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Daar My, Tubt)e:

The Corpa of Engineers haox revieWed the Draft Program
Envivoenmantal Impact Report on Grawvel Removal on the Lowey Eel
Fiver (February, 1992).  The propoced project consistz of the
removal of approximately 1.3 million cubic yards of gravel per
veasy from the Eol and Van Duzen Rivers.  The gravel would be
removed by the excavation of trenches measuring approximately
1,600 faet long, S0 Teet wide, and 15 feet deep. Stockpiling
would occur in the viwver bed. ! Currently, 868,000 cubic yards of
gravel are removed per year Trom Lhis system pev yeav. The new
proposal includes Che yemowval of an additional 440,000 cubic
yvards per year. The Corps of Dngineers vegulates certain
activibies associsted with gravel mining under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. Parts 320 through 330) and
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C.
40%). Under the Lhe Clean Watey Act, the Corps regulates the
placement of fill inkto "waters of the United States”. On the
Eel Riwver, thooe “waters" extend to the high tide line in tidal
waters' and to to the ordinary high water mark on nontidal waters
and include adjacent wetlandws. Gravel mining activities that
may vredquire Section 404 authorization include, but are not
limited to, stockpiling, disking, channelizing, bank
modification, sorting, and river crossings. In certain
instances, some of these activities are authorized under
Nationwide Permits. However, thesa permits do not apply to
designat ¢ Wild and Scenic River:s, Under Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 1.5.C. 403), the Corps
regulates cartain work in or affecting navigable waters of the
United “tates. The Eel River 1o considervred to be navigable from
itz mouth to Worsick. For the purpoze of gravel mining,
regulated wovk includes, withouh limitation, excavation,
filling, or other modifications of the of the navigable water.
vork performed under thiz gravel mining proposal, therefore, may
require Corps of Fngineers authorization.
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The Corpz recoanizes the necd to perform a program
environmental analysie of mining in the EFel River and commends
Humboldt County’s cfforts to complete such a study. We do,
however , have seversl comments vegarding the clarity and
accuracy of Drafh Envivonmental Impact Report (EIR). These
comments are outlinsd below.

General Comments:

The County states Lhat the objectjves of the aravel mining
are as follows:

1. to provide an economic veturn to the operatore and land
oWnNers;
to provide jobs;
to provide gravel, sand, -and crushed vook tor
constructlon projects both in and outside of Humboldt
County;
4 . to increase the tidal prism of the eztuary;: and

5. to enhance the quality of the fish habitat in the lower

Eel River.

However , these objectivesn are not fully discussed in terms of
the project impact: or project albevnmatives. It appears that
changes in the tidal prism and fisherics habitat are results,
rather than dviving forces, in the development of this mining
proposal . In addition, it has not been established that
beneficial impacts to the estunry or the Fisheries would, or .
may , occur From Che proposcc aol (vily . In order to maintair
these pointz asz objectives, the County should develop a i
management plan which addreszes these issues. This plan should
specify the optimal tidal prism of the estuary and should
evaluate alternatives for achieving the stated agoal . In
addition, it should identify the limiting factors of the
Fisherien habitat in the lower €l and Van Duzen Rivers and
should Jevaluate alternatives for enhancing these habitat
components., Otherwise, theze components should be vremoved from
the statement of purpose. They, however, should be fully
evaluated as impacts of the proposed mining.

W N

Furthermore, the discussion of alternatives is limited ro
the Mo Action alternative, an adjustable extraction rate based
on annual replenizshment altevynative, a reduced extraction volume 2
alternative, an upland quarry alternative, and the propozed 1.3
million cubic yard per year extraction rate altevnative.
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. With the exception. of the proposed project, each of these

calternatives is excluded from analysis with very little
information provided. In ordey to Justify the exclusion of an
alternative, the County should demonstrate that the alternative | 2
iz not feasible, does not meet rhe project purpose, or is not
the least snviromnmentally damaging option. Moreover, additional
alternatives should be evaluated. Potential alternatives may
include, at a minimum, continued bar skimming, terrace mining,
and mining hars at alternative Jocations (especially for Site
6.

In addition, the area of study is not clearly defined in
the DEIR. Tt appesars that, in some cases (e.g. endangered 2
gpacies), it is limited to the bars proposed for excavation. Al «
larger geographic area which encompasses the area of potential
impact zhould b: included in the study area. A map clearly
delineating this area should be included in the EIR. Also, the
presentation of environmental metting and potential impacts in
the DEIR is very unclear. The two sections should be clearly
separated. Under enviromnmental zetting, the existing condition
of each =rnvivonmental component should be thoroughly and 4
quantitatively dizcussed. In Lhe current draftt, this
information is often not discussed until the environmental
impacts mection. In addition, in the proper section, the
. environmental impacts of the proposed mining should be
thoroughly and quantitatively evaluated.

Laztly, the propozed monitoring proaram is a key component
of this project proposal. Howsver, very little specific.
information is available regarding the specifics of the plan.

In order to evaluate ite effectivensss, the following 0y
information Is required:
1. the preclize location of the bar transects;:

2. ) the specific timing of the bar and longitudinal

TUTVEYS S

3. the specific timing and scale of aerial photography;
and : ' ;
4. the benchmark to be used. )

It has been established that portions of the Ee)l River have

aggraded over the past decades, partially as a result of the

1964 flood. However, prolonged aravel extraction in excess of
replenishment ratess in conjunction with several years of poor :
flows hascontributed to the reversal of this trend. 1In order to | &
avoid adverse impacts resultirig from uncontrolled degradation of

the stream channel, data describing exigsting and predicted

channel elevations should be provided, and a goal for managing

the bed elevation should be establ ished. ' .
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Specific Comments:

page i On page 1. the document states that 200 gallons of
Wwater pey hour would:bes vequivred for operation of the
cvuzhing plants. This figure represents 0.05 per cent
of the river summer low flow volume. However , on page 7
10, the document states that the 200 gallons per minute
would be required. This represents three per cent of
the summer low flow. Thiz contradiction should be
corrected.

page 1i Hiztoric removal iz eztimated as 700,000 to 1,000,000 &
cubic vards. Is thiz figure a per year rate or a l
cumulative quantity?

[
[
[N

page
proceasing "would not enhance® the adjacent riparian
habitat .  “Would not cnhance” should be changed to !
"would adversely impact " ¢

The documsnt states that the noise gencrated by graveli

page vi  The second paragraph should be changed to read as
follows:
"The proposed placem. il of a aravel processing plant in T
the heart of the ¢00-acre riparian forest on the west
side of the river related to Site #6 would be a .

significant, adverse impact.

page vi  Here ancd throughout the DEIR, the County states that a
monitoring plan would be implemented to reduce the
significance of advers=se impacts incurred by the
proposed level of mining. However, a monitoring plan,
in and of itself, would not alleviate the magnitude of
acdverse impacts to the viver channel. It would serve

! only to identify these impacts. In order to reduce the
magnitude of the impactx, A remedial action plan would
be needed.

——
r—

page vi The DEIR states that the decreased extraction rate
alternative is not recommended. The reasons for 12
diamiszing this alternative should be fully discussed.

page viil The document =ztates that the proposed monitoring
program would mitigate the potential scour impacts
identified in the EIR. This plan may identify and
auantify these impacts: however, it would not mitigate
them. Measures for rectitying the impact once it is
identified by the monitoring proaram should be included
In the plan.,

0y
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The DEIR ¢ites Dames and Moore’s calculations of i d-
potential bed degvadation. Under what extraction
scenario do these calculations apply?

This table needs a datum, I =
The DEIR ukilizes the Department of Agriculture’s
mediment. vield estimats 19,942,412 cubic yards per year
in the Eel River. Assuming that one per cent of the
suspended sediment 1z bedload, the document states that
the caleulated bedload would be 1,994,241 cubic yavrds '
per year . This appearz to be an error in caleulation. J<
The actual figure should be 199,424 cubic yards
(19,942,412 x 0.01 = 199,424). Furthermore, in a 1979
study, the Corps of Engineers estimated the suspended
sediment load of the Eel River to be 16,205,932 cubic
vavds at most (Smith and Patrick, 1979). Using the one
por cent oriterion, this figure implies a bedload of
12,05 cublc vards.

The description of the river bed and low flow channel
chould include figures i)lustrating channel morphology
Fhroughoutl. the project area.

17

The description of ripavian habitat should include a

map of wvegetation in the project area. In addition, j | &
this description should fully discuss the composition ¢
and quality of this habitat and its regional context. !

The document uses varying names for the species of C g

fish. It should be revised to use one name for each | 7

speclies conusistently., !
. I : . " Com s . " IZC”

Change "title prism” to "tidal prism".

The discussion of the existing habitat available for

birde, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians should be 2|

expandacl. In addition, the list of bird, reptile, and

amphibian zapecies occurring in the study area should be

expanded .



pade 34 The document states 1 hal no rare, threatened, or
endangered gpecies ocour in the project area and then
contradicts itzelf by stating that the bald eagle 22
(Haliaeetus leucocephslus) and the peregrine falcon
(Falco peregrinus anatum) both occur in the project
area. This point should be revised. 1In addition, the
environmental setting mection should discuss the
occurrence of all candidate and listed species in the

-y

project area. A list of these species was provided to w
the County by the the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by
letter of January 24, 1992. The potential impacts to
sach of these species zhould be discussed in the
envivonmental impacts @ectiorn.

page 35 The section discussing air quality should include a l =4
Quantitative dizcussion of existing air quality
conditions velative o state and national standards.

page 36 In the diccussion of flooding, the DEIR should includelﬂﬂf
a evaluation of the magnitucde and impacte of theane e
floods.

page 37 What arve the dates of the aerial photographs taken 2 ¢
before and after the construction of the Highways 101' =

and 211 bridges?

page 37 The DEIR concludes that the channel elevation of the
Eel River has not chanaged “very much" over the last
vesre.  Thiz conclusion should be quantified. 1In
acldition, the dizcus=zion of conclusion fhat "some
change"” has occurved in Lhe bed elevation of the Van
Duzen River should be expanded, It is not clear 27
whether the figures vepresent channel migration or bed

| elevation changes. In addition, parvaavaph seven states

that the bed at the south pier of the Route 101 bridae
over the Van Duzen River degraded by 20 feet between
1924 and 1991. Paragraph eight states that this samne
site degraded 4.5 feet between 1925 and 1991. This
contradiction should be clarified.

80

page 47 The DEIR states that "[ilt iz unknown at this time what
the impacts of trenchlng will be as there was no
analysis or CEQA documentation prior to the initiation
of trenching." However, information is available from
trenching on the Mad fRiver and by analyzing the Impacts
of trenching on the Eel River thus far. Thece impacts
may include, at = minimom, channel vyealignment , fish
entrapment and mortality, channel cdeagradation, water
quality degradation, loweving of the around water
table, degvadation of yiparian vegatation, and alterecd
patterny of erosion and sedimentation. These points
shoule be Fully discunsed in the EIR.

