APPROVED BY
THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION.

18. WORK SHALL CONFORM TO ALL LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL LAWS AND
REGULATIONS AND PERMITS ISSUED FOR THE PROJECT.

19. PROJECT PERMITS SHALL REMAIN ON SITE AT ALL TIMES.

20. NO SHUTDOWN OF THE PROJECT SITE IS ANTICIPATED. HOWEVER,
UNFORESEEABLE CONDITIONS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO FIRE, GEO-HAZARD
CONDITIONS, OR RAINS COULD REQUIRE THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER TO
SUSPEND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AT ALL OR PART OF THE SITE FOR SAFETY
REASONS AT NO COST TO THE OWNER OR THEIR REPRESENTATIVES.
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WATER MANAGEMENT NOTES

PERFORM GRADING IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST EDITION OF THE 1.

CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE AND APPLICABLE HUMBOLDT COUNTY REGULATIONS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE AWARE OF THE SOFT AND SATURATED SOIL
CONDITION THAT MAY BE ENCOUNTERED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION. SEE
GEOTECHNICAL REPORT.

IN THE EVENT CULTURAL RESOURCES (I.E., HISTORICAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES, AND HUMAN REMAINS) ARE DISCOVERED DURING
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES, WORK SHALL BE HALTED. A QUALIFIED ARCHEOLOGIST
SHALL BE CONSULTED FOR AN ON-SITE EVALUATION. IF HUMAN BURIALS OR
HUMAN REMAINS ARE ENCOUNTERED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO NOTIFY THE

COUNTY CORONER. 3.

SHOULD GRADING OPERATIONS ENCOUNTER HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, OR WHAT

APPEAR TO BE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, STOP WORK IN THE AFFECTED AREA 4.

IMMEDIATELY AND CONTACT THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER OR THE APPROPRIATE
AGENCY FOR FURTHER INSTRUCTION.

ALL CONSTRUCTION SITES AND HAUL ROADS SHALL BE MAINTAINED, AS
NECESSARY, TO MINIMIZE THE EMISSION OF DUST AND PREVENT CREATION OF
NUISANCE TO ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SAFETY OF ALL CONSTRUCTION.
ADEQUATE SHORING, BRACING, TIES, AND SUPPORTS SHALL BE USED TO PROVIDE
PROPER TEMPORARY INTEGRITY DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION.

ALL EXISTING STAGING/STOCKPILE AREAS WHICH ARE DISTURBED BY
CONSTRUCTION OR EARTHWORK OPERATIONS SHALL BE RETURNED TO ORIGINAL
EXISTING CONDITIONS OR BETTER.

ALL DITCHES, SWALES, CULVERTS, ETC. SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ACTIVE STORM
CONVEYANCES UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE

FOR ADDRESSING STORM WATER DRAINAGE AND DEWATERING OF WORK AREAS 6.

DURING CONSTRUCTION.

DURING WET WEATHER PERIODS, CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
SEQUENCING CONSTRUCTION IN A MANNER TO MINIMIZE IMPACT ON OPEN
EARTHWORK AND COMPACTION OPERATIONS.

THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE WILL PROVIDE GRADING INSPECTION PER
HUMBOLDT COUNTY CODE SECTION 331-14 H.5 AND UPON COMPLETION OF WORK
THE OWNER WILL PROVIDE REPORT PER HUMBOLDT COUNTY CODE

SECTION 331-14 I.1.

ANY MATERIAL NOT UTILIZED ON SITE SHALL BE REMOVED FROM SITE AND
DISPOSED OF IN A LEGAL MANNER CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
SUCH AS COUNTY GRADING ORDINANCES AND PROJECT PERMITS. CONTRACTOR IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR PROPER LEGAL DISPOSAL OF ALL MATERIALS TAKEN FROM SITE.

EXISTING VEGETATION SHALL BE PROTECTED AND LEFT UNDISTURBED AS MUCH
AS PRACTICAL. EXISTING NATIVE PLANTS IN AREAS TO BE DISTURBED WILL BE
FLAGGED BY PROJECT BOTANIST FOR SALVAGE AND STORAGE IN TEMPORARY
NURSERY TO BE REPLANTED AFTER FINAL GRADING HAS OCCURRED.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT A DUST CONTROL PLAN FOR REVIEW AND
APPROVAL BY THE COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT AND THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER.
THE DUST CONTROL PLAN SHALL INCLUDE CASQA BMPS.

BIOLOGICAL RESTRICTIONS - WILDLIFE: PRIOR TO START OF CONSTRUCTION, THE
ENVIRONMENTAL MONITOR OR REPRESENTATIVES WILL GIVE CONTRACTOR'S
STAFF A PRESENTATION REGARDING SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES AND RESTRICTIONS
REQUIRED IN TERMS OF CONSTRUCTION START CLEARANCE SURVEYS, AND
CONSTRUCTION MONITORING. BECAUSE OF THE HIGH NUMBER OF SPECIAL STATUS
SPECIES THAT OCCUR IN THE AREA, MOST, IF NOT ALL, ELEMENTS MAY NOT BE
IMPLEMENTED UNTIL AFTER CERTAIN DATES AND AFTER CONSTRUCTION
CLEARANCE SURVEYS HAVE BEEN PERFORMED AND COMPLETED.

REQUIRED CLEARANCE SURVEYS: IF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES ARE LOCATED
DURING CLEARANCE SURVEYS, REQUIRED ACTIONS COULD INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT
LIMITED TO: 1) TEMPORARY DELAY IN CONSTRUCTION WHILE SPECIES ARE
RELOCATED BY QUALIFIED BIOLOGISTS; OR 2) DELAY OF CONSTRUCTION UNTIL
PREDETERMINED DATE A OF BREEDING SEASON WITH NO CONSTRUCTION
OCCURRING WITHIN A BUFFER ZONE AROUND THE AREA WHERE SPECIES WERE
FOUND.

SCHEDULING OF REQUIRED CLEARANCE SURVEYS: AT THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE. ON A WEEKLY BASIS, THE CONTRACTOR,
CONSTRUCTION MANAGER, AND ENVIRONMENTAL MONITOR WILL MEET AND
DISCUSS THE STATUS OF THE PROJECT AND UPDATES TO SCHEDULES. CLEARANCE
SURVEYS WILL BE SCHEDULED WITH THE BASIS OF THIS REVISED WEEKLY
SCHEDULE. THE CONTRACTOR WILL NOT BE ALLOWED TO START CONSTRUCTION
UNTIL ALL THE APPROVED CLEARANCE SURVEYS HAVE BEEN PERFORMED. IT IS
THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE THE ENVIRONMENTAL
MONITOR AND UPDATED SCHEDULE THAT ALLOW FOR ADEQUATE TIME TO
SCHEDULE THE CLEARANCE SURVEYOR SURVEYS REQUIRED.
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WORK IS LOCATED WITHIN AND ADJACENT TO SENSITIVE WETLAND AND
SUBTIDAL RESOURCES, CONTRACTOR SHALL IMPLEMENT BMPS FOR ACCESS,
STAGING, EROSION CONTROL, AND CONSTRUCTION METHODS TO MINIMIZE
IMPACTS TO EXISTING RESOURCES AND AVOID IMPACTS OUTLINE THE LIMITS
OF WORK.

PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED IN THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT. CONDITIONS ARE
DYNAMIC AND WORK AREAS ARE SUBJECT TO THE ACTION OF THE
FLUCTUATING TIDES, WAVES, BOAT WAKES, AND CURRENTS. CONTRACTOR
SHALL BE FAMILIAR WITH MARINE CONDITIONS AND IMPLEMENT
CONSTRUCTION TECHNIQUES APPROPRIATE TIE TO CONDUCT AND PROTECT
WORK AS REQUIRED.

SOILS AND SEDIMENTS WITHIN THE LIMITS OF WORK VARY. CONTRACTOR
SHALL ANTICIPATE THE USE OF SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FOR
ACCESS AND WORK IN SOFT AND SATURATED SOIL CONDITIONS.

WHERE DEWATERING IS REQUIRED, A DEWATERING PLAN SHALL BE
DEVELOPED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL BY THE
CONSTRUCTION MANAGER TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS TO WATER QUALITY OF
AQUATIC HABITATS IN THE PROJECT AREA. IN GENERAL, TEMPORARY BARRIER
BERMS OR COFFER DAMS ARE REQUIRED IN AREAS WHERE FULL DEWATERING
WILL BE CONDUCTED, WITH ADDITIONAL MEASURES TO REDUCE WATER
QUALITY IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION DEWATERING, INSTALLATION OF
SILT FENCING AND TURBIDITY CURTAINS MAY ALSO BE REQUIRED TO CONTROL
SEDIMENT. AT THE END OF CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE
ALL TEMPORARY BMPS AND RESTORE AREAS BACK TO PRE-CONSTRUCTION
CONDITIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE DESIGNATED BY THE ENGINEER.

BARRIER BERMS OR COFFER DAMS SHALL BE INSTALLED DURING LOW TIDES
AND IN COORDINATION WITH FISH RELOCATION. CONTRACTOR SHALL
COORDINATE WITH FISHERIES BIOLOGIST RESPONSIBLE FOR REMOVING FISH.
CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN ACTIVE WORK AREA FREE OF
TIDAL EXCHANGE AND SEQUENCE WORK TO PREVENT AQUATIC SPECIES FROM
ENTERING WORK AREA.

ANY PUMPS USED ON-SITE (DEWATERING ETC) SHALL BE PLACED ON
ABSORBENT PADS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE SPILL CONTAINMENT
MATERIALS LOCATED AT THE SITE, WITH OPERATORS TRAINED IN SPILL
CONTROL PROCEDURES. PUMPS SHALL BE SCREENED TO PREVENT INTAKE OF
SALMON, TIDEWATER GOBY, AND OTHER SPECIES.

— GHD Inc.

718 Third Street
Eureka California 95501 USA

~ T 17074438326 F 1707 444 8330

Conditions of Use

www.ghd.com

TRAFFIC CONTROL AND ENCROACHMENT NOTES:

den COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT

Poe NATURAL SHORELINE
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT

1. ALL FUELING, EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE, STAGING AND CONSTRUCTION
MANAGEMENT SHALL BE LOCATED OUTSIDE THE COUNTY AND CALTRANS
RIGHT OF WAY.

2. ALL EQUIPMENT AND LOADS OVER WEIGHT, LENGTH, WIDTH LIMITS WILL
REQUIRE A TRANSPORTATION PERMIT FROM THE COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING THESE PERMITS IF
NECESSARY AND PAYING ALL PERMIT FEES.

3. ALL ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION AREAS SHALL BE WATERED AT A RATE SUFFICIENT
TO KEEP SOIL MOIST AND PREVENT FORMATION OF WIND-BLOWN DUST.

4. ALL TRUCKS HAULING SOIL, SAND, AND OTHER LOOSE MATERIALS SHALL BE
COVERED, OR ALL TRUCKS SHALL BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN AT LEAST 2 FEET
OF FREEBOARD, OR SHALL HAVE MOISTURE CONTENT, OR UTILIZE SOME
OTHER METHODS THAT PREVENTS GENERATION OF FUGITIVE DUST.

5. EXPOSED STOCKPILES OF SOIL, SAND, AND SIMILAR MATERIAL SHALL BE
ENCLOSED, COVERED, AND/OR WATERED DAILY, OR TREATED WITH NON-TOXIC
SOIL BINDERS AS NECESSARY TO PREVENT GENERATION OF FUGITIVE DUST.

6. TRAFFIC SPEEDS ON UNPAVED ROADS AND RAIL PRISM SHALL BE LIMITED TO
10 MILES PER HOUR.

7. OUTDOOR DUST-PRODUCING ACTIVITIES SHALL BE SUSPENDED WHEN HIGH
WINDS (>15 MPH) CREATE VISIBLE DUST PLUMES IN SPITE OF CONTROL
MEASURES.

8. REASONABLE PRECAUTIONS SHALL BE TAKEN TO PREVENT THE ENTRY OF
UNAUTHORIZED VEHICLES INTO THE CONSTRUCTION AREA DURING NON-WORK
HOURS.