N
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The documant states that trenching can "create a new | 24
cheaper , more efficient channel "  What is meant by
thiz statement?

The document referes to o "minor lowering” of the river l %
beds over they past 17 vears. This degradation should !
he quantified.

The document concludes that the proposed mining would
vesult In an unknown amount. of channel degradation in
the Eel and Van Duzen Rivers and that this degradation
would, in turn, impact bridge plers and levees. The

J

discussion of channel degradation should also consider 3

the impacts of channel degradation to habitat for fish

ancl wilclliTe, vipavian veastation, and ground water.

The natuve and magnituds of these impacts should be

eztabliched. .
| =

Table 3.5 needs a datum.

Under what flow conditions does this cross section 1*75

apply?

The DEIR states that past gravel mining has not .
gignificantly changed channel morphology through the 24
project area. Thias statement should be quantified and
the araea of stddy should be clearly identified.

The proposed fisherien habitat monltorlng program l < it
should be axplained In detail.

The document stateg that an increase in the tidal pris l
of the estuary would enhance fisheries hablraf This
statement should be subztantiated. ‘

The evaluation of Impacts to wlldllfe should be revised
to include a thorough discussion of all impacts to fish
and wildlife potentially incurred by the proposed
project These impacts whould be quantified to the
aextent poaJlble Points that should be evaluated

include, at a minimum, the displacement of riparian .5;7

habitat, channel degradation, alteration of channel
morphology and stream flow characteristics, degradation
of water and air quality, fish entrapment and
mortality, increased noise levels, and ground water
Impacts.
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United States Department of the Interior JESEW

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE ' |
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Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Sacramento Field Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1803
= Sacramento, California 95825-1846

In Reply Refer To:

PUBLIC WORKS

PPN 2059 _ april 15, ¥SQ290r T
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Mr. Donald Tuttle AT
. T AL Y A
Humboldt County Public Works Department R
Natural Resources Division ) TTEM
1106 Second Street
Eureka, CA 95501-4484

Subject: praft Program Environmental Impact Report on Gravel Removal
Operations, Lower Eel and Van Duzen Rivers, Humboldt County,

DELIRS
AN
-

California 'SEC

Dear Mr. Tuttle:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed a Draft Program ‘\*fﬁﬁ

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) describing and analyzing potential fTﬂij‘;f

environmental effects caused by eleven gravel removal operations along the
Lower Eel and Van Duzen Rivers. The eleven operations propose to cumulatively
remove 1.2 million cubic yards of gravel annually. The following comments are
provided to voice the Service's general concerns about Eel River gravel
extraction operations and to assist you in evaluating the proposed projects’
impacts on fish, wildlife, and their habitats. These comments are not
intended to take the place of any formal comments that may be required under
the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), as amended.

The Service commends the County's efforts to develop a comprehensive
environmental impact analysis that seeks to identify and minimize potential
adverse effects from gravel extraction operations within portions of the Eel
River watershed. However, the Service believes that the County falls short in

not including the multitude of other gravel removal operations within the 41
drainage and addressing their individual and cumulative deleterious effects on
the natural riverine environment. We strongly encourage the County to further
define the scope of a revised DEIR to encompass other on-going and any
anticipated, within the reasonably foreseeable future, extraction operations
that may cause cumulative environmental impacts within the watershed,
including the estuary and nearby coastal areas. Additionally, the "No Project
Alternative” should be redefined to be an analysis of environmental impacts 4 2
associated with the full or partial cessation of existing gravel removal
operations.

Every effort should be made by the County to achieve and maintain existing
levels of native fishes in the Eel River drainage. The Eel River and its
tributaries yield one of the largest populations of coho (Oncorhynchus
kisutch) and chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) salmon and steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) in the state. Historically, the Eel River supported



different runs of chinook salmon (now only fall-run) and sizable populations
of chum (Oncorhynchus keta) and pink (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) salmon, which
are now non-existent in the Eel River basin. The remaining native fish
populations in the Eel River basin face numerous threats to their viability.
Habitat destruction, competition with non-native species such as the
Sacramento squawfish (Ptychocheilus grandis), and migration barriers such as
summer dams cumulatively stress the native fisheries. In particular, the
multitude of proposed and on-going gravel mining operations in the Eel River
basin would affect salmonids (salmon and steelhead).

In a letter dated January 24, 1992, the Service provided the County a list of
federal endangered and threatened species and candidate species that may occur
within the project area and recommended that surveys be made to assist in
evaluating project impacts. However, the DEIR does not discuss whether
surveys have been made to determine the presence of any of the candidate
species within the project area and immediate vicinity and, if present, any
adverse effects that the proposed projects may cause. One of the benefits of
considering candidate species early in the planning process is that by
exploring alternatives, it may be possible to avoid conflicts that could
develop, should a candidate species become listed before or while the projects
are operational. In addition, in instances where the Service addresses
proposed projects under its Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act authority, such
as the issuance of a Section 404 or Section 10 permit by the U.S5. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps), we must also analyze the impacts on candidate species
and make recommendations to mitigate any adverse effects.

The green sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris, and longfin smelt, Spirinchus
thaleichthys, may be affected by multiple gravel removal operations. Both
currently-used gravel removal methods, trenching and skimming, and the timing
of operations should be analyzed for potential impacts, within the project
area and estuary, on these species. There is concern that the upstream
removal of sand and gravel will deplete the amount of material recruited to
the beaches at the mouth of the Eel River. Reduction of sand spits and dunes
could reduce the amount of nesting habitat available to the western snowy
plover, Charadruis alexandrinus nivosa. Candidate amphibian species possibly
occurring in the pro;ect area include the northwestern pond turtle, (Clemmys
marmorata marmorata), and the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytonii). The Service has been petitioned to list the turtle and frog as
endangered or threatened species under the ESA. We are currently reviewing
the status of these animals and anticipate issuing a 90-day finding in the
near future. The presence and potential adverse effects on the white~footed
vole, (Arborimus albipes); Pacific fisher, (Martes pennanti pacifica); Pacific
western big-eared bat, (Plecotus townsendii townsendii); and california
wolverine, (Gulo gulo luteus), also remain to be agcertained and discussed.
We Btill recommend that appropriately timed surveys for the identified
candidate species be undertaken by qualified biclogists. Survey results
should be published in a revised environmental document to provide a realistic
evaluation of project impacts.

The DEIR does not address the possibility that nest sites or activity centers
of the threatened northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) may occur
in forested habitat near the proposed operations on the Van Duzen River.
consistent high noise levels during the breeding season {March through July)
thhln 1/4 mile of spotted owl nest sites or activity centers may impair

§3
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breeding activities of that species. The applicant should 1) contact Mr.
Gordon Gould of the California Department of Fish and Game at 916-654-4264 to
détermine whether there are known spotted owl sites near the proposed - .
operations, and 2) survey suitable owl habitat within 1/4 mile of the
proposed operations in a manner consistent with the Service-approved spotted
owl survey protocol of March, 1992 (enclosed). If owl sites are located
within 1/4 mile of the proposed operation, the applicant should contact the
Service to determine measures to avoid prohibited take, or seek authorization
for incidental take. Such authorization requires development of a
congservation plan with measures to minimize and mitigate take, a process that
normally takes several months.

We would object to any further fragmentation and loss of riparian habitat
along the Eel River or its tributaries associated with gravel removal
operations, such as that discussed at site #6 or the construction of
additional river access roads that did not provide suitable mitigation.
Generally, riparian areas should be avoided. If unavoidable losses are

'incurred, we recommend that lost habitat be replaced with in-kind habitat with

no net loss of habitat value or acreage. A mitigation/monitoring plan would
need to be submitted before project impacts occurred, in order that the
potential success of proposed mitigation measures could be assessed.

The Service disagrees with the assumption that eleven identified avian species
have co-existed, apparently with minimal disturbance, with gravel mining
operations during the past 30 years. No historical data is presented to show
population trends during the time period and whether or not alterations in
population levels and diversity have resulted from increased gravel mining
operations. The mbnitpring program should be expanded to include methods for

‘monitoring and evaluating avian species populations that could be negatively

affected by continued gravel removal activities. RAdditionally, monitoring
procedures for assessing the in-stream aquatic invertebrate community and
other wildlife utilization patterns in adjacent riparian habitats should be

. included in the final monitoring plan.

Based upon these considerations, we recommend that the County address our
concerns and submit a revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for our review
before préparing a final environmental document. If you have any questions
about these comments, please call Jim Browning or Darren Fong of my staff at
(916) 978-4613. ' :

Sincerely,

Wayne S. White
Field Supervisor

Enclosure
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March 25, 1992 F/sWo2:qe[ o | |

Donald C. Tuttle _
Environmental Services Manager
Humboldt County Dept. of Public Works
1106 Second Street

‘Eureka, California , 95501-0579

Dear Mr. Tuttle:

We rev1ewed the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DEIRL_ re
on Gravel Removal from the Lower Eel River. The DEIR describes Le b
the proposed removal of 1,220,000 cubic yards of gravel per yeé :Hiﬁlmw!
from 11 extraction sites. Nine of these sites are on the Lower | __ | !
Eel River between Fernbridge and the mouth of the Van Duzen SR DU i
River. The other two are on the Van Duzen River near the mout S

of Yager Creek. . Vo lree

We welcome Humboldt County's efforts to begin managing gravel
extraction with a comprehensive, program approach. A Program EIR
is the loglcal flrst step. Unfortunately, we believe that the
'DEIR is inadequate. It does not provide enough information to JTO
allow a scientific assessment of the potential impacts of gravel
extractlon alternatlves on anadromous fisheries and their
habltat. It does not provide a vision of how the Lower Eel could 5“
'be restored by carefully directing gravel extraction efforts
according to a Lower Eel restoration plan.

The DEIR should provide more information on the history and S22
1mpacts of the two gravel mining projects that occur near
Garberville. The current proposal by the Satterlees to mine CTS

200,000 cublc‘yards annually from the Eel River near Alderpoint
should also be addressed.

The DEIR states that the lower Eel is mainly used as a migration
corridor for anadromous fish. This may be the case given the
current conditions, but it is possible that rearing habitat was
historically available in this reach of the river. Widening and
shallowing of the river in this area has probably resulted in the
loss of cooler pool, riffle, and run areas shaded by riparian
vegetation. Improperly managed gravel extraction activities may
prevent the restoration of the rlver to historic conditions.

The discussion of bedload transport rates reveals the wide range
of estimates that are found in the literature. 1In 1982 the Dept.
of Water Resources developed a bedload transport estimate of 107
kcy (thousand cubic yards) for 'the Middle Fork of the Eel.

Hawley and Jones in 1969 estimated a bedload transport rate of
400 kcy at Scotia, most of which is sand according to Ritter.