9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
(AQMD) RULE 420 (PARTICULATE MATTER) AND RULE 430 (FUGITIVE DUST
EMISSIONS), OR SUCCEEDING AQMD RULES THAT CARRY OUT THE AQMD'S
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR PARTICULATE MATTER.

10. ALL EQUIPMENT SHALL OPERATE WITH FACTORY-EQUIPPED MUFFLERS.
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EROSION, SEDIMENT, POLLUTION AND WASTE CONTROL NOTES

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLYING WITH THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) GENERAL PERMIT WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR DISCHARGES OF STORM WATER RUNOFF ASSOCIATED WITH CORRIDOR
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES. THE SITE DISTURBANCE IS GREATER THAN 1 ACRE, THEREFORE
THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO COMPLY WITH THE STORMWATER POLLUTION
PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) FOR THE PROJECT OR A WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PLAN
(WCPC) IF ACCEPTABLE TO AGENCIES.

IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO MINIMIZE EROSION AND PREVENT THE
TRANSPORT OF SEDIMENT TO THE ADJACENT STREAM AND SENSITIVE AREAS.

PERFORM EROSION PREVENTION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST
EDITION OF CHAPTER 33 OF THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, APPLICABLE HUMBOLDT
COUNTY REGULATIONS, AND SECTION 20 OF THE CALTRANS STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.

AT A MINIMUM, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EMPLOY THE FOLLOWING BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES (BMPS) AS DESCRIBED IN THE CURRENT CALTRANS STORM WATER QUALITY
HANDBOOK AS NEEDED:

S$S-2 PRESERVATION OF EXISTING VEGETATION

§S-10 OUTLET PROTECTION/VELOCITY
DISSIPATION DEVICES

SC-1 SILT FENCE

NS-2 DEWATERING OPERATIONS

NS-3 PAVING AND GRINDING OPERATIONS

NS-5 CLEAR WATER DIVERSION

NS-9 VEHICLE EQUIPMENT AND FUELING

WM-1 MATERIALS DELIVERY AND STORAGE

WM-2 MATERIAL USE

WM-4 SPILL PREVENTION AND CONTROL

WM-8 CONCRETE WASTE MANAGEMENT

WM-9 SANITARY/SEPTIC WASTE
MANAGEMENT

IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO FIX ANY EROSION, SEDIMENT, POLLUTION,
& WASTE CONTROL DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED BY THE OWNER OR THE OWNERS
REPRESENTATIVE.

IF DISCREPANCIES OCCUR BETWEEN THESE NOTES, MATERIAL REFERENCED HEREIN OR
MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATIONS, THEN THE MOST PROTECTIVE SHALL APPLY.

PRESERVATION OF EXISTING VEGETATION SHALL OCCUR TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT
PRACTICABLE.

DISCHARGES OF POTENTIAL POLLUTANTS FROM CONSTRUCTION SITES SHALL BE PREVENTED
USING SOURCE CONTROLS TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE. POTENTIAL POLLUTANTS
INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO: SEDIMENT, TRASH, NUTRIENTS, PATHOGENS, PETROLEUM
HYDROCARBONS, METALS, CONCRETE, CEMENT, ASPHALT, LIME, PAINT, STAINS, GLUES, WOOD
PRODUCTS, PESTICIDES, HERBICIDES, CHEMICALS, HAZARDOUS WASTE, SANITARY WASTE,
VEHICLE OR EQUIPMENT WASH WATER, CIGARETTE BUTTS, AND CHLORINATED WATER.
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20.

WHENEVER IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO UTILIZE EROSION PREVENTION MEASURES, EXPOSED
SLOPES SHALL EMPLOY SEDIMENT CONTROL DEVICES, SUCH AS FIBER ROLLS AND SILT
FENCES. FIBER ROLLS AND SILT FENCES SHALL BE TRENCHED AND KEYED INTO THE SOIL AND
INSTALLED ON CONTOUR. SILT FENCES SHALL BE INSTALLED APPROXIMATELY 2 TO 5 FEET
FROM TOE OF SLOPE.

ENERGY DISSIPATERS SHALL BE INSTALLED AT STORM DRAIN OUTLETS WHICH MAY CONVEY
STORM WATER FLOW LEADING TO SOIL EROSION.

SOIL AND MATERIAL STOCKPILES SHALL BE PROPERLY PROTECTED TO MINIMIZE SEDIMENT
AND POLLUTANT TRANSPORT FROM THE CONSTRUCTION SITE.

SOLID WASTE, SUCH AS TRASH AND DEBRIS, SHALL BE PLACED IN DESIGNATED COLLECTION
AREAS OR CONTAINERS. THE CONSTRUCTION SITE SHALL BE CLEARED OF SOLID WASTE
DAILY, OR AS NECESSARY, AND REGULAR REMOVAL AND PROPER DISPOSAL SHALL BE
ARRANGED.

PROPER APPLICATION, CLEANING AND STORAGE OF POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS,
SUCH AS PAINTS AND CHEMICALS, SHALL BE CONDUCTED TO PREVENT THE DISCHARGE OF
POLLUTANTS.

WHEN UTILIZED, TEMPORARY RESTROOMS AND SANITARY FACILITIES SHALL BE LOCATED AND
MAINTAINED TO PREVENT THE DISCHARGE OF POLLUTANTS.

APPROPRIATE VEHICLE STORAGE, FUELING, MAINTENANCE AND CLEANING AREAS SHALL BE
DESIGNATED AND MAINTAINED TO PREVENT DISCHARGE OF POLLUTANTS.

ENTRANCE(S) TO THE CONSTRUCTION SITE SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A CONDITION THAT WILL
PREVENT TRACKING OR FLOWING OF POTENTIAL POLLUTANTS OFFSITE. POTENTIAL
POLLUTANTS DEPOSITED ON PAVED AREAS WITHIN THE COUNTY RIGHT-OF-WAY, SUCH AS
ROADWAYS AND SIDEWALKS, SHALL BE PROPERLY DISPOSED OF EACH WORKING DAY OR
MORE FREQUENTLY AS NECESSARY.

CHANGES TO THE STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN MAY BE MADE TO RESPOND
TO FIELD CONDITIONS. CHANGES SHALL BE NOTED ON THE PLAN WHEN MADE.

EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT OPERATED DIRECTLY WITHIN TIDAL WATERS.

SEDIMENT SOURCES SHALL BE CONTROLLED USING BMPS SUCH AS FIBER ROLLS, SEDIMENT
BASINS, AND/OR CHECK DAMS THAT WILL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO OR DURING GRADING
ACTIVITIES AND REMOVED ONCE THE SITE HAS STABILIZED.

EROSION CONTROL MAY INCLUDE REUSE OF ONSITE NATIVE TOP SOIL AND ORGANIC MULCH,
SEEDING, EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS, PLASTIC COVERINGS, AND GEOTEXTILES OR OTHER
BMPS AS APPROVED OF BY THE ENGINEER.
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21. EXCESS NUISANCE WATER ENCOUNTERED DURING EXCAVATION WILL BE PUMPED INTO THE
SURROUNDING FIELDS OR INTO TEMPORARY SETTLING BASINS WITHIN THE CORRIDOR TO
PREVENT SEDIMENT-LADEN WATER FROM ENTERING THE DOWNSTREAM CHANNEL.

22.  APPROPRIATE ENERGY DISSIPATION DEVISES WILL BE UTILIZED TO REDUCE OR PREVENT
EROSION AT DISCHARGE END OF DEWATERING ACTIVITY.

23. CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, DEBRIS, AND WASTE WILL NOT BE PLACED OR STORED WHERE IT
CAN ENTER INTO OR BE WASHED BY RAINFALL INTO WATERS OF THE U.S./STATE.

24.  OPERATORS OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT, VEHICLES, AND CONSTRUCTION WORK WILL BE
INSTRUCTED TO AVOID SENSITIVE HABITAT AREAS. TO ENSURE CONSTRUCTION OCCURS IN
THE DESIGNATED AREAS AND DOES NOT IMPACT ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS, THE
BOUNDARIES OF THE WORK AREA WILL BE FENCED OR MARKED WITH FLAGGING.

25.  EQUIPMENT WHEN NOT IN USE WILL BE STORED ABOVE HIGH TIDE ELEVATIONS.

26. ALL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT WILL BE MAINTAINED TO PREVENT LEAKS OF FUELS,
LUBRICANTS OR OTHER FLUIDS INTO THE CHANNEL. SERVICE AND REFUELING PROCEDURES
WILL BE NOT CONDUCTED WHERE THERE IS POTENTIAL FOR FUEL SPILLS TO SEEP OR WASH
INTO THE CHANNEL.

27. EXTREME CAUTION WILL BE USED WHEN HANDLING AND/OR STORING CHEMICALS AND
HAZARDOUS WASTES (E.G., FUEL AND HYDRAULIC FLUID) NEAR WATERWAYS, AND ANY AND
ALL APPLICABLE LAWS AND REGULATIONS WILL BE FOLLOWED. APPROPRIATE MATERIALS WILL
BE ON SITE TO PREVENT AND MANAGE SPILLS.

28. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE PREVENTATIVE MEASURES TO AVOID ANY SPILLS OR LEAKS
ON THE SITE FROM PETROLEUM PRODUCTS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE A SPILL
PREVENTION AND RESPONSE PLAN THAT WILL BE APPROVED BY THE CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER AND ENVIRONMENTAL MONITOR. THIS MUST BE IMPLEMENTED AND ADHERED TO BY
THE CONTRACTOR. AT A MINIMUM, THIS PLAN SHALL REQUIRE THAT STAGING, STORAGE,

29. AT THE CONCLUSION OF CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN TASK ELEMENTS, THE CONTRACTOR
WILL BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT ADDITIONAL POST-CONSTRUCTION EROSION CONTROL
MEASURES WHERE SPECIFIED IN THE PLANS OR WHERE DIRECTED BY THE CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER OR ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGER IN ORDER TO PROTECT NATURAL RESOURCES.
THESE MEASURES INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO, INSTALLING SEED, BIODEGRADABLE
WATTLES OR STRAW LOGS, AND EROSION CONTROL BLANKET AND CONSISTENT WITH THE
SWPPP AND RE-VEGETATION PLANS.

| et COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT
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Eureka California 95501 USA
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RARE PLANT RECONNAISSANCE (GHD, MAY 2020)
@ Chloropyron Maritimum ssp.
palustre (Point Reyes Bird's Beak)

Castilleja Ambigua ssp.
(®  humboldtiensis (Humboldt bay
owl's clover)

Spergularia canadensis var.
occidentalis (Western sand
spurrey)

® Angelica lucida (Sea watch)

MATCHLINE SEEVIEWABOVE | 1 1 I = ¥

50% DESIGN

VEGETATION MAPPING (GHD, 2014-2017)

D Estuarine Intertidal Rocky Shore

Estuarine Intertidal Rocky Shore -
with Spartina densiflora

D Invasive dense-flowered cordgrass
marsh (Spartina densiflora

Semi-Natural Alliance)

Pickleweed marsh (Salicornia
pacifica Alliance)

NOT FOR Northern
CONSTRUCTION Hydrology &
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Author 0. GOODE
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Drafting Check B. VIVYAN
Design Check  B. VIVYAN

Project Manager J. SVEHLA
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Estuarine Intertidal Unconsolidated
4zl Shore

D Palustrine Emergent Ditch

EXISTING RR TRACKS
FILLED UNDER
SEPARATE PROJECT

VEGETATION ASSESSMENT (GHD, 2021)
\:l Coastal tufted hairgrass marsh
(Deschampsia cespitosa Alliance)
—| Pickleweed marsh (Salicornia
- | pacifica Alliance)

% Invasive dense-flowered
////A cordgrass marsh (Spartina
densiflora Semi-Natural Alliance)

[T Coyotebrush shrubland (Baccharis
L pilularis Alliance)

10' CLASS | PATH
CONSTRUCTED UNDER
SEPARATE PROJECT

v
0 125' 250'

INVASIVE PLANT REMOVAL AND RARE PLANT AVOIDANCE / SALVAGE PLAN o™ iy

Bar is one inch on
original size sheet
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NOTES:

1. LOCATION OF RARE PLANTS SHOWN IS APPROXIMATE. AVOID OR SALVAGE RARE PLANTS IN ACCORDANCE TO
PROJECT HABITAT MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN AND RE-VEGETATION PLAN PRIOR TO GROUND DISTURBING

ACTIVITIES.