The DEIR cites a June 1970 Sediment Yield and Land Treatment




report which estimated a bedload transport rate of 124 kcy. This 4
report estimated bedload to be 1% of Eel River total sediment .
transport, but bedload to be 15% of total Van Duzen River
sediment transport, and thus estimated a 234 kcy bedload
transport total for the combined Van Duzen and Eel flow below the
mouth of the Van Duzen. The USDA report of 1970 developed a
bedload transport estimate of 2.0 million cubic yards. Arcata
Readimix's 1992 use permit application includes bedload transport
estimates of 300 kcy to 800 kcy.

Thus, bedload transport estimates range from about 107 kcy to
about 2.0 million cubic yards. We believe that the main reason
for the large range of estimates is due to the assumptions that
were made in the absence of direct measurements. Bedload is
assumed to be anywhere from 1 to 15% of total sediment load.
Bedload has not been directly measured. Also, some have
estimated the 1964 flood to be an eighty-year flood event,
although it is possible that it could have been a hundred-year or
even two-hundred year flood event.

Because knowledge of suspended sediment and bedload transport
rates are so important in understanding the geofluvial morphology
and dynamics of the Lower Eel, we recommend that the County er{
include a program to develop reliable estimates of these rates as
part of its gravel monitoring program. This might be done on a
cooperative basis with the U.S. Geological Survey, and would

probably redquire new measurements and modelling efforts. .

Tt is unclear whether the proposed 1.22 million cubic yards of
annual gravel extraction will cause net degradation of the stream
and fisheries habitat. First, we do not know the average bedload

transport rates. Second, we do not know how the County will l J;fr
manage extraction limits during years when little or no gravel
replenishment occurs (such as over the last five years). Also,
it is unclear to what extent the trenching or skimming methods l Sb

will be permitted for gravel extraction. Trenching has the
potential to cause major headcutting and shifting of the river
thalweg, while skimming typically increases the river's
width/depth ratio and wetted area, reducing sediment transport
ability and increasing bank erosion.

A good monitoring program would allow these problems to be
documented, but in itself will not prevent these impacts from
occurring. The County should annually set extraction limits and
methods both on a project-by-project basis and on an overall
basis. The limits should be based on two considerations- gravel
replenishment during the rainy season and achievement of
restoration goals. Restoration goals should be developed as part
of a comprehensive restoration plan, which we describe below.

We believe that the County should develop a restoration plan for
the Lower Eel. Based on the historical record, this reach of the i

2



river ran narrower, deeper, and cooler. There was more riparian
vegetation on the banks of the river, and the bank-full channel
had more meanders. Given the human-induced and natural changes .
that have occurred over the years, it is probable that this reach 5‘7
of the river is out of balance. The restoration plan would be '
developed after careful analysis of historic aerial photos and
bridge elevations, and measurements and calculations of flow
velocity, width, depth, discharge, sediment transport rates,
slope, sinuosity, bed roughness, and other factors. The plan
would provide detailed design and phased construction plans for a

~ stable, enhanced river morphology. Such a plan would probably

include riparian vegetation planting, meander restoration, and
gravel removal. The gravel removal could support the needs of
the gravel industry. Similar restoration planning is now
underway in the lower South Fork of the Eel and Bull Creek. This
plan would allow the County to manage gravel extraction in a pro-
active mode, rather than a reactive mode.

The sample monitoring program described in Appendix A of the DEIR
should be adequate to monitor changes in the river caused by
gravel extraction. If it is funded by taxing gravel operators on
a per ton basis, some means of accurately and independently 5-8
measuring extraction amounts should be developed. Otherwise, the
operators will have economic incentives to underreport gravel
extraction volumes. In addition, we recommend that the county
add the geofluvial analysis and restoration plan elements
described above.

The DEIR outlines all of the agencies and permits that are
required for gravel extraction in the Lower Eel. However, we
emphasize the fact that the County is lead adgency for all mining
within the county, and therefore should not unduly rely on other
agencies to manage and protect the Eel River.

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact
Chris Mobley of my staff at the above address; telephone (707)
578-7513. _Thank you.

Sincerely,

3*'\'\\?. B‘Y'-&-\-M\_%- R’:\ (.

-
\EJames R. Bybee
Environmental Coordinator
Northern Area

cc: Larry Preston, DFG
Mike Long, USFWS
James Pompy, DMG
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGEMNCY pUALIC PﬁTéM(aDN. Governor
7

GLIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

F'H COAST AREA
¥ :MONT, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105-2219
(415) 904-5240

April 10, 1992

Don Tuttle

Humboldt County Dept.
of Public HWorks

1106 Second Street

Eureka, CA 95501

SUBJECT: Draft Program EIR on Gravel Removal From the Lower Eel River, SCH #
92013033 '

Dear Mr. Tuttle:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR on Gravel
Removal From the Lower Eel River. The Commission has not had the opportunity
. to review the document so the following are staff comments only.

Staff is very appreciative of the County for electing to prepare a Program EIR
for all of the gravel extraction operations on the lower Eel River. As noted
in the document, the gravel extraction operations need to obtain a variety of
permits from different agencies, including in many cases, coastal development
permits from the Commission. The County's preparation of the Program EIR will
greatly reduce the burden on each operator to provide required environmental
information at the time they apply for the needed permits. In addition, the
program EIR is an excellent vehicle for analyzing the cumulative impact of the
various operations. This analysis will greatly assist our review of
individual permit applications. We find the document to be very comprehensive
and contain a wealth of valuable information. =

Our only specific comments on the information contained in the EIR concern the
descriptions of the County's and the Commission's Coastal Development Permit
Jurisdictions found on page 45. These descriptions should be expanded and
clarified to incorporate the following information. : 57

The Coastal Act states that anyone within to perform or undertake any
"development" within the coastal zone must obtain a coastal development
permit. The word development is defined very broadly in the Act and includes
mining and excavation, the placement of structures or fill, grading, and other
activities described in the Draft EIR that occur at the gravel extraction
sites.




Letter to Mr. Tuttle
April 10, 1992

Page 2 .

Section 30608 of the Coastal Act states that no person who has obtained a
vested right in a development prior to January 1, 1973 need obtain a coastal
development permit. Thus, it is possible that some of the older gravel mining 59
operations along the lower Eel River may not need a coastal development
permit. However, to establish a vested right,.among other things, a project
proponent must demonstrate that he or she had obtained all necessary local,
state, and federal discretionary permits to undertake the development prior to
January 1, 1973. 1In addition, the project proponent must demonstrate that the
project has not been expanded or significantly changed in any way since then.

In localities such as Humboldt County where the local government has a local
coastal program (LCP) that has been certified by the Commission, the local
government issues all of the Coastal Development Permits for development
within the coastal zone except for any development on tidelands, submerged Y
lands, or on public trust lands, whether filled or unfilled. The Commission ?
retains the authority for issuing permits on these lands. The Commission has
prepared maps for all of the certified areas that show the boundary between
the Coastal Development Permit Jurisdictions of the County and the

Commission. These maps are based in part, on information about public trust
lands obtained from the State Lands Commission. A copy of the map for the
project area is enclosed. The map shows that the Commission's coastal
development jurisdiction covers a relatively broad area along the river. As a
result, some of the gravel mining operations may be entirely within the .
Commission's coastal development permit and not within the County's area.

If you have any questions about the above information, please don's hesitate
to call. Once again, thanks for the opportunity to comment.

pryr

ROBERT S. MERRILL
Coastal Analyst

Enclosure

cc: Commissioner Bonnie Neely

2600p
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REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
HORTH COAST REGION

1440 GUERNEVILLE ROAD

SANTA ROSA, CALIFORNIA 95403
PHONE (707)576~22320

ATSS B8-590-2220

FAX (707)523-0135

APR 21992

DATE: L-7-92
. TO: Do TUTTLE

- FROM: Tom DUNBAR

SUBJECT: oy RIVER CRAVEL IR

} NUNBER OF PAGES:
‘ CINCLUDING THIS COVER PASE) 4

DRAFT commeENTS,

COMMENT FROM YOU
EEFORE WE F£iNAL)ze ?
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SLUBGESTED TEXT TQ SUPERCEDE THAT CONTAINED FF 4%—47 QF DRAFT FROGRARM
EIR-GRAVEL REMOVAL LOWER EFL RIVER -~ §CH #9201303%

Some activities associated with the gravel removal projmcts described in
Jthis EIR will require permits to be isgued by the Corps of Engineers
pPursuant to Clean Water Act Section 404 and/far Rivers and Harbors Act
Section 10. (Sga bage '47...or whatever it hecomes). The activitie=m within
Corps jurisdiction include a1y filling within watsrbodjies or wetlands
tincluding stockpiling, diking, channelizing, bank modifications, sorting
and river crossings—-—saee Corps letter of March <6, 1992) and dredging
tincluding trench—type grave) extraction ?7when trenching extwnds into the
river underflow??) (??and may he interpreted to al=o include the
"skimming"—type ot gravel mining%?). Refore tihe Corps can issue its
permit, the applicant must contact tne Regianal water Cuality Control
Roard, North Cosast Region regarding wWater Guality Certification pursuant
to Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act.

ations and ineclude the
following steps:

The applicant submits s Reque

st for Certification inctluding the
following:

A letter ar Farm raquesting certification, including a full
description of the activity invelved;

A completmed capy of the application far the Carps permitg

Evidence of compliance with California Environmental Muality Act

(CEQA) such as a Negative Declaration, refersnce to this EIR, or
other proceeding;

A filing fee computed accarding to the schedule cantained in

Section 2200 of the California Code of Regulatipns, Titla 23,
The schedule in effect at the time of preparation of this EIR
as follows:

J . "Fees for i1l or dredge operations ghall be adsessed on an

annual basis for as long as the waste discharge requirement
is in effect, as fallows:

ig

# sea Fill: One acre or lesw, flat fee of 21000 :
) ek Hore than one acre, $1000 per acre or part thereqgf (not ta
Y exceed the statutory maximum).
- 7
2 e Dredge: Less than 10,000 cubiec yards, flat fen of $£500
10,000 to 20,000 cubig vards, flat fee of $2000
More than 20,000 cubic vards, #2000 plus #2290 for each

additional T0W0 cubic vards ar part thareof (ot to exceed
the statutory wmaximum).

(the statutory maximum at thie time is 10,000 —- vould b

reached at 10+ acres “$ill" and/ee- at 180,000+ CY of "dredge"




APR-B2~"92 THU 18:21 ID:NCRUWACB-STA ROSA #183 Pa3

."'\ page 2 of gravhmco.doc

Yoa ot
LA TR 25 T U

Thgzﬁédipﬁéluﬁpaﬁdnsta$F reviews the application to verify its
Completness and' whether or not Waste Discharge Requirements can be
waived. :

;. If ‘the activity will hot discharge to the river or can be

V.U conducted with minimal threat to water quality, it is within the
' matters covered by Regional Eoard Resslution No, 87—11F =—w—
Waiving Waste Diwmcharge Requirements for Specific Types of
Discharges — and a waiver is issued. This action is equivalent
to "401 Certification" and enables the Corps to lssue its permit.

In the event that the groposed activity is beyond the scope of
Resolution No. B7t§§)‘ e staff cannot issus a waiver but instead
must process the matter for regulation under Waste Pischarge
Reequiremants which are adopted by the Board —— an action which is
also equivalent to "401 Certificatign”.