2. REMOVE APPROXIMATELY 1.5 ACRES OF INVASIVE DENSE-FLOWERED CORDGRASS (SPARTINA DENSIFLORA) USING

HAND AND MECHANICAL METHODS.
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CONSTRUCTION INGRESS
/EGRESS TO HWY 101
POTENTIAL STAGING
AND STOCKPILE AREA
POTENTIAL STAGING
AND STOCKPILE AREA

QUENCE OF WORK PH

HUMBOLDT BAY
POTENTIAL STAGING HUMBOLDT BAY
AND STOCKPILE AREA

OPTIONAL
BARRIER
BERM, TYP.

BRAINARD

= e e

': g TEMPORARY
~ CONSTRUCTION w ; HAUL ROUTE!
INGRESS / EGRESS —— . o
. PROPOSED SALT MARSH n\ TEMPORARY HAUL ROUTE -

ALONG ELEVATED RAIL PRISM,

SEE DETAIL, THIS SHEET

CONSTRUCTION STAGING AND SEQUENCING PLAN

NOTES:

CONSTRUCTION PHASING WILL BE SUBJECT TO AVAILABILITY OF SALT MARSH FILL. ACTUAL

PHASING MAY VARY FROM THAT SHOWN.

2. BARRIER BERMS SHOWN ARE OPTIONAL AND MAY BE PLACED TO MAINTAIN THE SALT MARSH FILL
AREA DEWATERED DURING CONSTRUCTION AND FOR MATERIAL HAUL ROUTES.

3. BARRIER BERMS PLACED MAY REMAIN IN PLACE FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION.

1

SECTION OF BARRIER BERM
REMOVED UPON COMPLETION
OF FILL PLACEMENT AND TIDAL|
CHANNEL EXCAVATION.

OPTIONAL BARRIER

TEMPORARY HAUL ROUTE
BERM, TYP.

SEE NOTES THIS SHEET

TEMPORARY HIGH
VISIBILITY CONSTRUCTION
FENCE WITH SILT FENCE

BAY TRAIL AS PART OF

RESTORE BACK TO
PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONDITION
UPON COMPLETION OF WORK

FILL PLACED OVER

EXISTING RAILS/TIES AS
PART OF SEPARATE
PROJECT (2023), TYP.

SEPARATE PROJECT (2023)

TEMPORARY HAUL ROUTE
ALONG ELEVATED RAIL PRISM,
SEE DETAIL, THIS SHEET

EQUENCE OF WORK TO CONTINUE AS SHOWN ABOVE

ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION
» INSTALLED AS PART OF
SEPARATE PROJECT (2023), TYP.

CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE ENLARGEMENT PLAN ROUTE - TYPICAL SECTION

e COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT e STAGING & PHASING PLAN

50% DESIGHN % A | — N
NOT FOR | j
CONSTRUCTION
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SALT MARSH OUTLET

TRAIL BRIDGE CONSTRUCTED UNDER SEPARATE PROJECT STABILIZED WITH A LWD
GROIN ON EITHER SIDE

OF OUTLET, TYP.

SEE DETAIL, SHEET C-301

~ 30" WIDE GRAVEL/SAND BEACH

IO 1 e
MUD FLAT : TIDAL CHANNEL (PRIMARY), TYP.
BOTTOM ELEVATION MATCHES
TIDAL CHANNEL / SALT MARSH
EXISTING MUDFLAT ELEVATION (TERTIARY), TYP. DRAINAGE

TIDAL CHANNEL AND PHASE
(SECONDARY), TYP. DIVIDE, TYP.

MATCHLINE SEE SHEET C-102

EXISTING MUDFLAT, TYP.

SALT MARSH,
ELEVATION 7.

150' WIDTH +/-, TYP.

EXISTING SALT MARSH TO BE —S———— i 2 A R T WSO e, T T = S L viauis
INTEGRATED INTO NEW SALT E UPLAND TO SALT MARSH = — 10'CLASS | PATH
MARSH, TYP. — 3 ; — - —— TRANSITIONAL ZONE SLOPE ———— ) CONSTRUCTED UNDER
= . AT APPROXIMATELY 10-15:1 : SEPARATE PROJECT
EXISTING
CONTOURS, TYP. v
0 60’ 120
RESTORATION SITE PLAN
KEY MAP | | KEY MAP | | SHEET NOTE
EXISTING SALT MARSH ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION 1. OPTIONAL BARRIER BERM NOT SHOWN.
HUMBOLDT BAY
UPLAND / SALT MARSH
SEGMENT DEPICTED ABOVE TRANSITIONAL SLOPE TIDAL CHANNEL
NEW SALT MARSH N HISTORIC MARSH LIMIT
BARRIER / SHINGLE BEACH % LARGE WOODY DEBRIS (LWD) GROIN
—— — - . ‘ POTENTIAL NATURE STUDY VIEWING

CUTOFF

PROPOSED SALT
MARSH

INDIANOLA
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101-0 133HS 33S 3INITHOLVYIN

EXISTING TIDAL
MUD FLAT

~30' WIDE GRAVEL/SAND BEACH
AT APPROXIMATELY 10:1 SLOPE
FROM ELEVATION 7.0 TO
EXISTING MUDFLAT, TYP.

"dAL 1+ HLAIM 05}

LASS | PATH
CONSTRUCTED UNDER
SEPARATE PROJECT

APPROXIMATE EXTENT OF HISTORIC (1870) MARSH

SALT MARSH CHANNEL
OUTLET STABILIZED WITH A
LWD GROIN ON EITHER
SIDE OF OUTLET, TYP.