Should the Board find that the activity will cause uncontrollable
water quality impacts, it would recommend that the State Water

Resoburces Cantrol Board deny certification and the Corps could
not issue a permit.

Applicants for Corps permits should also be aware of Clean Water Act
Section 404 (b) (1) . (regacrding the specification of disposal wsites for
dredged or fill material) and its implementation by the Carps and

EPA. The implemetation guidelines are publishad as Part 230 of Title
40-Code of Federal Regulations. In general, Section 404(b) (1) and the
guidelines astahli&h?veryfﬁtricp controls over fill=-placement
activitiws which may have adverse effects to municipal water supplies,
wetlands, fishery habitats or recreational areas.

In addition to the regulations dealing with dredging and filling
activities which attend gravel mining and processing, there are provisions G7l
of the federal Clean Water Act and State Water Code which require

regulation of wastewater discharges from gravel processing,
toncrete/pavement manufacturing and stormwater discharges associated with
industyrial activities such .aw.gravel mining and concrete/paving
manufacturing. ‘Finally, there are regulatory provisions governing storage 62
- and spill-prevention/detection systems for petroleum products {(fuels and
asphalt). The Regional Board‘s implementation of thesa regul atory
measures is outlined in the following paragraphs.

Hastewaters from industiial processes,. - The Board has, for many years,
prohibited all discharges of waste tg the Eel River and its tributaries
during the May 1S5-September 30 low—tlow period. During the Octaber 1-May
14 period, discharges are allcwed only if there are 100-to—1 dilution
flows and the discharge causes. no degradation of the River ‘s natural
background conditions. The result of thease restrictions on
dggregate-related industries has been development of practices which
comply with the Board's prohibitions. The activities described in this
E£IR are consistant with those practices. The Regional Board, in 1987,
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adopted Resolution No. 87-113 -- Waiving Waste Discharge Requirements for
Specific Types of Digcharges and has, sifecwe that time, found that the
types af activities described in this EIR do quality for waiver.. The
=cope of operations described in this EIR is not expanded beyond the
levels actually accomplished in the past, thus it is reasonable to ezpect
that Resolution No. 87-113 will continue to be applicable.

stormwater Dischargaes Associated with Aggregate Mining and Manuféctgring
of Concrete/Paving Froducts. In late 1921, the Regional Bpard was
delegated responsibility to implement a Statewide Genatral Fermit which may
be used by owner/operators of sites which have stormwater discharges which
must be permitted under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NFDES) Frogram. The pperations described Iin this EIR, if they
have & discharge of stormeaker via a conveyance to the Eal River or its
tributaries from any area of industrial activity, may obtain NFDES permit
coverage (ie permission to discharge) by following the steps set forth in 6:3
the Statewide General Permit., The first step is to obtain a copy of the
General Fermit, Notice of Intent Form and Instructions from the Regional
Board office. The second step, if there will be a stbormwater tdischarge
associated with the activity, is to read and understand the General Permit
and follow its basic directions: 111 out and 4aubmit the Notice of Intent
alaong with the #3500 filing fee tg the State Board office in Bacramento.
The terms of the Parmit paint te the naxt staps —— eliminate any
possibility of non-stormwater discharge, prepare and implement a
Stermwater Pollutien Prevention Flan and prepare and implement a
Stormwater Discharge Monitoring Frogram. '

The Regional Board iw responsible for verifying compliance with the .
General Fermit and may use any of its enforcement authorities to obtain

compliance. Areas of cotncern regarding the activities described in thie
EIR include: '

(quote from item S -—pages & & 7 of the permit)

Fetroleum Storage Regulation. There are differing levels of regul ation
regarding handling and storage of petroleum products which are especially
important at the river-side facilities described in this EIR. Any
underground tanks must be operated in accordance with County of Humboldt
administration of Statw regulations. - Any above—ground tanks ahove the
Jurisﬁdictional'thrashnld must comply with State reglstration and
monitoring regulaﬁiqggﬂwlﬂny tanks exceeding 700-gallen capacity must be
covaresd by a Spill Tontrol, Countermeasure ///// and Contingency Flan
(SPCL Plan) in actordance with federal regulations. The objective of all CDL{
of these regulations is simple — to avold spillage of fuels and asphalt
products where they may immediataly affect the sensitive uses of the Eel
River or its tributaries. Non-compliance with any of these regulations

which-causes or thrmatens to cause pollution of the river will result in
anforcement action by the Regional Roard.

In summary, the Regional Board is involved in three distinct regulatory

roles which may impact gravel operators. Compliance with the discharge
prohibitions, stormwater General Paermit and petrroleum contraols will

effectiviy minimize all water quality effects of the activities described

by this EIR. _

flcontinue with text at nage A47: A Streambey
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PARTMENTOFTRANSPORTAHON
310N OF STRUCTURES
F 10X 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001

March 19, 1992
FAX (916) 455-0574 .
TDD (916) 445-5945 File: 843

Donald C. Tuttle, Environmental Serv1ces Manage
Humboldt County Public Works Departme \ \ .
Natural Resources Division Vo \‘-w S
1106 Second Street AR \ by

Eureka, CA 95501-4484 \

Sye0/4 o8nd
2661 0 & YUYW

Subject: Draft Program Env1ronment$1 Ihﬂa&t
from the lower Eel River Humboldt County SCH #92013033.

Dear Mr. Tuttle:

The Draft Environmental Impact Report fails to adequately evaluate the
potential impacts or propose adequate measures to mitigate these
potentially 1mpacts. These comments will address the proposed
alternatives, review the Draft Environmental Impact Report’s
inconsistencies and questionable conclusions and finally propose some
additional alternatives to mitigate the potential impacts.

.. The Draft Environmental Impact Report provides only four alternatives
to decrease the mining’s environmental effects:

1. No project
The no project alternative is defined as "no expansion of gravel 57
volumes currently under permlt" An additional alternative é
prohibiting all inchannel mining should be evaluated in the
Final Environmental Impact Report. :

2, safe Yield
The Draft Environmental Impact Report proposes "determining a
permissible amount of gravel to be extracted each year based on
the results of analy31s of measurements in the monitoring éé?
report." This policy is inadequate as it is 1mp0551b1e to
determine with any certainty the replenlshment rate apriori. 1In
addition, the proposal as described would require collecting and

analyzing vyears of monitoring data before it could be
implemented.

A practical safe yleld pollcy would utilize aerial surveys and
cross sections to determine the volume and location of gravel Lc
replenished following winter storms. Only those areas with
sufficient replenishment could be mined the following summer.
This policy alleviates the dilemma of "equitably" distributing

the gravel since nature will do the distributing.

. 3. Constant removal regardless of replem.shment
The third alternative proposes removing gravel at a constant
rate each season without regard to the replenishment. It is | —7
"unclear how "impacts would exlst, but to a lower degree" since C
this alternative is likely to increase streambed degradation and
bank erosion.

e
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4. Alternative sources /
Alternative sources of gravel within Humboldt County are
dismissed in the report. The report points out that "there is
a demand both inside and outside of Humboldt County for gravel™.
but fails to address the impact of other areas using Humboldt
County as their alternative gravel source.

General Channel Degradation

The report alleges "past gravel extraction has not significantly
changed the morphology of the river" and "available information does
not indicate any long-term trend of the elevation of the river bed at
these three bridges." There is evidence to the contrary:

. The channel cross sections taken at the highway 101 bridge over

the Van Duzen River in 1957 and 1992 display an average channel
lowering of 5-7 feet with a maximum of 12 feet for the left
structure.

. The report admits there is "potential long-term lowering of the
bed of the river which could lead to scour of the piers under
the Van Duzen bridge, Fernbridge, and Cock Robin Island bridge."
This potential degradation and subsequent impacts to the bridges
must be mitigated or avoided.

. The report states "due to the five-year drought, in some cases
it was difficult to find gravel bars that contained enough
material above the 3% line to allow for an efficient removal
operation." In other words, lack of replenishment has decreased
the bed elevation to the point that miners are forced to dig
trenches in order to recruit gravel.

Mitigation _

The Draft Environmental Impact Report does not provide measures to
mitigate the potentially significant impact to the bridge structures.
The report proposes implementing a monitoring program "to minimize the
significant effects which could occur from a general lowering of the
bed". A monitoring plan will not minimize the effects of the mining,
it wil)l only observe them. The report contends "a good monitoring
program leading to intelligent and proper decisions related to the
changes in bed levels would mitigate the potential identified scouring
effects on bridge piers." The Environmental Impact Report should
relate these "intelligent decisions" for identified potential impacts.
In other words, what does the County propose to do if the monitoring
plan proves that the riverbed is indeed degrading?

Sediment Yields

There is little evidence in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
suggesting sufficient replenishment to support the proposed annual 1.2
million cubic yard extraction. Although the sediment yield estimates
provided in the report are inconclusive, the proposed removal is four
times higher than even the highest yield estimate from the report as
shown below:

-

61

70

1!

12
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Sediment Discharge (cy)

Department of Water Resources (1982) 160,000
Hawley & Jones! (1969) 400,000
Sediment Yield (1970) Assumed 1% 234,400

USDA (1970) 1% of Suspended Sediment2 199,424

The above yields are estimated from measured suspended sediment,
typically 2~6 percent of the suspended load® in lowland rivers. The
yield variability illustrates the problem inherent in developing a
gravel management plan which relies on predicted replenishment rates.,

Hydrology

The 100-year discharge adopted by the Draft Environmental Impact

Report of 1,250,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) should be reexamined.
The 1986 FEMA Flood Insurance Study for Humboldt County, for exampie
estimates the 100-year discharge at the mouth of the Eel River to be
695,000 cfs and 500-year at 924,000 cfs.

Sediment Transport

The Environmental Impact Report should not rely on the HEC-6 model (or
any other sediment transport model) to establish mining’s impacts on
the river system. 1In 1982, the National Research Council studied six
of the most popular sediment transport models (including HEC-6) in
order to determine the effects of riverbed degradation during flood
passage on flood stage. The study rejected the use of movable bed
models due to 1) unreliable formation of sediment-discharge capacity
of flows, 2) inadequate formulation of the variable friction factor
of erodible bed flows, 3) inadequate modeling of bed armoring and 4)
inadequate modeling of bank erosion.* '

Other comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report:

. The two Van Duzen sites and three Eel River sites should be
included in the Final Environmental Impact Report.
. The potenital impacts of the proposed annual 150,000 cubic yard

removal by Arcata RediMix downstream of Fernbridge should also
be!included in the Final Environmental Impact Report.

. The report suggests that Caltrans could use the report "to
determine the potential effects on highway bridges near the
gravel extraction area." In order to effectively use the report
it should specify the proposed depth and cross sectional limits
of the excavation at each of the proposed extraction sites.

1" ‘Assume 1.5 per cubic yard per ton

2 1% of 19,942,412 cubic yards per year (12,361 acre ft)
3 Collins, Brian and Thomas Dunne. 1990. Fluvial
Geomorphology and River—-Gravel Mining: A__quide for

Planners, Case Studies Included, California Department
of Conservation, Division of Mines & Geology, Sacramento,
California.

4 Dawdy, D.R. and Vanioni, V.A., "Modeling Alluvial
Channels", Water Resources Research 22(9), pp. 715-81S,
August 1986.

-
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It is clear that if the County allows extraction in excess of onr'.‘
million cubic yards per year without regard to replenishment,- thel

river will react. Simple mass balance suggests that removal in excess
of replenishment will induce either streambed or bank erosion as the
river seeks an equilibrium sediment load. Excessive streambed or bank
erosion threaten the structural integrity of bridges crossing the
river and adjacent roadway in the project area. To reduce the
uncertainty in replenishment and the river’s response to specific
mining operations, a positive management plan should be implemented.
Two of the most promising alternatives are as follows:

Redline

The redline strategy employs tying all excavation to a static datum
by defining the river’s thalweg elevation. Gravel extraction is only
permitted in reaches above the redline. A optimal channel
configuration could be designed which would protect bridge structures
and other instream facilities as well as provide suitable habitat for
fish and wildlife.

The monitoring plan can be used to guarantee compliance with the
redline standard. The redline elevation could be adjusted if new
structures with lower foundation are constucted or changes to the
river’s morphology are desired. The redline allows new or expanded
operations to be evaluated quickly and efficiently.

11

Financial Incentives .

None of the current alternatives provide an incentive to limit channe
degradation or lateral erosion. If a bridge is damaged as a result
of channel degradation, tax dollars are used to repair the structure.
Potential mitigation for the project should tie the financial
responsibility for repairing the instream structures to the operator’s
activities.

If you have any gquestions or require further information, please
contacF Cathy Crossett of my staff at (916) 327-3218.

Sincerely,

cc: Linda Evans, District 1 IGR/CEQA Review
Dennis McBride, District 1 Hydraulics
Tom Falenz, Legal Division
Karen Kovacs, Department of Fish and Game
Mike Sandeki, Division of Mines and Geology

>
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DIR
1-Hum—101-57.69—63.56 AV
1-Hum-36-=0.0 BUS
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Draft Program EIR on | ™| MAINT.
Gravel Removal from Lower RO
Eel River | EM
SCH# 92013033 ]
JR
,L/PK
Mr. Donald Tuttle RP
Humboldt County Public SEC
Works Department
1106 Second Street
Eureka, CA 95501
' . N FiLe
Dear Mr. Tuttle: L Tic/30/ b

. . . We have reviewed the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (DPEIR) on the proposed gravel extraction from 11 sites on
the Lower Eel River Basin. We have previously commented on the

Notice of Preparation of this document on January 27, 1992. We
now offer the following comments: '

Caltrans remains interested in the impacts that this project
will have on the State transportation system. In general, we
feel that the State highways in the vicinity of the gravel
extraction operations are not capacity~-limiting for through
traffic. However, we are concerned with the Level of Service
(1L0S) of the at-grade intersections and the impacts of turning
movements generated by gravel-hauling trucks. The DPEIR should
identify the gravel hauling routes for each extraction site. For
the at-grade intersections of local roads with State highways 8’
that will have high volumes of truck-turning movements or poten-
tial safety concerns, we feel that an intersection capacity and
safety analysis should be conducted and should include suggested
mitigation measures.

The Hansen Lane access to State Highway Route 101 and other
existing road approaches onto Routes 101, 36, and 211 may require
upgradlng to meet current commercial standards specified in the
State Highway Design Manual.

We suggest that the County encourage the use of rail or
barge facilities as an alternative to highway transportation (as
considered on Page 64 of the DPEIR), to reduce the impact of
increased trip generation on the State Highway system.



Mr. Donald Tuttle
March 23, 1992
Page 2

Should the gravel extraction methods used in this project
have a cumulative affect resulting in a need to protect Fern-
bridge (a "historical structure"), the project would require
review by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and by
the Caltrans Division of Structures.

The analysis of the impact of noise (Pages 68 and 69) gener-
ated by project site #2 operations identified passenger cars on
freeways as single event noise generators. Traffic noise is a
steady source and should be considered as such. The combining of 82»
freeway and processing plant noise may result in an incremental
net increase level of noise.

Should you have any questions, please call Dave Carstensen
at (707) 441-5813.

Very truly yours,

/‘\.,/ :-;I _" iy,
PATRICIA L. SECOY, Chief
Transportation Planning Branch

cc: Dy Cox, State Clearinghouse




STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

.’-‘._.TENTH STREET

y IAMENTQ, CA 95814

Apr 03, 1992

DONALD TUTTLE
COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT
1106 SECOND STREET
EUREKA, CA 95501

Subject: GRAVEL REMOVAL FROM LOWER EEL RIVER IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY
SCH # 92013033 -

Dear DONALD TUTTLE:

The State Clearinghouse has submitted the above named draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review.,
The review period is now closed and the comments from the responding
agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. On the enclosed Notice of Completion form
you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the agencies that have
commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to ensure that your
comment package is complete. If the comment package is not in order,
please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Remember to refer to
the project’s eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may
respond promptly. '

Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources

‘Code required that:

"a responsible agency or other public agency shall only make
substantive comments regarding those activities involved in a
project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or
which are required to be carried out or approved by the agency."

Commenting agencies are also required by this section to support
their comments with specific documentation. These comments are forwarded
for your use in preparing your final EIR. Should you need more
information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency(ies).

This letter acknowledges 'that you have complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact
Daralynn Cox at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions
regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

-@L Christine Kinne
Acting Deputy Director, Permit Assistance

Enclosures

cc: Resources Agency



The Resources Agency

State of California
~ e

MEMORANDUM
Date : 4/01/92

To : Director
State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA; 95814

From : Office of the Secretary [_133 E’\
: . ™
(-

'.‘_‘”_.’1

Subject: Agency Comments
Attached are individual comments of departments, boards, or
commissions within The Resources Agency requested by your State

Clearinghouse Notice of Completion and Environmental Document
Form on the subject item(s). Agencies responding to your regquest
are listed below.

Attachment (s)
Resources Date: SCH# Department Comment
2 22 92 92013033 ccc no fesponse
CONS COMMENT
F&G no response
P&R/OHP X no comment
S LANDS no response




Notice of Completion

Appendix F as NOTE balow ‘

bzl io: Sawe Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Soeet, Sacramento, CA 95814 916/445-0613

92015653

scH + FENEY

D/APCD: zz' (Resources zé_lg_a_j

* e ogenr Ry tuwad | fat o same | T,

Project Title: Grovel Removal from the Lower Eel River
Lead Agency: Humbol-dr County Fublic Works Department Contact Person: Donald €, Tuttle
" uct Addreas: 1106 Second Street Phone: (707) 445-7741
Lty Eureka Zip: 95501 County: Humboldt
Project Location
Cowy: Humboldt City/Nexrest © v Fortuna
Cross Seeets: NA Towl Acres: 200
Ansensor's Pacel No. ' 4 s Twp. Range: Base:
Within 2Miles  Som Hwy # Wazrways: _Fel River
Airpra; Rohnerville Raways: Egreka Southern Schools N/A .
Document Type
CEQA: CINOP D Swmm NEPA: [QNoI Other: O Joint Document
[DEsdyCom  [JEIR (Prior $CH No.) OEA [ Final Docusswent
O Neg Duc [ Cther Dt E15  Onher,
EIR ] FONSI
Locnd Action Type
[ General Pl Update 0 Specific Pl 0 Rezone O Amwexation
! Gaxeral Plan Amendment (0 Master Plan O Prexme [ Redevelopment
[ General Flm Flemvent [0 Planriad Unit Development [ Use Permit [ Cosstal Permit
2 Commmity Pl [ Sits Plan [J Land Division (Subdivisikm, Other__Lease
Parcel Map, Tract Map, etc.)
Pevelopment Type
[J Residengial: Uity Acres O Water Facilities: Type MGD
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State of California THE RESQURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA

Memorandum

From

:Mr. Douglas P, Wheeler Date : March 27, 1992
Secretary for Resources -
£ 53 = Subjec: Draft Environmental

Mr. Donald Tuttle R Impact Report (DEIR)
Humbolt County Public -ﬁiiéwﬂéﬁ for the Gravel Re-

Works Department o= g moval from the lower
1106 Second Street L= g Eel River.
Eureka, CA 95501 SCH #92013033

:  Department of Conservation—Office of the Director

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
submitted for the annual removal of 1.3 million cubic yards of

- gravel from a seven mile stretch of the Eel River and 50,000

cubic yards per year from the Lower Van Duzen River. The
following comments, prepared by the Mined-Land Reclamation
Project staff, are offered to assist in your review of this

~ project.

o The monitoring program should include, at minimum, ground-
‘'based surveys of the channel that include the deepest
portions of the channel (which usually is underwater), the
bankfull limits, and bench marked endpoints. These should gﬁg
be accomplished by a licensed professional. The cross
section’ surveys should include sections at mined bars,

upstream and downstream riffles, and in close proximity to
fixed elevation structures.

The monitoring program included in the Draft EIR does not
offer a management strategy that is based on quantitative
parameters. The monitoring program should be based on a
physical acceptable limit to channel degradation (bed g‘{
elevation lowering). The basis for establishment of the

specific elevation should be discussed in the Final EIR.
The suggested cross section monitoring program should gfr
specifically indicate how these effects would be evaluated

and state a quantitative limit of physical change that would
be acceptable. The Final EIR should specify a redline
depth, i.e., a limit to acceptable channel lowering, as gé,
reflected by the channel thalweg based on bridge piers,

levee toes, or other restrictions. The Final EIR should
define ‘an acceptable limit to channel lowering or propose 7
mitigation for channel degradation, headcutting, bank 8
erosion, and siltation.