SEE DETAIL, SHEET C-301

SALT MARSH,
ELEVATION

EXISTING
CONTOURS, TYP.

TIDAL CHANNEL (PRIMARY), TYP.

BOTTOM ELEVATION TO MATCH

EXISTING MUDFLAT ELEVATION
SALT MARSH
DRAINAGE

TIDAL CHANNEL AND PHASE
(TERTIARY), TYP. DIVIDE, TYP.

TIDAL CHANNEL
(SECONDARY), TYP.

APPROXIMATE
EXTENT OF Exist
REVETMENT/RSP

UPLAND TO SALT MARSH
TRANSITIONAL ZONE SLOPE
AT APPROXIMATELY 10-

EXISTING SALT MARSH TO BE
INTEGRATED INTO NEW SALT
MARSH, TYP.

)
o
Ny
o
—
w
w
I
17}
w
w
»
w
2
-l
I
[
<
=

PROPOSED SALT
MARSH

50% DESIGN
NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

0 60' 120'
RESTORATION SITEPLAN il
KEY MAP | | KEY MAP | | SHEET NOTE
EXISTING SALT MARSH ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION 1. OPTIONAL BARRIER BERM NOT SHOWN.
HUMBOLDT BAY
UPLAND / SALT MARSH
SEGMENT DEPICTED ABOVE TRANSITIONAL SLOPE TIDAL CHANNEL

NEW SALT MARSH S — . — HISTORIC MARSH LIMIT
BARRIER / SHINGLE BEACH LARGE WOODY DEBRIS (LWD) GROIN
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CUTOFF
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’ ‘ : A o t EXISTING 1"
APPROXIMATE EXTENT OF HISTORIC (1870) MARSH W riedan o : i . i i : CONTOURS, TYP.

SALT MARSH CHANNEL
OUTLET STABILIZED WITH
ALWD GROIN ON EITHER
L . L SIDE OF OUTLET, TYP. SEE
~30' WIDE GRAVEL/SAND BEACH ; . DETAIL, SHEET C-301 TIDAL CHANNEL (PRIMARY), TYP. TIDAL CHANNEL SALT MARSH
AT APPROXIMATELY 10:1 SLOPE |\~ : . BOTTOM ELEVATION TO MATCH (TERTIARY). TY/ DRAINAGE

FROM ELEVATION7.0TO | = N\ fold TIDAL CHANNEL EXISTING MUDFLAT ELEVATION AND PHASE
EXISTING MUDFLAT, TYP.  (SECONDARY), TYP. DIVIDE, TYP.

201-0 133HS 33S INITHOLVIA

MATCHLINE SEE SHEET C-104

APPROXIMATE
EXISTING SALT MARSH TO BE 10' CLASS | PATH Exist RR TRACKS FILLED = o EXTENT OF Exist
INTEGRATED INTO NEW SALT CONSTRUCTED UNDER .~ UNDER SEPARATE PROJECT e REVETMENT/RSP
MARSH, TYP. o _ SEPARATE PROJECT e = = -
POTENTIAL NATURE STUDY CONNECT NEW TIDAL CHANNEL
VIEWING AREA WITH 4 TO EXISTING CULVERT WITH
INTERPRETIVE SIGN 0 - 120 FLAP GATE, TYP.

RESTORATION SITE PLAN [l S—

KEY MAP | | KEY MAP | | SHEET NOTE
EXISTING SALT MARSH ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION 1. OPTIONAL BARRIER BERM NOT SHOWN.
HUMBOLDT BAY SEGMENT DEPICTED ABOVE
UPLAND / SALT MARSH TIDAL CHANNEL
TRANSITIONAL SLOPE
NEW SALT MARSH S — . — HISTORIC MARSH LIMIT
BARRIER / SHINGLE BEACH % LARGE WOODY DEBRIS (LWD) GROIN
POTENTIAL NATURE STUDY VIEWING
AREA

CUTOFF

PROPOSED SALT
MARSH

INDIANOLA
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SALT MARSH ‘ TEMPORARY |
gml)NE;’\GTEP_ \ STAGING AND
STOCKPILE

AREA
EXISTING TIDAL
MUD FLAT
TIDAL CHANNEL
(TERTIARY), TYP,

SALT MARSH CHANNEL TIDAL CHANNEL (PRIMARY), TYP. B RACUT

~30' WIDE GRAVEL/SAND BEACH OUTLET STABILIZED WITH BOTTOM ELEVATION TO MATCH / \ INDUSTRIAL

AT APPROXIMATELY 10:1 SLOPE EXISTING MUDFLAT ELEVATION
FROM ELEVATION 7.0 TO ALWD GROIN ON EITHER

SIDE OF OUTLET, TYP. SEE ’ G ‘ PARK
EXISTING MUDFLAT, TYP. : TIDAL CHANNEL :
DETAIL, SHEET C-301 (SECONDARY), TYP. . .

SALT MARS|
ELEVATION 7.

10' CLASS | PATH Le s r ‘ 2
_ CONSTRUCTED UNDER UPLAND TO SALT MARSH e
SEPARATEPROJECT | TRANSITIONAL ZONE SLOPE - APPROXIMATE - — ; N
AT APPROXIMATELY 10-15:1 S L EXTENT OF Exist — Exist RR TRACKS FILLED _\— EXISTING SALT MARSH TO BE

REVETMENT/RSP UNDER SEPARATE PROJECT INTEGRATED INTO NEW SALT
CONNECT NEW TIDAL CHANNEL MARSH, TYP.
TO EXISTING CULVERT WITH
POTENTIAL NATURE STUDY FLAP GATE, TYP.
VIEWING AREA WITH
INTERPRETIVE SIGN 4
0 60' 120
RESTORATION SITEPLAN i e
KEY MAP | | KEY MAP | | SHEET NOTE
EXISTING SALT MARSH ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION 1. OPTIONAL BARRIER BERM NOT SHOWN.
HUMBOLDT BAY SEGMENT DEPICTED ABOVE
UPLAND / SALT MARSH TIDAL CHANNEL
TRANSITIONAL SLOPE
NEW SALT MARSH MmN STORIC MARSH LIMIT
BARRIER / SHINGLE BEACH ;ﬁ_ LARGE WOODY DEBRIS (LWD) GROIN
POTENTIAL NATURE STUDY VIEWING
AREA