The Final EIR should note that changes in sediment supply
due to mining result in channel adjustment (e.g. slope,
width, depth, and sinuosity) especially where removal far gg?
exceeds replenishment. This relationship is ‘inherently
difficult to quantify. Impacts to the biotic river




Mr. Wheeler and Mr. Tuttle
March 27, 1892
Page Two

environment are linked to severe channel adjustments but are
also difficult to isolate and quantify. Given the present
state-of-the-science of river gravel management, avoidance
of significant impacts can best be attained through a
sustained yield approach to mining aggraded gravel, which
will limit the severity of hydraulic disruption and allow 8‘?
periodic flood events to refill mined areas. Until more

specific information exists for the lower Eel River bedload
supply, replenishment amounts, and bed elevation
relationships, which could be collected in a careful program
of monitoring, the Department recommends a "sustained
yield" approach to determining extraction volumes in order
to avoid significant impacts. These impacts may include
undercutting of bridges, levees and pipelines; impacts to
the shallow water table; changes in bank erosion patterns;
and changes to fish migration corridors.

o) The depth of gravel in portions of the project area may be
considerably shallower than 200 feet as indicated in the
Draft EIR. The geophysical survey for the proposed ARCO
pipeline showed material consistent with weathered bedrock
at depths ranging from 18 to 62 feet at the confluence of
the Van Duzen with the Eel River.

o The Draft EIR states that no significant effects have
resulted from past mining practices. The Final EIR should
note that the recent, large increase in gravel removal that
has been accomplished by a different excavaticn method
during the past 5 years; this is not included in the ?,
evaluation of significant effects of past mining practices.
In accessing significant impacts, the Final EIR should focus
on and discuss the proposed amount of gravel to be removed,
which far exceeds any cumulative, historical amount, and the
mining method to be used (e.g. trenching.)

o] It is not clear that the trench mining method is completely
acceptable to the Department of Fish and Game (DFG), as the
ocument implies. The Draft EIR states that "it is unknown
what the impacts of trenching will be as there was no
analysis done or CEQA document prepared prior to initiation
of trenching." Further, it is unclear why the County-owned ?Z_
Worsck gravel bar will be excavated by the skimming method
while the document states that trenching is the believed to
be the "proper strategy™ by DFG. The Final EIR should
discuss the manac¢ ment strategy to be used when the upstream
operators have an adequate supply of gravel while downstream
operators experience a deficit because gravel is trapped in
deep trench excavations in the upstream mining areas.
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The Draft EIR states that Humboldt County does not have the
available "terraces" that could replace in-stream mining

sources, in the event of significant impacts from utilizing
in-stream sources. The final document should discuss the
‘alternative materials sources available, such as upland ?H
shale or chert quarries, the possible industrial uses and
limitations for the alternative types of material, and the

economic implications in developing these alternative

sources.

The Dames and Moore hydraulic evaluation of mining in

connection with the ARCO pipeline does not include mining in

sites 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, but evaluates larger excavations qfr
than those indicated in the gravel removal project. With

mining in these areas included, the amount of bed

degradation predicted by the model in the event of multiple,
bankfull flows may dramatically increase. If a modelling

attempt is used in the Final EIR to evaluate the severity of

project impacts, it should better reflect the project

conditions.

The Draft EIR indicates that siltation may occur when

trenches are first connected to the rising water elevation (?é
in the low flow channel. The monitoring program should

include a provision for tracking this effect and propose

mitigation to offset siltation effects.

The Draft EIR stated that a comparison should be made that

evaluates channel geometry changes using a comparison of ?'7
cross sections measured in early 1900 to those of today. '
This evaluation should be included in the EIR.

The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA =~
Public Resources Code §§ 2710 et seq.) and the State Mining
and Geology Board regulations for surface mining and
reclamation practice (California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Title 14, Chapter 8, Article 1, §§ 3500 et seq.) require
that a reclamation plan be submitted to and approved by the
lead agency prior to the commencement of new mining
operations. A reclamation plan should be used to assure
that adverse environmental effects due to surface mining are
prevented or minimized and should specifically discuss
methods to be used to control streambed and bank erosion. ?g
The Draft EIR states only that reclamation will consist of

smoothing out scraper (heavy equipment) tracks on the mined
gravel bars.
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From

Subject :
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1. Projects Coordinator . Date . APTil 2, 1992
Resources Agency

2. Mr. Donald Tuttle
Humboldt County Public Works Department
Natural Resources Division

1106 Second Street : /’ﬁ
Eureka, California 95501 l/ /
Department of Fish and Game

SCH 92013033 - Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on Gravel
Removal From the Lower Eel River, Humboldt County

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the
proposed DEIR on gravel removal from the lower Eel River. The
purpose of this document is to assess potential environmental
effects resulting from annual removal of 1,222,000 cubic yards of
river-run material at 11 different company sites located close to
one another in the lower Eel River watershed. An evaluation was
made of nine sites located on the lower Eel River between the
mouth and Van Duzen River confluence and two sites located on the
lower Van Duzen River.

The document was submitted in fulfillment of requirements
dictated by Section 15168 of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The advantages of a program environmental impact
report (EIR) outlined by CEQA are designed in part to:

1. Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of
effects and alternatives than would be pract1cal in an EIR
on an individual action.

J

2. Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be

slighted in a case-by-case analysis.

3. Allow the lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives
and programwide mitigation measures at an early time when
the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic

. problems or cumulative impacts.

We believe the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to:

1. Disclose all gravel operations within the project area and
others upstream of the project area on the Van Duzen, south
fork Eel and mainstem Eel River which can affect recruitment
to the lower extraction sites. Therefore, an adequate
cumulative assessment was not completed;
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2. Consider the effects of various extraction methods on stream
morphology;

3. Disclose the effects of the different gravel extraction

techniques on anadromous fish migration and spawning and
rearing habitat;

4. Disclose the full impact to riparian habitat and associated
wildlife or the effects of riparian habitat loss on channel
stability and morphology; and

5. Fully analyze project alternatives and methods or propose
mitigation for the "project".

The DFG provided comments to Humboldt County in response to
a Notice of Preparation of a DEIR on January 7, 1992, stating the
DEIR should address the issue of cumulative impacts from all
gravel operations (Section 15130 CEQA guidelines). We commented
that the county must attempt to determine the volume of gravel
removed from the system each year, including the unregulated
gravel operations, as an integral part of the DEIR. The document
did include the larger unpermltted (no county use permits and
reclamation plans) operators in the area but it failed to
disclose other active gravel operations. These include existing
County, California Department of Transportation, construction
companies, and timber company operations and recently proposed
operations which intend to extract 150,000 cubic yards per year
below Singley Road (APN 106-011-11) and 200,000 cubic yards per
year at Alder Point (APN 216-302-03). Also, Humboldt Bay Gravel
proposes (APN 200-043-05) to relocate from its current location
at Palmer Avenue to Fernbridge next to the Humboldt Creamery with
additional extraction immediately adjacent.

The document reports the historic maximum volumes of gravel
removed from the lower Eel River apparently ranged from
700,000 to 1,000,000 cubic yards. This volume was apparently
extracted over the short-term for the purpose of highway
construction but may not reflect the current rate of extraction.
It is doubtful that current extraction rates are known because
estimates are based on volumes listed in vested rights,
conditional use permits and reclamation plans and these sources
of information may not reflect actual extraction volumes.
Furthermore, as stated earlier, these estimates do not include
all the gravel operations on the Eel and Van Duzen rivers.
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The document states that there has been no apparent major
change in river morphology in the last 30 years. The document
also discusses requirements for gravel skimming operations to
maintain finished slopes of between two and three percent and,
with regard to fishery habitat, to stay clear of the low-flow
channel and to have no measurable impacts during the gravel
extraction period. These statements are very misleading and
imply that low-flow conditions currently provide suitable fish
habitat and passage to begin with. If the stream channel is
braided or very shallow at the commencement of yearly gravel
extraction, postextraction slope gradients can impede fish
passage the following fall when flows rise and sheet over the
lowered streambed. This also occurs when the thalweg fills and
channels braid during the following winter from skimming
operations which take gravel in excess of recruitment from bars
with already minimum slopes (<two to three percent). This is
particularly true in streams where riparian vegetation has been
removed. Subsequently, stream channel impacts can occur
downstream from extraction sites because finished low-gradient
slopes may be inadequate to allow gravel movement in drought
years. The DEIR should evaluate the various extraction
techniques, including skimming at different percentages and
trenching, and discuss the effects of each technique on river
configuration, fish habitat and potential for recruitment to
downstream gravel bars.

The DFG has recommended two to three percent slopes to
ensure adequate channel configuration for fish migration at low
flows and gravel movement to downstream bars. Humboldt County
recently referred to us a conditional use permit application
(APN 106~-111-11) for gravel extraction which requested a one
percent slope. An analysis of the relationship of finished
graded slope to bar shape, channel configuration, gravel
recruitment and fish habitat, should be presented so that options
for mitigation or avoidance of significant impacts of gravel
extraction with this percentage slope can be considered by all
affected publics and agencies including Humboldt County.

, The document briefly discusses the trenching method
conceived and used by gravel operators in conjunction with DFG
personnel in response to drought-related reductions in gravel
recruitment to the lower Eel River. Operators desperate for
source material requested lateral expansion of gravel bars into
adjacent riparian vegetation. This proposal would cause direct
riparian habitat losses and, we believe, would result in the
formation of broad shallow channels. DFG agreed to try trenching
as a means to keep the low-water channel incised and to protect
adjacent riparian vegetation. The concept was designed to
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concentrate extraction in a small area while allowing other areas
to recruit gravel and develop riparian vegetation. Riparian
vegetation maintains the channel size and shape and provides
channel stability. It is also an important indicator of channel
change.

The DEIR makes a cursory assessment of trenching based on
results of the operations in the Mad River. The difference in
the magnitude of the watershed, the stream channel, sediment load
and hydreology of the Eel River relative to the Mad River is
great. It is doubtful that a trench in the Eel River
constructed in the area of qravel deposition (inside bend) would
cause any changes in channel shift. However, this issue should
be analyzed by a qualified fluvial geomorphologist. The document
failed to assess impacts of trenching to channel morphology or
fish habitat. We agree with the document that extensive use of
the trenching methods may restrict recruitment to downstream bars
in low-water years. Project alternatives should be developed for
gravel operators under such conditions.

The document concluded that trenches, some as long as
1600 feet, could impede angler access to the river. A series of
smaller 400~-foot long trenches was suggested as an alternative to
long continuous trenches. The potential impacts to aquatic
resources, primarily the trapping and stranding of fish, should
be evaluated in the DEIR.

The DEIR should include an analysis of effects on water
temperature with varying extraction techniques and subsequent
finished slopes. Low and w1de gravel bars absorb more solar
radiation and result in warmer water than narrower, deeper
channels. There also should be analysis of unscreened water
intakes and the effect of approach velocities at diversions on
fish fry or fingerlings.

Direct cumulative impacts to riparian vegetation along the
eastern side of the Eel River over time were considered
significant (page 66, paragraph 7). This assessment takes into
account the loss of riparian habitat from past flood flows, major
land clearing efforts, levee construction and gravel processing
facilities. While, arguably, these recent losses from gravel
operations are a fraction of the total losses since the turn of
the century, we believe alternatives for enhancing and restoring
riparian vegetation along the lower Eel River should be addressed
and developed.

| 112
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Indirect impacts to riparian habitat through reduced growth
occur from the dust generation by trucks and heavy equipment.
DFG staff have visited many extraction sites and observed a fine
layer of dust covering vegetation surrounding roads and
processing plants. The DEIR should discuss this potential
impact. '

The document mentions that all 11 sites have operated more
or less for quite some time. We believe that once the methods
for transporting gravel outside the county are specified (i.e.,
by rail, barge or both), all 11 sites as well as others may be
utilized simultaneously. Existing riparian habitat wildlife
values within this area will be further eroded.

The document fails to analyze riparian plant and animal
species affected by the proposed placement of a gravel processing
plant covering 40 acres in the heart of the large, dense riparian
forest on the west side of the river related to site #6. This
action would have a significant effect on resident and migratory
wildlife by fragmenting the large contiguous tract of riparian
habitat, thus reducing its value for wildlife species. We
believe the placement of this facility on the west bank would
preclude wildlife use immediately on the site and indirectly-
along the entire periphery. The DEIR recommends the assessnment
of this impact be incorporated within a supplemental EIR,
however, the intent of this document was to evaluate potential
impacts resulting from all 11 operations.

There was also no analysis of the wetland and riparian
impacts from the proposed Nally (Humboldt Bay Gravel) plant
relocation or a discussion of increased use of road access
(75 trucks one way) within a riparian corridor associated with
the proposed 150,000 cubic-yard extraction per year at the
Singley Bar.

We believe that long-term plans for siting of processing
facilities should be discussed in the DEIR. Spreading potential
new facilities into otherwise undisturbed areas will further
significantly affect already impacted riparian resources in the
lower Eel River.

The document states on page 10, that "it is further assumed
that gravel would only be permitted to be removed from the river
between June 1st and October 1st". The document stated that the
period of July and August would have the least risk for potential
operation impacts to anadromous fish. Because of the upstream
migration of adults in fall and winter and peak downstream
migration period of juveniles in April and May, it is reasonable

luzp
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to postpone activity to June through September during low water

periods to minimize impacts to fish resources. The document

should include an analysis of alternatives regarding operation

timing. The Eel River is subject to varying stream heights in ‘ I?.'
these months and pit's, depressions or trenches could strand and

kill fish. The DEIR should discuss flow fluctuations and :
measures to avoid stranding losses.

A threshold condition should be specified that would
identify when extraction operations should cease or be
curtailed. The DEIR should explore this and suggest alternatives
for periods of low gravel recruitment. We strongly suggest that
regulations be developed and adopted outlining the temporary
suspension and/or scaling down of operations when no recruitment ,
occurs. We believe that large volumes of gravel exist within the ]2,1
Eel River for utilization. However, as we have stated previously
in many letters to the county, the county needs to address how
the remaining gravel resources will be allocated when storage and
recruitment of gravel resources become depleted. We recommend
this discussion be included under The Relationship Between Local
Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term Preoductivity (page 77).

Scour to bridge footings was also identified as a potential
significant effect. The document offers several alternatives to
streambed elevation. The DEIR suggests the results of the yearly
operations should be monitored to assess a permissible amount of
gravel to be extracted each year. The DFG was encouraged by the
conteqt of the gravel monitoring plan (Appendix A) but we believe
our concerns and recommendations should be resolved prior to
approval of additional gravel extraction projects.

Finally, the use permits for these projects should be phased
for five-year periods not to exceed a total of 15 years. Each
subsequent phase should be permitted only upon demonstration that
established operation and mitigation requirements have been
successfully implemented.

In summary, the DFG believes this DEIR needs major revision -
before it can be considered adequate under CEQA. We urge the (L
county to incorporate our concerns and recommended changes into
the DEIR and recirculate it as a draft for public and agency
review prior to preparing a final EIR. We believe this
recommended course of action is appropriate given the tremendous
fish and wildlife rescurces at stake and the significant
potential for gravel extraction operations to cause significant
adverse impacts to such resources.
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If you have any questions, please contact Regional Manager
Mr. Banky E. Curtis, Department of Fish and Game, 601 Locust

Street, Redding, California 96001. HlS tele e numbeF (916)
225-2363.

John Turner, Actlng Chief fﬁizf
Environmental Services Division

cc: National Marine Fisheries Service
7777 Sonoma Avenue
.Santa Rosa, California 95404

Department of Conservation

Division of Mining and Geology
© 1416 Ninth Street, Room 1341

Sacramento, California 95814

-~ State Lands Commission
. . 1807 13th Street
» Sacramento, California 95814
US Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1803
Sacramento, California 95825



PLANNING DIVISION
OF THE PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT

3015 H STREET

EUREKA, CALIF, 95501-4484 PHONE (7071 445-7541
MEMO
Date: March 9, 1992
To: Don Tuttle, Environmental Services!Manager

From: Kirk Gothner, Supervnsmg Planner

Subject Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) On Gravel Removal From The Lower Eel
River

The Planning Division has reviewed your program EIR and offers the following comments.

Considering the comnplexity of the project and the amount of time you had to prepare this environmental
document, you have done a remarkable job. The Program EIR is gencrally well organized, contains all
of the mandated sections, and will be an invaluable document in reviewing existing and future gravel
mining projects in the Lower Eel River area.

As described in your Summary and Introduction , the Program EIR will be used "as a reference
document to support supplemental environmental documents containing more detail on specific project
sites”. Consequently, our comments are intended to take full advantage of your efforts to prepare a
Program EIR that is easy to read and use with future supplements to the EIR.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

Because we anticipate processing several gravel extraction projects within the study area in the next few
months, we do have the following general comments:

1. The Project Description in the Summary (page i) should be clarified to indicate that the " project”
involves those "activities” which are described in sections 21065 (b) and (c) of the Public Resources
Code. Table 1 on page 11 should also be referenced, and the Summary should include an explanation of
what the extraction volume estimates were based on.

2. A summary table should be included in the Environmental Effects section of the Summary (pages ii -
v). The summary table should briefly list each significant effect, proposed mitigation measures, and
alternatives that could reduce or avoid the effects.

3. The discussion of environmental effects throughout the document should be expanded to include a
more detailed analysis of traffic impacts.

Page 64 of the Program EIR concludes that "The current operations generate very little volumes of
traffic.” However, on the same page the document acknowledges that "Sites #3, #4, #5, #8, and #9
generate an unknown amount of truck traffic”. Because these sites account for almost 75 percent of the
total estimated gravel extraction activity, truck traffic impacts need to be further evaluated. Specifically,
all local haul routes should be identified and the impacts on traffic safety and road quality should be
discussed.
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On page 65 the program EIR estimates that 200 truck trips per day for 100 days could be generated from
site # 6 alone. Potential truck traffic from all of the sites should be estimated, and the Program EIR
should discuss all associated environmental effects, mitigation measures, and alternatives.

4. The discussion of Mitigation Measures throughout the Program EIR should be expanded to include a ?-. ?
description of how the mining operators could extract gravel in a way that improves fisheries habitat and '
reduces flood hazards.

Page 60 of the Program EIR concludes that, "If the proposed cubic yards of gravel were removed each

year which resulted in a minor lowering of the bed, which in turn would increase the tidal prism and

volume of the estuary, one could argue that would be a positive impact on the quality of the fishery

habitat as far as the estuary is concerned”. )

A qualified fishery biologist should be consulted to determine how fish habitat in the Lower Eel River ! 1 30
could be improved. A hydrologist should also be consulted to determine how mining activities could | i 31
mitigate potential flood hazards. While it may not be practical to return the Lower Eel to its natural \ 132

condition (potential adverse impacts on the existing bridges alone may prevent this), the Program EIR
should include a discussion of the mitigation measures that could be implemented by the mining
operators as a part of their activities,

We may have a rare opportunity here to mitigate at least some of the adverse fisheries impacts and l | 3 3
flooding hazards that have resulted from a severely aggraded river system.

5. The discussion of Alternatives throughout the document should be expanded to include a discussion of
establishing an extraction base line which is below the existing aggraded river level, and above a level
that may threaten the existing bridges. '

Page vi of the Summary indicates that the Program EIR "assumes that it is environmentally correct to

maintain the present river bed morphology, bed slope and elevation”. However, as described in

paragraph 5 on page 60 of the Program EIR, it may be environmentally desirable to lower the present

river bed morphology. Consequently, the alternative of directly or indirectly lowering the river bed l -
through gravel extraction operations to improve fisheries habitat should be discussed in more detail in the ! 5*5/
Program EIR.

J
The EIR should also discuss all potential adverse impacts associated with lowering the river bed and | ! 3¢
increasing surface mining levels in the project area.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

We also offer the following specific comments to facilitate the incorporation of the Program EIR into
future environmental documents:

1. The project description and background information on pages 7-15, 27-36, and 38-44 should be l , —; 7
consolidated in the Project Description section of the Program EIR (beginring on page 7). -

To help readers use the Program EIR with future Supplements, the Project Description section in the
Program EIR should be reorganized into the following subchapters:

Introduction: The introduction would include a general description of the project. .

Subchapter 1: This subchapter would include all background information and a detailed I " 8
description of all gravel extraction activities on site #1.



.\\

Subchapters 2 -11: These subchapters would include all background information and detailed
descriptions of all gravel extraction activities on sites #2 - #11.

. To help future readers find all relevant information for a particular site, it would also help if each

subchapter included a detailed project site map. I have attached the Tentative Map Checklist that the
Planning Commission will use in reviewing future projects in the project area, Illustrating the
information which is required by the Tentative Map Checklist on each of the 11 sites would really help
the future users of the Program EIR.

2. The Environmental Impacts section beginning on page 50 should also be reorganized into the
following subchapters: :

Impacts Throughout The Project Area.
Subchapter 1: Impacts resulting from gravel extraction activities on site #1.
Subchapters 2 - 11: Impacts resulting from gravel extraction activities on sites #2 - #11,

3. The Flows and Sediment Discharges section of the Program EIR (pages 16 - 27) should be
summarized in 1 or 2 pages, and the technical discussion should be moved to an appendix. The
discussion in this section is highly technical and us non-hydrologist types would really appreciate a
summary. If readers are so inclined they can wade through the details in the appendix.

The relative accuracy of the estimated annual gravel deposition within the study area should also be
discussed. What is the margin of error for the referenced studies? If the estimate of annual gravel
deposition is highly speculative, it should be identified as such.

Again, I would like to applaud your efforts in preparing this fine document in a relatively short time
frame. 1 only offer these lengthy comments because I know how important your Program EIR will be in
helping all of the involved parties review proposed gravel extraction activities within the project area,

Please call me at 7541 if you would like to discuss any of the above comments.

cc. |

Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
Director of Public Works
CAO '

Builders Exchange
Surface Mining Operators
Audobon Society

Sierra Club

Fish & Game Advisory Committee
Cal Trout
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EEL. RIVER RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 66, FERNDALE, CaA 95536

April 2, 1992

Subject: Cnmﬁentﬁ to the Draft Program'EIR On Gravel
Removal From The Lower Eel River

TO: Mr. Donald C. Tuttle, Environmental Services Manager
Humboldt County Department of Public Works
1106 Second Street
Eureka, CA 9353501-0579

Dear Mr. Tuttle:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the program
EIR. We support the overall purpose and objectives of the
project as described in the draft.

We do not support altermnative #1, nor #4. We would
support an alternative that allows a maximum amount of
material to be removed but is consistent with the annual
replenishment rate, maintains the existing bed elevation,
re—creates deep water habitat, and reduces deposition in the
Eei River estuary — some flexible combination of
Alternatives #2 and #3.

To gbtain this alternative would require a
camprehensive monitoring program and annual adjustments of
extractable amounts, We also believe that it cannot be
known what amounts are suitable until at least 5 vyears of
monitoring can be completed.