INDIANOLA
CUTOFF

PROPOSED SALT
MARSH
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TRANSITION SLOPE NATIVE PLUG PLANTS: SPECIES SPACING AND MIX

ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION INSTALLED SEE FILL SCENARIOS OVER RSP, SEE — : "
AS PART OF SEPARATE PROJECT (2023) BELOW FOR TYPICAL FILL SECTIONS. Spacing (feet) cent of Mix

‘ Coastal gumplant Grindelia stricta var. stricta 3 10
35'- 40' +/- UPLAND SALT MARSH, BIODEGRADABLE ROLLED EROSION — ANTICIPATED LONG-TERM EXISTING MUDFLAT, — ‘ Pacific aster Symphyotrichum chilense 3-4 10
I TRANSITIONAL SLOPE APPROX. ELEV. 7.00 CONTROL PRODUCT (NON-SYNTHETIC) FORMATION OF VEGETATED ELEVATION VARIES ‘ Pacific silverweed Potentill anserina ssp. pacifica 2.3 25
ELEVATED RAIL PRISM AS PART OF EL: 115' SAND / SEDIMENT BERM (°3.00 - 4.00)
SEPARATE PROJECT (2023) h ‘ Salt rush Juncus lescurii 3 20
| \ 115 +/- SALT MARSH

W \\‘ Il 20 +7- BARRIER BERM GRAVEL / SAND BEACH COMPRISED ‘ Seacoast angelica Angelica lucida 4 10

|1/ 72 - OF SAND WITH COARSE TO VERY
Hs2A l TIDAL CHANNEL | : N ] -
\\‘h DEPTH & WIDTH VARIES, COARSE GRAVEL ‘ Tufted hair grass Deschampsia caespitosa ssp. beringensis 3 25

= SEE DETAIL
30' +/- GRAVEL / SAND BEACH |

1 TRANSITION SLOPE NATIVE SEED MIX: SPECIES MIX AND QUANTITIES

PLS Lbs/Acre Common name Scientific name Lifeform

10151y g, ope

1.00 Cows clover Trifolium wormskioldli Perennial herb ‘
EXISTING ROCK SLOPE 1.50 Dune rush Juncus fescurii Perennial rush ‘
BAY TRAIL AS PART OF PROTECTION, WERE H . - .

2.00 Marsh gumplant Grindela stricta Sub-shrub
SEPARATE PROJECT (2023) SHOWN ON PLAN ° gump ‘
L 15.00 Meadow barley Hordeum brachyantherum Perennial grass ‘

— W 0.10 Pacific aster Sympotrichium chilense Perennial herb
oo s Lomowsur | omowomen S Cmme e . |
COMPRISED OF LIGHTLY ELEVATION, TYP. (COMPOSED OF COBBLE, GRAVEL, 2.00 Seacoast angelica Angelica iucida Perennial herb ‘
COMPACTED SILT, FINE ’ SAND, AND SOIL), SEE NOTE 1 BE CONSTRUCTED : : :

SAND. AND'CLAY ' ' AND REMAIN 12.00 Tufted hairgrass Deschampsia caesptosa Perennial grass ‘

SALT MARSH - TYPICAL SECTION

0 10' 20

™ ——  \/ERT. EXAG. X2

PLANTING & SEEDING SCHEDULE

SHEET NOTE

1 IF USED, BARRIER BERMS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ABOVE HIGHEST ANTICIPATED TIDE TO PREVENT
OVER-TOPPING DURING CONSTRUCTION. IF BARRIER BERM IS LEFT IN PLACE FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION,
IT SHALL BE LOWERED TO APPROXIMATELY ELEVATION 6-FEET AND BACKFILLED WITH SALT MARSH FILL TO
MARSH PLAIN DESIGN ELEVATION.

BAY TRAIL AS PART OF APPROX ELEV.700 |
SEPARATE PROJECT (2023) 35-40" +- UPLAND
| TRANSITIONAL SLOPE |
ELEVATED RAIL PRISM AS EL 1150
PART OF SEPARATE ‘ \
PROEGT (2023), TYF 0-15k1V st opg SOILFILL, TYP. Ny \*M (o , \W 7 A Y
1| N&&"/‘}\\\} A ( X — =\ N X = '\ N ))A‘{/‘ i M 7
S Al ey | - ey
— g o oW
] Li g Ly

ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION
INSTALLED AS PART OF SLOFEEX EF@T%S%SE TYPE 2 REVETMENT
SEPARATE PROJECT (2023), TYP

TYPE 1 REVETMENT
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Figure I-1 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with no wind for the

simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and wave-induced shear
stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer critical shear stress for
erosion, respectively.
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Figure I-2 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at

5 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from NW 10 mps (~22 mph) Wind from NW 10 mps (~22 mph)
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Figure I-3 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at

10 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from NW 15 mps (~34 mph) Wind from NW 15 mps (~34 mph)
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Figure I-4 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at

15 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from NW 20 mps (~45 mph)
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Figure I-5 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a northwest (NW) wind at

20 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer

critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.

GHD | Humboldt County Department of Public Works | 11214987 | Natural Shoreline Infrastructure in Humboldt Bay for Intertidal Coastal Marsh Restoration

and Transportation Corridor Protection: Draft 50% Design Report 5



Wind from SE 5 mps (~11 mph) Wind from SE 5 mps (~11 mph)
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Figure I-6 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at

5 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from SE 10 mps (~22 mph) Wind from SE 10 mps (~22 mph)
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Figure I-7 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at

10 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Figure I-8 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at

15 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Wind from SE 20 mps (~45 mph) Wind from SE 20 mps (~45 mph)
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Figure I-9 Predicted depth and total bed shear stress (total stress) for existing conditions (left) and the proposed Project design (right) by Zones with a southeast (SE) wind at

20 mps (~11 mph) for the simulation period. Depth is provided for Zone 1 only (top figure), and total stress is provided for all Zones. Total stress accounts for current-induced and
wave-induced shear stresses. Solid black line is the mean; gray band is the min/max range; and the dotted and dashed lines are the minimum and maximum SEDflume top layer
critical shear stress for erosion, respectively.
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Appendix J

Opinion of Probable Cost



Opinion of Probable Construction Cost

Client:  County of Humboldt - Department of Public Works Date: 5/7/2022
Project Title:  Natural Shoreline Infrastructure (Brainard to Bracut) GHD Ref: 11214987
Status of Design:  50% Design

=

Item No. Description Quantity Unit Cost
1 Mobilization and Demobilization (Estimated Approx. 4% of Subtotal) LS 1 $ 350,000.00 | $ 450,000.00 $350,000 $450,000
2 ROW for Staging/Stockpile Area and Notification/Signage LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000
3 Water Management, Erosion/Sediment Control, and Environmental Protection LS 1 $200,000.00 $200,000
4 Construction Survey Staking LS 1 $75,000.00 $75,000
5 Clearing and Grubbing LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000
6 Invasive Spartina Removal LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000
7 Soil Fill for Salt Marsh Plain and Ecotone Transition (including tidal channel grading) ! CYy 130,000 $25.00 | $50.00 $3,250,000 | $6,500,000
8 Gravel/Sand Mix for Shingle Beach CYy 20,000 $100.00 $2,000,000
9 Cobble/Gravel/Soil Mix for Barrier Berm CcYy 30,000 $100.00 $3,000,000
10 LWD Groins EA 16 $10,000.00 $160,000
11 Biodegradable Rolled Erosion Control Netting SQFT 530,000 $0.50 $265,000
12 Fiber Rolls LF 20,000 $5.00 $100,000
13 Broadcast Native Seed ACRE 6.1 $10,000.00 $61,000
14 Install Wetland Plugs 2 ACRE 6.1 $25,000.00 $152,000
15 Interpretative Areas (Benches and Signs) LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000
Lower Upper
Construction Subtotal: $ 9,870,000 $ 13,220,000
30% Estimating Contingency: $ 2,970,000 $ 3,970,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST: $ 12,840,000 $ 17,190,000
Planning, Engineering, and Environmental Compliance @ 20% (Lower) and 25% (Upper): $ 2,568,000 $ 4,297,500
Construction Management and Administration @ 10% (Lower) and 15% (Upper): $ 1,284,000 § 2,578,500
TOTAL PROJECT COST®: $ 16,700,000 $ 24,100,000
Post Construction Monitoring and Management (Assumed 3-years)4: $ 150,000 $ 300,000
Note:

' The total opinion of cost is highly sensitive to the unit cost of soil fill, thus a lower and upper unit coast range was provided to reflect the highly variable costs associated with procurement and
transport.

2 Wetland plug planting assumed for Transition Zone only with passive (natural) recruitment of salt marsh species on salt marsh plain.

% This opinion reflects probable construction costs obtainable for the project location on the date this estimate was prepared. Due to inflation of labor, material and equipment costs and nature of
construction cost volatility, prices may vary. Escalation of costs should be considered for future planning and use of this estimate.

4 Post construction monitoring cost assumed to require limited management actions and interventions.



Opinion of Probable Construction Cost (Phase 1 only)

Client:  County of Humboldt - Department of Public Works

Project Title:

Natural Shoreline Infrastructure (Brainard to Bracut)

&)

Status of Design:  50% Design

Item No.

Description

Quantity

Unit Cost

Date: 6/6/2022
GHD Ref: 11214987

1 Mobilization and Demobilization (Estimated Approx. 4% of Subtotal) LS 1 $ 120,000.00 | $ 130,000.00 $120,000 $130,000
2 ROW for Staging/Stockpile Area and Notification/Signage LS 1 $25,000.00 $25,000
3 Water Management, Erosion/Sediment Control, and Environmental Protection LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000
4 Construction Survey Staking LS 1 $20,000.00 $20,000
5 Clearing and Grubbing LS 1 $10,000.00 $10,000
6 Invasive Spartina Removal LS 1 $10,000.00 $10,000
7 Soil Fill for Salt Marsh Plain and Ecotone Transition (including tidal channel grading) * CcY 20,000 $25.00 | $50.00 $500,000 | $1,000,000
8 Gravel/Sand Mix for Shingle Beach CcY 10,000 $100.00 $1,000,000
9 Cobble/Gravel/Soil Mix for Barrier Berm CY 10,000 $100.00 $1,000,000
10 LWD Groins EA 2 $10,000.00 $20,000
11 Biodegradable Rolled Erosion Control Netting SQFT 80,000 $0.50 $40,000
12 Fiber Rolls LF 20,000 $5.00 $100,000
13 Broadcast Native Seed ACRE 0.9 $10,000.00 $10,000
14 Install Wetland Plugs 2 ACRE 0.9 $25,000.00 $23,000
15 Interpretative Areas (Benches and Signs) LS 1 $10,000.00 $10,000
Lower Upper
Construction Subtotal: $ 2,940,000 $ 3,450,000
30% Estimating Contingency: $ 890,000 $ 1,040,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST: $ 3,830,000 $ 4,490,000
Planning, Engineering, and Environmental Compliance @ 20% (Lower) and 25% (Upper): $ 766,000 $ 1,122,500
Construction Management and Administration @ 10% (Lower) and 15% (Upper): $ 383,000 $ 673,500
TOTAL PROJECT COST®: $ 5,000,000 $ 6,300,000
Post Construction Monitoring and Management (Assumed 3-years)*:  $ 50,000 $ 150,000
Note:

! The total opinion of cost is highly sensitive to the unit cost of soil fill, thus a lower and upper unit coast range was provided to reflect the highly variable costs associated with procurement and transport.
2 Wetland plug planting assumed for Transition Zone only with passive (natural) recruitment of salt marsh species on salt marsh plain.

3 This opinion reflects probable construction costs obtainable for the project location on the date this estimate was prepared. Due to inflation of labor, material and equipment costs and nature of
construction cost volatility, prices may vary. Escalation of costs should be considered for future planning and use of this estimate.

4 Post construction monitoring cost assumed to require limited management actions and interventions.
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