The attached comments are attached for your
consideration.

Again, thank you for preparing this report. It
containg valuable information.

Slncerely,

/ e // .
4{1%/k ;’fzqééz/fbi—cﬁfv-w el

Earl J. Amdrosini, Sr., Vice President
Board of Directors




EEL RIVER RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT
P.0. BOX &6, FERNDALE, CA 95536

April 2, 1992

Subject: Comments to the Draft Program EIR on Gravel
Removal From The Lower Eel River

1. toss of Riparian Habitat:

Comment: The only additional impact upon riparian
habitats beyond existing conditions consist of: IL{B

a. The addition of one gravel extraction, storage
area and processing facility on the Elbert lLLand site, site
#6, on the West side of the Eel River. This has the
potential to severely impact existing high value habitat.

b. Due to the significant increase in annual mining
volume over historic levels, the potential for flow
diversion by method of mining (skimming, trenching, or pit) IL{L{

may deflect flows inte riverbanks and cause bank e@rosion,
and loss of land and riparian habitat.

Recommendations:

a. Fermitting agencies carefully review siting of
enkraction sites, storage Tacilities and batch plants to
avoid riparian habitat loss. IL{j”
b, Evtraction methods should be cleosely monitered and the
permits allow flexible agency control to alter the permit to
reduce impacts as they are cobhserved. (Gea comments on
monitoring) ‘

C. Gravel operators and permitting agencies should be
amare that new mapping and habitat descriptions for the kel
Fiver delta will be available in May o June to assist i
@vdluating habitat extent, value and lecation.

2. Loss of Aquatic Habitat - Creation of deep water
habitat for anadromous fish.

Comment: _

Consistent with objectives 4 and % of the proposed
gravel extraction as described in thiszs FEIR, aguatic habitat
and the wvalue of the estuary Tor fish have been severely
impacted by the sedimentation and gravel deposits.
appropriate extraction of velumes from the river chamel
have the potential to improve Lthe habitat and health of the
estuary, or, if inappropriate. of causing fuvrther damage to
the habitat and the econemic valus of this- resource and 1ts
commercial . reoreational and tourist values.



Recommendations:

W Monitoring o comnment section covering this
issus) will be a key element of determining the effects of
the extraction on fish habitst.

b. Evaluation of mining methods, skimming., trenchina l lq‘
and pit, should promote ve-creation of deep wabey habitat
wherever pessible.

. It is asszumed that gravel ocperaters will bear the l |47
cests of the monitoring prooram. Tt is cuwrrently wnikoown '
what this monetary cgost will he at this tiae. It is
suggeated that gravel opserators be asked to volunbarily acid
an incremental corntribution (perhaps 178 ceanl/cu.vd.? to
build a fund for needed rescarch and implemsntation prod
that will improve the habitat and help reztore nesded
and steelhead stocks., Iy the interest of uhilizing,
maintaining and restoving resouroe value vz ludivg wi ld
zalmon and sheelhead thils contribobtion cold
mitigate incidental or wnforosesn negative impacts to the
resourcs,  Decisions of the vss of this fTuond coule LR RN
by an azsociation of the contributing graves]l opevrators
cther oodv.

g

3. Bank Erosion — Liability

Comment:

Work in the late 1970'=z and 1980'z on the Fel River
below Fernbridge by the Corps of Enginesrs bas allegsdls
caused bank erosion for which the county haeld liability
SRONSONT . In the late 80's, bank erosion on bthe scouth side
o7 the Eel Rivey uvpstream of Fernbridos was T have
been caused by neartby mininag. Futuwre bank
o poowr above., thirough and below the T
Despite the best of plannicng and moni
possibility of bank erosion, it will oooure it o has in
past. Landowners may claim the eroslon 1s oA vesult of
gravel mining. Ne discussicen in the ETE i it e 8

: rank s=rosion l }%

avioid amy

2o b CAanlsens

alternatives of how challa
will be addreszed.

Recommendation:
. The rvesponsible permitting agescor should be held
harmless 1n netantial swibs.




4, HMonitoring Preogram

Comments:

The monitoring proavam will be the key to the
successful mining program. Without a flaxibhle and very
complete monitoring prodran, the potential negative impacts
of morpholegical changes, bed changes, thalweg changes, bank
srosion and threat to bridoe plers and Tish habitat camot
be svaluated.

Recommendations: In addition teo the described monitering
program described in the EIR: :

A . Two mooad koring oress sections, one imnediately
upstream of the project area and one approximately 1/2 mile
above the project area sheould be petablished to evaluate
changes.

k. Three monitoring cross sections, one immediately
balow the project area, one approximately 1782 mile below the
project areza and one at the Cock Rebin Island Bridoe
(comment 6 beleow) should be established to evaluate changes.

¢.. .. Before long term permits for the maximum amount of
gravel extractlon are jesued, al least 9 yemars of in placa
monitoring should be initiated to establish its adequacy . and
provide a bassline for evaluation. Only animal permlis
should be allowed for the firvet five ysars with prescy ibed
amounts to be sxtracted by sach operator.  Thereafter,
peirmit quantities and lengtha should be determinad by the
permitting agencies based upon the growing date patharad
from monitoving.

| d. The costs of monitoring sheould be borne by the
gravel extractors and an adequate system of adjusting

recessary fee assessment vates should be clearly defined.
e. Evaluations of the monitoring data should be used

to annually adjust extraction vates, mining methods, and

mining locations that may vary upon replenishment rates.

f. A very definitive pevmit should bz developed so
that extraction rates are wholly dependent upon protecting
fish habitet, streambanks., and bed and thalweg integrity
that will not threaten bridges.

Q. A monitoring cross section shouwld be established
at the Cock Robin Island bridoe to measwre the impact of
upstream gravel extraction in the estuary. Thisg site will
provide information en twe issues. .

i. Whether fine sediments are inoreasing or
decreasing. :

ii. To assure the integrity of the bridge
foundation.

1Mt



5. Bed Degradation/Aggradation

Comments:

It de unclear from the EIR whethser & woal iz to vedoce
the bed elevation, or maintain the elevatiocn, Tt is
repeztedly noted that the bed &t Fernbridgz s similaor teo
the hed elevation when ths bridge was construchted in 1911,
This would conclude that a net degradation through this
reach would threaten Fernbyidoe plers., Monmitoriog &nd
gradual increases of annual extraction aopesns to e the omly
wav to approach proposed extraction vate sure b
integrity of the thalws=g, bed elevation o protenct banbes
and riparian habitat.

A

Recommendations:

= M vecommended under monitond
baseline 1nformation s neaeded Lo
reEspanse will be to the lavoge and
procosad volumes,  Monilg
mirving velum Qs & D :
to determine iF the annmual
a yvear-inSyear-out basls.

arvud bavi S L,

Lx

-

aLian
L o

o LLUNERE Do o

&. Change in Particle Size deposits in the Eel River
Estuary

Comments:

Farticle sizes of sediments deposited v the BEel River
estuary are larger in the most recent o vies than bheey viere
in the preceding 000 years. Possible sqpisnation Tor thiis
Tinding may includea.

1. That in recent decades, Eel River watevraghe
been diranatically de-vegetated by logaging, voad construnhl
and buwning, vesulting v more vapld vuno oaond oa hlghesy
energy river system capable of carryving Lsorose sediment
particles further into the

2. Fecent large floods
watersheds.

3. Largey particle size sediment
Fmi Hiver sstuary in the mosb ent deo:
to move cout to the ocean by tidal actlon
builad v of sediment in the sstusey and
tidal prism.

tuary .

Fave movs wnsach o dmpac Des

1ar g

@

Recommendations: The monitoring station at Oook Robin
Isiand as stated in the monitoring comment. Issue #$ia,
bhe used to see 17 sadiment bulld wups ava st 1l ocourcring




Issue #7. Gravel Replenishment to project area.

Comment:

ﬁmparently past extracticon nor floods have .
significantly altered the bed slevation of the Eel River at i;z
Fernbridge since it was constvucted. This seems to imply I
that past gravel extraction in its intermititent and varied
volumes have not coreated excessive degradation.. Estimates
of replenishment rates are varied and again point to the
need for monitoring to determine what the actual rates of
vreplenishment will be. The proposed mining rate 1z both an
increase beyond any hiztorical one yeasr amount, and proposss
to do 1t on a sustained amual rate.

Recommendations:

& More information is needed to be able to measure
the replenishment rate. Monitoring as described in the
diraft with the additions recemmended v Izssve #4 are needed.

Issue #8 — Extraction Metheds and affect on River Morpholeqy

Comments:

Three mining methods @ors mentioned, skimming, trenching
andd pit mining. It is unclesar how these methods will be ’5-3
utilized at which locations.

Guestions:

& Why has pit mining beer barmed?
Fage 32, para. % Front end leaders vemove gravel from a

Tairly concentrated area to depths of approximately B8 teo 1O
feet from the top of the bar. Method no lenger approved by
Fish and Game. Historically the impacts of this method
appeair to have been negligibls as observed by noeting the

integrity of the river bed following high flows. : '
3

. Who will determine which mining method will be used? I lﬁ‘f

«. What are the effects of trenching on chamel moarpholoogy

ard the potentlal diversion of flows causing bank ercsion?

In order to avoid bank evosion, is there a way for the '515

trenching to oo towards the middle of the channel and
paraliel to the stream flow?

d. From Fage 31, para. S1 - "Essentially through the
project area from the moutih of the Yan Duzen River to
Fermbridge, the high flow morpholoagy of the river has been
changed thhyough the construction of levees and Tlood contrel
efforts such as rip rapping some of the banks subliected to
sctouy . Removal of these overflow areas to high flow hag
covicentrated the energy of the high flow to a narvower part

be13



of the river bed, thereby moving meore mabacolal throuagh e
project areal”

Do these styructures maivtain river @osrgy snd cowld it
be cavsing more depositlion in the sstuars? Do these bhar o
confining structures reduce the deposits of gravel though
the project area’?

& . Skimming
From Fage 51, para 8. and Fage 02, para |
spreads the chammel flow over a wider ai < looreasing
bed/flow contact, increasivg friction thevreby deposits
of gravel. This effech means that less bhedlcoac
moved by Tilows by decreasin the effic IRYA
nove sedlment. Gt high Yiows, the laroe wolumes
moving duriva the high fiow wouvld tend
lowered ar2as of e bhars <
deposite can cawze threading
flows intoe streambanks.”
Does this mean that ceotinued extracticon 1s Necessary | y
te maintain armual channel thalweg? That iv a given high
flow vear, the river may hit banks?

- "Skimmig

diren on bhe
1N ) . IRRT
Focany et e

.
From Fage &0, Para. & -
feat deep, they may be pros ]
i a low Flow period in Oetobes to s Muovember et bav
thev've become connected te the main low Flow chanmel "

Could trenches become traps for salmen, isclated from rs*é
the low flow chamnmel? '

auzz the

tdirg pool

ayve 10 Lo

fish to ve




